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ABSTRACT.

This study has the objective of examining parental perceptions, some home
environmental factors, and SES on a child’s cognitive development. Two groups were
used to collect data, a high SES group and a low SES group. Twenty-six preschool
children, 13 females and 13 males (24 Caucasian, one African American, and one Asian)
were referred for giftedness. Parents responded to two surveys, one questionnaire, and an
interview. The children were administered two cognitive skills tests: (a) The Kaufman
Assessment Battery for Children (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983), KABC and (b) the
Qualitative Use of English and Spanish Tasks, QUEST, (Gonzalez, 1991). Qualitative
analyses was used to: (a) describe parental perceptions about the meaning of giftedness;
and (b) describe parental perceptions about the development of giftedness. A total of
seven patterns were found. Quantitative analyses was used to: (a) explore any relationship
between parental perceptions and their own child’s cognitive abilities; (b) explore any
relationship between some environmental factors and the child’s cognitive abilities; and (c)
explore any relationship between the parents socioeconomic status and their own child’s
cognitive abilities. Quantitative results suggest that some home environmental factors do
influence a child’s cognitive abilities. Quantitative results also suggest that the parents

socioeconomic status influences the child’s performance on cognitive skills tests.
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CHAPTER I

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

Purpose of this Study

This study has several purposes: (a) to describe parental perceptions about the
meaning of giftedness; (b) to describe parental perceptions about the development of
giftedness; (c) to explore any relationship between parental perceptions and their own
child’s cognitive abilities; (d) to explore any relationship between some environmental
factors (i.e., time parents’ spend with their child, parents’ work hours, parents’
educational attainment, and the number of siblings in the home) and the child’s cognitive
abilities; and (e) to explore any relationship between the parents’ socioeconomic status
(SES) and their own child’s cognitive abilities.

Objectives of this Study

This study has a total of five objectives: two objectives are within a
qualitative/descriptive research design, and three objectives are within a quantitative
(correlation/regression) research design.
Descriptive objectives

The two descriptive objectives are to identify and describe the specific parental
perceptions about (a) the meaning (or definitions) of giftedness, and (b) the development
of giftedness in their own child based on their beliefs about the influences of internal

(biological) and/or external (environmental) factors.
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These objectives are explored by means of three referral and screening
instruments: (a) a Parent’s or Teacher’s Survey, (b) an at-home interview, and (c)
classroom participant observations.

Quantitative objectives

Within a quantitative research design the three objectives are: (a) to suggest
whether there is any relationship between the identified parental perceptions and their
own child’s cognitive abilities, (b) to suggest whether there is any relationship between
four home environmental factors (amount of time parents’ spend with their child,
parents’ work hours, parents’ educational attainment, and the number of siblings) and the
child’s cognitive abilities, and (c) to suggest whether there is any relationship between
the parents’ SES (based on the parents combined income range) and their child’s
cognitive abilities.

A total of seven instruments (five screening and referral, and two cognitive skills
measures) are used to address the quantitative objectives. The screening and referral
instruments are: (a) a Parent’s or Teacher’s Survey, (b) an at-home interview, (c) a
demographic questionnaire, (d) classroom participant observations, and (e) the American
Guidance Home/Health Survey (Harrison, 1990). The two cognitive skills measures are:
(a) the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, KABC (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983),
and (b) the Qualitative Use of English and Spanish Tasks, QUEST (Gonzalez, 1991,
1994). See Table 1 for a visual representation of the relationship between the purpose of

this study, objectives of this study, and the instruments used in this study.
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Table 1

The Purposes/Objectives and Their Relationship to the Research Designs and
Instruments

Purposes/Objectives Research Design | Instruments
#1: To describe parental Descriptive e Parent’s Survey
ions about the e Classroom ici

l@)-fn%pueam’ng of giftedness (Qualitative) observau‘on?m cipert

o Interview
#2: To describe parental Descriptive e Parent’s Survey
perceptions about the o Interview
development of giftedness (Qualitative) e Classroom participant

observations

#3: To explore any Correlation e Parent’s Survey
relationship between e Interview
parental perceptions and e Classroom participant
their own child’s abilities (Quantitative) observations

e KABC

e QUEST
#4: To explore any Correlation e Demographic
relationship between some Questionnaire
environmental factors®* and | (Quantitative) e Interview
the child’s cognitive e AGS Survey
abilities e Classroom participant

observations

e KABC

e QUEST
#5: To explore any Regression e Demographic
relationship between the Questionnaire
parent’s SES and their own | (Quantitative) e Classroom participant
child’s cognitive abilities observations

e KABC

e QUEST

* Time parents spend with their child, parents work hours, parents educational
attainment, and the number of siblings in the home




14

Position ized in this S
I recognize that genetics (internal factors) and the environment
(external factors) cantribute to cognitive development in a child, particularly cognitive

giftedness as expressed by language and problem-solving abilities. More specifically,
cognitive development is considered to be expressed as giftedness in the form of
language and problem-solving abilities. Whereas environmental factors are unlimited,
genetics are based solely on the familial inherited genes. It is considered that genetic
predispositions or foundations could be altered by environmental factors. For example,
exposure to drugs, alcohol, or other harmful chemicals can alter the potential cognitive
abilities of an individual (Puentes, 1993). This is not to suggest that environmental
influences are strictly defined by tangible objects, rather they can also include social
influences.

The home environment could be the most important social influence in a very
young child’s life, which is considered to be centered in the home environment and
within the relationship the child has with his/her parents. In this study, I introduce the
pareats of the child as a social influence. In particular, the parents’ perceptions are
considered environmental variables that can have an effect on the development of a
child’s cognitive abilities. It is considered that the extrinsic influences imposed by the
parental perceptions could be the most crucial in the formation of a child’s intelligence
development. These parental influences are those imposed on the child within the home
environment. As Vygotsky (1978) said, “the relationship between the child and the

environment could be the one that defines the child’s entire mode of life.” In light of
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this, there is probably no way a parent can avoid having a significant effect on their
child’s overall development, including intelligence development (Baumrind, 1978). The
environment in which the child is primarily exposed to in the first few years of life might
be the most influential aspect contributing to a child’s development of cognitive abilities.
It may be that the parents’ perceptions dominate the chiid’s early environment, thus
having the greatest impact on the child’s development of his/her cognitive abilities. Thus,
the importance of knowing and understanding the parents’ perceptions about cognitive
development can clearly be seen. See Figure 1 for a visual representation.
Contributions of this Study

Researchers often describe the gifted child, the home environment, and the
characteristics of the family (Cornell & Grossberg, 1986; Karmnes & D’Ilio, 1988; Kulieke
& Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989). The literature is also saturated with several different
definitions of giftedness (Banks & McGee-Banks, 1993; Bracken, 1991; Witt, Elliot,
Kramer & Gresham, 1994). In addition, statistics are readily available to outline the
‘typical’ demographics and socioeconomic status (SES) of a gifted child’s parents and
family (VanTassel & Olszewski-Kubilius, 1989).

Traditionally, children identified as gifted tended to come from a higher SES
home in which the family size leans on the small end and the parents have earned a
higher educational level (Barbe, 1975). Moreover, several authors have conducted studies
exploring the family characteristics of gifted children (e.g., Ballering & Koch, 1984;

Comnell & Grossberg, 1986; Hackney, 1981; Keirouz, 1990; Moss, 1990; Sebring, 1983).
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It is not difficult to use this research data in describing a “typical” family of a gifted
child.

Writers also have discussed the unique personality characteristics developed by
the parent once their child is identified as gifted Researchers have indicated that
typically a parent generates unique concerns and expectations regarding the giftedness of
their child (Keirouz, 1990). Data have also been published explaining some of the
common characteristics of a family in which there is a gifted child (Barbe, 1975). In
addition, literature is filled with data indicating the influences parental perceptions have
on intelligence (cognitive) development of the child. But, these descriptions of parental
perceptions about cognitive development and giftedness are examined only in cases
where the child is already labeled as gifted.

Thus, researchers have not neglected an examination of parental characteristics
and perceptions after the child is identified as gifted. In fact, the descriptive
characteristics of gifted children and their parents dominate the body of contemporary
research with the assumption that the parental perceptions emerged after the
identification of their child’s giftedness.

However, in an extensive research of the literature, I was unable to find
comprehensive studies indicating if any influences on the development of giftedness
could be attributed to parental perceptions before the giftedness was identified in the
child. Thus, research needs to be conducted to identify any parental perceptions, and to
suggest whether they might have an effect on the development of a child’s intelligence.

Furthermore, it is important to study the specific parent-to-child relationship within the
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context of the child’s environment. In addition, I believe it is important to include parents
in the assessment process because they are the most important moral and social agents
affecting the development of their children.

Then, several questions are left unanswered with respect to an examination of
parental perceptions before the identification of giftedness: (a) What do parents think
giftedness means?, (b) How do they define the characteristics of a gifted child?, (c) How
do they believe giftedness develops in a child?, and (d) What do parents do to encourage
the development of giftedness in their own child? These questions are considered in this
study because there is currently a need for exploration of certain factors before the child
is identified as gifted: (a) parental perceptions about the development of giftedness, and
(b) parental perceptions about the influences of internal and external factors on the
development of giftedness. The underlying hypothesis of this study is that these specific
parental perceptions have a major impact on the cognitive development of a child. This is
based on the developmental perspective that views intelligence as a dynamic process that
changes with learning in the context of the home environment.

Since researchers have failed to examine the SES, home environment, and
parental perceptions about cognitive development before the child’s giftedness is
identified, this study was focused on exploring these crucial influences on a child’s
cognitive development. In this study, I recognized that all of these influences exist even
before the child is labeled as gifted. Then, this study contributes a multidimensional
perspective as I recognize that the home environment is critical to the child’s

development and to academic learning in social, psychological, emotional, moral,
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linguistic, and cognitive areas. Perceptions and attitudes could affect the behaviors of
parents, and in turn this could affect their child’s cognitive development. Thus, a
nurturing home environment provided by parents could have a determining effect on the
child’s academic success.

In sum, this study makes a major contribution to the research on giftedness by
approaching the parents before the child’s giftedness is identified. It is assumed that it is
important to identify parental perceptions before their child has been identified as gifted
because: (a) the parents may already display certain “typical™ perceptions of the
development of their child, and (b) parental perceptions may contribute to the
development of giftedness in the child.

Researc ions

A total of five research questions will be examined. They relate to the parental
perceptions about giftedness before the child is identified as gifted. The first two
research questions will explore descriptive factors of parental perceptions about
giftedness. The last three research questions will be used to suggest any relationship
certain home environmental factors might have to the child’s performance on two
cognitive skills tests.

Descriptive research questions

A total of two descriptive research questions will be addressed in this study. The
first question states: What do parents’ think are the characteristics of a gifted child? To
explore this question, parents were asked to describe their child’s gifted characteristics

based on four criteria: (a) verbal, (b) non-verbal, (¢) social, and (d) talents/ abilities.
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The second research question: What do parents think influences the cognitive
development of their own child? For this question, parents were asked to identify the
influences they believe contributed to the development of giftedness in their own child
based on three categories: (a) resources in the home, (b) biological factors, and (c)
parental influences. All of these parental perceptions will be explored before the child is
evaluated for giftedness.

Quantitative research questions

The other three research questions will explore quantitative factors using
correlation and regression models. These research questions will be addressed by means
of statistical analyses using Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients and
regression analyses.

The third research question states: Is there a relationship between the parents’
perceptions of their child’s cognitive abilities and their child’s scores on cognitive skills
tests? Correlation analyses will be used to estimate the degree of relationship between
the parents’ perceptions and the child’s ability to perform on two cognitive skills tests.

The fourth research question states: [s there a relationship between some home
environmental factors (i.e., time parents spend with their child, parents’ work hours,
parents’ educational attainment, and the number of siblings in the home) and the child’s
scores on cognitive skills tests? Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients will be
used to quantify any relationship the parents’ perceptions might have with the home

environmental factors.
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The fifth research question states: Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES
and the child’s scores on cognitive skills? Regression analyses will be used to suggest any
relationship between the SES of the parents and the child’s ability to perform on the two

cognitive skills tests.



CHAPTER I1
LITERATURE REVIEW

First, the literature review defines the theoretical term “gifted” that is upheld by
myself for the purposes of this study.

Second, to emphasize the importance of studying home environmental variables,
a brief overview of the literature on home environmental variables will be presented.

Then, the variables used in this study are described in relation to the effects they
have on the development of a child’s cognitive abilities: (a) parents’ perceptions about
giftedness, (b) the influence of internal (biological) versus external (environmental)
factors, (c) the amount of time a parent spends with their child, (d) the parents’ work
hours, (e) the parents’ level of educational attainment, (f) the number of siblings in the
home, and (g) the socioeconomic status (SES) of the parents.

Then, according to the literature, this chapter will discuss the implications and
various methods of assessing a young child’s cognitive abilities.

Next, an overview of the literature on the benefits of early identification of
giftedness in children will be discussed. See Figure 1 for an overview of the variables
which are considered in this study to have an effect on the development of a child’s

cognitive abilities.



A Definition of Giftedness

In this study, I recognize that a gifted child can have different kinds of advanced
skills in one or more intellectual domains. According to Howard Gardner (1983, 1996),
there are several areas in which a person can display strengths or weaknesses, including
spatial, linguistic, logical-mathematical, interpersonal, intrapersonal, musical, or bodily-
kinesthetic abilities. Often, the child is recognized as having superior skills in their area
of “giftedness,” or obvious strengths at a very young age (Piirto, 1994). Even so, most
mainstream educational settings only recognize or provide enrichment programs for
children who perform well-above average on at least one of two kinds of cognitive skills
measures: (a) logical-mathematical, or (b) linguistic (Coleangelo & Davis, 1997, Piirto,
1994).

Despite an often neglected importance for recognizing and nurturing all of a
child’s strengths, the purpose of this study is to understand the emergence of only the two
most commonly recognized kinds of cognitive giftedness in a child: logical-mathematical
and linguistic. Because these two forms of intelligences are consistent with most
educational systems’ recognition of giftedness, I assume those are most likely to be
familiar to a person outside of the academic arena, including parents. Because of this
assumed commonsense understanding of these two intelligences, the development of
them in a child and the factors that influence their development will be the easiest to

investigate.



Home environmental variables

Countless writers have suggested that intelligence is the result of both nature and
nurture to some degree (Bouchard & McGue, 1981; Coleangelo & Davis, 1997; Plomin,
1990). Even the home environment contains many variables that may simuitaneously
contribute to the development of a child’s cognitive abilities. However, the home
environment can also be viewed as a variable by itself, and it has often been considered a
single variable since some of the earliest studies.

In his landmark study of 23 of the highest IQ subjects, Terman (Terman & Oden,
1925) found the children who excelled most were linked to those stimulated most from
early infancy to age five. Likewise, Bloom proposed that the nature of the environment in
which the individual develops will have the greatest effect on the child during his/her
most rapid period of growth and change during early childhood (Bloom, 1964). The
nature of early stimulation towards the child within the home is so central for cognitive
development that some researchers have suggested the need to broaden the monitoring of
ways in which mothers enrich their offspring’s growth (Carew, 1980).

Home environmental influences would not be considered if one were to uphold
the ideology that giftedness completely ignores any influence the environment might
have on a person’s development. The environment potentially could have the most
powerful effect on a child, particularly the environment in which a child spends most of
his or her time, that is the home environment (Vygotsky, 1978; Winner, 1996).

Many theorists have already examined the home environment and have suggested

its contribution to the child’s overall development. For example, Bradley and Caldwell



25

(1976, 1978, 1980) developed The Caldwell Home Inventory to assess the characteristics
of a child’s home environment that were assumed to influence intelligence development.
Other more recent research has suggested that some environment characteristics have
more influence during early childhood and much less after adolescence (Coleangelo &
Davis, 1997; Plomin, 1988).

In this study, I am not proposing that intelligence is strictly environmental; some
hereditability of intelligence is also assumed. Even the way in which a person reacts to
his/her environment can be attributed to genetics (Piirto, 1994). In this study, the focus of
the home environment is to investigate any effects it might have on the cognitive
development of a child. Thus, in this study, an interactional position is assumed
considering that the child’s range of cognitive developmental abilities are already in
place due to genetic influences, but that the home environment in turn influences the
early cognitive development of children.

Parental Perceptions About Giftedness

In this study, the parents are referring their child for giftedness evaluation. So, the
parents have already developed implicit perceptions (or conceptions) about their child’s
abilities, and about what constitutes (or defines) “giftedness™ in a child. These
perceptions are implicit beliefs consisting of intellectual constructions that already reside
in the minds of the individuals (Sternberg, 1985; Sternberg & Lubart, 1993). People’s
perceptions of giftedness have many components; among them a development of
individual, implicit explanations about the nature of giftedness (Gagne, Belanger, &

Motard, 1993). Many studies reveal varying perceptions among professionals about the



definition of giftedness, and the factors contributing to cognitive development
(Stemberg, 1993; Sternberg & Lubart, 1993; and Gagne, Belanger, & Motard, 1993).
This diversity among specialists in gifted education suggests similar diversity among
others, including parents, such as how giftedness is defined and what factors are
perceived as helping in the development of giftedness.

An important characteristic affecting the cognitive development of children is the
values perceived important by the parents, then internalized and expressed by the parents.
Strom, Johnson, and Strom (1990) have shown that parental influence is critical in
guiding child growth, especially in the maintenance of culturally defined values. In
addition, the parent may value certain achievements or successes, and then express those
to, and expect them from their child.

Bloom (1985) has shown that parents of talented athletes, artists, and musicians
emphasize certain perceptions to their children. These parents perceived the importance
of doing one’s best, being successful, winning, striving for excellence, and developing
task persistence (Bloom, 1985). These perceived values held by the parents are then
emphasized to their children. The parental perceptions can have a significant effect on
the cognitive development of a child. If the parents perceive the importance of academics
or the value of developing a specific talent, children tend to internalize these values by
developing a sense of importance and achievement for the same values. Thus, the
specific and unique values emphasized by each set of parents to their child could be a

result of their own perceptions about the cognitive development of a child.



Through their own perceptions, parents may create and uphold certain
expectations of their child. Strom, Johnson, and Strom (1990) have suggested that the
extent to which youngsters, particularly those from ethnic and low income families, have
the opportunity at home to develop skills and behaviors that are indicative of a gifted
child depends greatly on parents’ expectations.

In this study I intend to add another dimension to the effect of parents’
perceptions on a child’s development. It is recognized that parental perceptions about
giftedness, and about cognitive development could also influence the child’s ability to
perform cognitively on tests of cognitive abilities. Louis and Lewis (1992) suggested the
possibility that the cognitive ability of children influences parental beliefs. Either way,
the final outcome for children could be a result of an interaction between parental
perceptions and their own cognitive abilities. They suggested that not only are parents
good judges of their own children, but their perceptions have strong implications for their
child’s cognitive development.

I assume that the way in which a parent thinks and responds is reflective of their
personal perceptions about the meaning of giftedness, and their perceptions about the
causal factors attributed to the development of cognitive giftedness. I also assume that
parental values are often based on parental perceptions, and influence the issues raised
regarding the gifted child in the family. Possibly, a parent has already developed his/her
own ideas about giftedness even before their child’s giftedness is discovered.

It is my intent in this study to identify the implicit beliefs within each parent as

stated by the first purpose of this study: to describe parental perceptions about the
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meaning of giftedness. It is proposed that these perceptions (including beliefs and
definitions) have an effect on the child’s overall development, particularly their cognitive
The Influence of Internal Versus External Factors

Parents may have certain perceptions of the factors contributing to their child’s
cognitive giftedness. The perceptions the parents have about the influence of both
internal and external factors on the development of giftedness may be a contributing
factor to the development of their own child’s giftedness.

Parents may believe their child’s giftedness is attributed to only internal
(biological) factors. These factors are thought to come from the genetic makeup of the
child, which is inherited strictly from the parents (Banks & McGee-Banks, 1993). This
way of thinking is considered to be supported by research studies showing that
intelligence is genetically inherited, that it does run in families (Braungart, Plomin,
Fulker, & DeFries, 1992; Bouchard & McGue, 1981; Plomin, 1997).

Other parents may attribute the development of giftedness to external factors,
such as resources in the home (Louis & Lewis, 1992; Passow, 1994). They may perceive
that their child’s development of cognitive giftedness is due to the environment that has
been provided for the child.

Still, other parents may attribute the development of giftedness to a combination
of both external and internal factors. That is, the child is born with a certain range of
abilities, and the environment influences the development of giftedness with an

interaction between external and internal factors. The child is born with a certain range
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of potential, and the environment influences the development of those abilities (Bryant,
Burchinal, Lau, & Sparling, 1994).

Whether parents attribute their child’s development of giftedness to external
(environmental) or internal (biological) factors, or a combination of both, parents’
behaviors towards their children can still be influenced by their perceptions. If a parent
realized that cognitive giftedness “runs in the family,” the parents may stimulate their
own child in such a way to advance his/her cognitive abilities. If a parent thinks the
environment is solely or primarily responsibie for the development of giftedness ina
child, that parent may create an intellectually stimulating and nurturing environment for
their child.

The nature versus nurture issue used for this part of this study is not to propose
that one or the other has a greater impact on the child’s development (although some
environmental factors are examined later in this study). The purpose is to reveal any
perceptions the parents might hold about their child’s intelligence development. An
assumption is made that the perceptions parents have about the development of cognitive
giftedness in their child may influence the way they stimulate their child’s inteliectual
development. For this reason, it is believed to be beneficial to understand the parental
perceptions about the development of giftedness before the child is labeled as gifted. The
parents provision of specific external environment may be dependent on their
perceptions, and in turm, may influence the child’s cognitive development.

Thus, I attempt to explore parents’ perceptions as causal factors in the
development of a child’s cognitive giftedness. Parental perceptions about the effects of
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several factors on the cognitive development of their own child are examined, including
internal and external factors.
Time Parents S With Their Child

Researchers have examined the parent’s commitment and use of time spent with
the child, and the relationship this has with the child’s cognitive development. Resuits
from an early study by Clark-Stewart (1973) showed that infants’ cognitive, language,
and social development related significantly to maternal care. Verbal stimulation from
the mother had an especially strong effect on the offspring’s ability to comprehend and
express language. More notably, a close relationship was observed between the
complexity of infants’ play and the amount of time the mother spent playing with them
and acting as mediators of the physical environment (Clark-Stewart, 1973).

Bloom (1985) found that the parent’s commitment to the productive use of time
spent with the child was evidenced in the standards of performance exhibited by their
children. Bloom also contended that the parents’ interest and participation in the child’s
learning contributed significantly to his or her achievement in the academic field.

More recently, Scott (1988) identified four key attitudinal and behavioral
differences that appear to be consistently found in families of successful gifted children.
One of these characteristics is an ongoing communication and involvement with the
child, with an emphasis on actively spending time with the child. Harrison (1990)
suggested that the more time parents spend interacting one-on-one with their child, the
better able he/she is to develop cognitive abilities. I suggest that the child’s cognitive

abilities could be is directly influenced by the amount of time a parent spends with the
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child. The home environment is then considered a contributing factor to the development
of a child’s cognitive abilities.

Another study by Moorehouse (1991) suggested that children are more likely to
match or exceed their peers in school achievement and adjustment when the parent
spends more time with the child. Passow (1994) commented that research and experience
has made clear the parent’s role in the identification and fostering of giftedness. Passow
(1994) also suggested that the school cannot fully develop potential without the
nurturance that takes place in the home and the family.

In this study, I recognize that the nurturance of a child’s cognitive development,
and support for the development of giftedness in a child takes time. Then, the amount of
time a parent spends with their child is examined in this study. It is suggested that the
amount of time a parent spends with their child will have a positive effect on the child’s
cognitive abilities as measured by certain cognitive skills tests.

Parents Work Hours

Clarke-Stewart (1973) suggested that the larger amount of time the mother spent
playing with her infant, the more compiex play the infant would engage in. Probably, in
most cases, the fewer the mother’s work hours, the more amount of time the mother
spends playing with her infant. In traditional homes, the mothers spend more time at
home, and less time “on the job” (Moorehouse, 1991). As employment rates have
increased, particularly for women, so has the speculation about the negative
consequences for the overall development of a child, inclusive of a child’s cognitive

development (Moorehouse, 1991).



32

Hoffman (1989) has suggested that children show few signs of negative effects
from maternal employment. School-aged children of employed women have been shown
to be as well or better adjusted than the children of women who do not work outside the
home (Bronfenbrenner & Crouter, 1982; Hoffman, 1980, 1984). In all studies of the
effects of maternal employment, the majority of children of employed women have had
secure relationships with their parents (Belsky, 1988; Clark, 1988; Thompson, 1988).
These findings indicate that the mother employment status does not appear to be a key
variable in the social and emotional adjustment of a child. But they fail to recognize or
suggest any effects the parent’s employment may have on the amount of time a parent
spends with their child, or any effects the parent’s employment status may have on the
child’s development of cognitive abilities. Brody (1992) has suggested that the principal
intellectual socialization agent of the young child is the parent.

Unlike previous research studies, in this study I seek to describe the parents’ work
hours, and to suggest any effects the parents’ work hours might have on the development
of their own child’s cognitive abilities. I assume the parents’ work hours have an effect
on the amount of time they spend with their own child. Ultimately, it is expected that the
amount of time spent interacting with the child will affect the child’s ability to perform
on cognitive skills measures.

Parents” Educational Attainment

Many studies have indicated that gifted children aiready come from parents who

have attained a higher overall position in their socioeconomic status, SES (e.g., Barbe,

1975). It has been found that the majority of the fathers were educated beyond a
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bachelors degree and it was not unusual to find a high number of mothers who aiso had
some education beyond a bachelor’s degree (Khatena, 1982).

Jensen (1969) indicated that popular literature and the media have implicated the
home background or the social class as a condition necessary for a “boost” in the
mtelligence development of a child. Even as recent as 1991, Awanbor (1991) has
suggested that the majority of children who represent the subjects screened for giftedness
come from parents with specific professions. Awanbor suggested that the children of
professors, judges and magistrates, engineers, lawyers, architects and other members of
the middle and upper classes were traditionally more often recognized as having a
potential for giftedness.

For this study, I support a more contemporary view which suggests that the
development of giftedness in a child is independent of the parents’ professions or
educational attainment (Plomin, 1997; Rowe, 1994). Even though some researchers
argue that parental attitudes and behaviors in relation to academic achievement have a
significant effect on their children’s cognitive development (Braungart, et al., 1992; Jeon
& Feldhusen, 1994; Winner, 1996), parental educational attainment is ignored in most
research studies.

In this study a more contemporary view is proposed in light of the most recent
definitions of giftedness. This contemporary perspective views intelligence as a dynamic
process, one that is independent of ethnicity, gender, or SES. It is recognized that
parental educational attainment (often reflected by the parents’ professians) is nota

direct indication of whether or not a child is cognitively gifted (Awanbor, 1991).
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Reviewing this position, in this study, parental educational attainment is examined to
suggest any correlation it might have with the child’s ability to perform on two cognitive
skills tests.

Siblings

Traditionally, a negative picture of relations and adaptations has been presented
by many researchers in families with a gifted child. Peterson (1977) found that the
presence of a gifted child in the family was associated with increases in competitiveness
among all family members, sibling jealousy, and disrespect for the uniqueness of each
family member.

Similarly, Hackney (1981) found that parents’ perceived a gifted child as having a
negative impact on the relations and adaptations of family members’ feelings about
themselves. Another early study by Fisher (1984) indicated that the parents of diagnosed
gifted children reported that the gifted label had a “disruptive” effect on the nongifted
sibling(s). In addition, Ballering and Koch (1984) found that the perceptions of a
negative affect existed in a gifted child’s relationships with his’her mother and any
nongifted sibling in the home.

More recent research conducted by Jeon and Feldhusen (1993) indicated that
siblings are a part of ‘peer acceptance’ confined with a positive family environment, and
that these are indicators for success in academics. This same study suggested that a
positive family environment is an important factor in the development of a child’s

cognitive abilities.
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In addition, according to Brody (1992), there are many potential characteristics
within a family that may contribute to the development of a child’s intelligence such as
the influence of siblings and the number of persons in the home. Early studies suggested
that children from homes crowded with other children often exhibit delayed or deprived
growth patterns (Kagan, 1968; Murphy, 1972; Wachs, 1969). A study by Gailbraith
(1982) found that average performance on the American College Test used for
admissions at Brigham Young University was positively related to family size.

Some researchers have suggested that large families tend to have more
individuals who have not attained their terminal levels of intelligence and therefore the
average level of intelligence of family members tends to be lower in large than in smail
families (Brody, 1992; Zajonc & Marcus, 1975).

An extensive research review on gifted children and their families by Keirouz
(1990) concluded that most of the empirical research has concerned the question of
labeling effects, that is, the effects on the family relationships of applying the gifted label
to a child in the home. However, research lacks in suggesting the effect, if any, the
number of siblings has on the development of giftedness in a child. Research studies fail
to suggest that the number of siblings may reflect in the time the parents spend with the
child. In this study, it is suggested that the interaction of these two factors may contribute
to the development of gifted abilities i a child, and consequently affect the child’s

performance on cognitive skills tests.
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Socioeconomic Status (SES)

Many research studies have provided data which suggest that socioeconomic
status (SES) is a home environmental factor that can have a significant impact on the
development of giftedness in a child (e.g., Kamnes & D’Ilio, 1988; Kulieke & Olszewski-
Kubilius, 1989). Traditionally, the typical demographic characteristics of an identified
gifted child’s family were found to be a higher SES home (Barbe, 1975). Hackney (1981)
found that many parents of identified gifted children desire to raise their child in the
“right” kind of neighborhood with “good™ schools and gifted education programs. More
recently, Tomlinson-Keasey and Little (1990) identified several major influences,
including SES, that can be used to predict a child’s intellectual achievement.

The external environment, as influenced by the SES of the family, has been
viewed as a major component related to the entire social situation of a child’s life and
development. Traditionally, a more advantageous environment provided a greater variety
and abundance of opportunities in which the child could develop his/her talents and
intellectual potential. It is no wonder why more children from higher SES advantaged
homes were identified as gifted. Even so, the attitude is why do more for children from
higher SES if they already have it all (Kames & Johnson, 1991).

More recently, research has taken a more holistic and dynamic approach to
understanding the influence demographics have on the cognitive development of a child.
Now, it is acceptable to consider evaluation for giftedness for children from all ethnic,
socioeconomic, and cultural backgrounds (Bracken, 1991; Envoi, 1994; Piirto, 1994;

Witt, Elliot, Kramer, & Gresham, 1994). The labeling of a child as gifted is no longer an



37

exclusivity for children born into a certain social class or ethnic group. Since new
definitions of giftedness, such as Gardner’s (1983) theory of multiple intelligences and
Sternberg’s (1995) theory of “implicit™ giftedness, have been presented and accepted,
the label of giftedness is possible for children from all SES and ethnic backgrounds.

A study by Awanbor (1991) suggested that the socioeconomic home background
has no significant effect on whether a child is evaluated for possible giftedness. However,
it is less likely for a child from a lower SES to be referred and ultimately assessed for
intellectual giftedness. For instance, the Head Start program has increased the emphasis
on education opportunities for children from low SES homes and culturally diverse
backgrounds. But, even in this target program for low SES children, the focus is still to
children experiencing some educational difficulty, rather than potential cognitive
giftedness (Kames & Johnson, 1991). Confirming the lack of identifying and providing
programs for lower SES gifted children are the results of a study by Stile, Kitano, Kelley,
and Lecrone (1993). They found that only 52% of the states responding to their study
reported having gifted children from disadvantaged families who receiving some type of
special consideration.

Even though statistics suggest a lacking in educational programs for lower SES
gifted children, this study recognizes the need for considering children from all
backgrounds for potential cognitive giftedness. In this study, it is expected to find that
children from different SES backgrounds have the same potential for giftedness. It is
proposed that children from lower SES backgrounds are merely not referred for

giftednesss evaluation as often as children from higher SES backgrounds. This study is
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focused on identifying any relationship the SES of the family might have on the child’s
ability to perform on two cognitive skills tests. Thus, it is expected that the SES of the
child’s family will have little or no bearing on the child’s ability to perform cognitively.
Assessment Methods

There are many methods that can be used for the identification of giftedness in a
child inchuding: (a) nomination or referral forms, (b) teacher referrals or reports, (c)
family history and developmental data, (d) home visits, and () muitidimensional
screening and assessment instruments, including standardized and qualitative cognitive
skills tests. According to Banks and McGee-Banks (1993) for the best results, screening
and assessment for giftedness should be a combination of these methods, in which data
from all instruments are used in the identification process.

Educational decisions should not be made on one test or assessment, this is
particularly true when the child is a minority or from a lower SES background (Zeidner
& Most, 1992). Educational assessments should be designed for the purpose of making
them into tools for specific diagnosis and instructional planning. Therefore, this study
supports the use of multiple assessment instruments in the identification of giftedness in
a child. Therefore, several instruments are used in this study: (a) parent (and teacher)
nominations, (b) demographic information, (c) classroom participant observations, (d) at-
home visits and interviews, and (e) standardized and qualitative assessment tests.

The two cognitive skills tests used are: (a) The Kaufman Assessment Battery for
Children (Kaufman & Kaufinan, 1983), and (b) the QUEST (an alternative instrument of

verbal and non-verbal classification tasks (Gonzalez, 1991, 1994, 1995). These
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instruments are used as a continuation of the screening process for the identification of
the gifted child.

Benefits of early identification. There is little information on how to assess a
young child’s cognitive abilities, especially on how to assess their high potential (Sandel,
McCallister, & Nash, 1993; Tannenbaum, 1992). Yet, several reasons exist that support
identification of giftedness and intervention during early childhood. One major reason
the early years are considered so important for intellectual development is that the brain
growth during the first five years of life proceeds astonishingly fast, compared with
growth in the other parts of the body (Hall, 1993).

Intervention to prevent underachievement in gifted students is most effective in
the first three years of school when perceptions, self-concept, and behavior patterns are
being formed (Shaklee, 1992). In addition, the time and effort required to reverse patterns
of underachievement established during K-3 years increases substantially with every year
of delay in assessment and intervention (Karnes & Johnson, 1991; Shaklee, 1992; Stile,
Kitano, Kelley, & Lecrone, 1993). It has been noted that the unidentified gifted child in
kindergarten may waste a year of school life and may develop negative attitudes toward
school and learning (Fox, 1971; Shaklee, 1993).

Finally, gifted children warrant a special environment even at the preschool level.
They have a need for interaction with other young gifted children, and also because a
greater range of levels of academic competence is found in gifted preschoolers than in

non-gifted preschoolers (Hall, 1993; Strom, Johnson, & Strom, 1990).
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All of this information suggests that environmental factors do play a role in
development of intelligence (Hall, 1993; Willerman & Fiedler, 1977). It seems evident
that the child’s abilities are malleable, especially in the first few years of life. This
reasoning justifies early compensatory education programs in order to help the child
accelerate their cognitive abilities when it is easiest for them to do so.

Conclusion

A parent may develop and exhibit certain perceptions about the meaning of
gifiedness and the factors responsible for the development of cognitive abilities. These
parental perceptions may influence the achievement and academic values that parents
emphasize to their children in the home environment. These parental perceptions may
also influence the quality and characteristics of the home environment provided by the
parents to the child. This study is focused on effects the parents’ perceptions and home
environment might have on the child’s development of his/her cognitive abilities before
the child is labeled as gifted by means of five research questions:

(1) What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?

(2) What do parents’ think influences the cognitive development of their
own child?

(3) Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s
cognitive abilities and cognitive skills test scores?

(4) Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors and

the child’s cognitive skills test scores?
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(5) Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the child’s

cognitive skills test scores?
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CHAPTER I

METHOD

Presented in this chapter, is a discussion of the subjects including: characteristics
of the selection pool, selection procedures, sample size, and sampling method.

Then, there is a discussion about the research design, which includes both a
qualitative (descriptive) and quantitative (correlation and regression) design. This
discussion will be related to the five research questions posed in this study:

(1) What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?

(2) What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their
own child?

(3) Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their own
child’s abilities and their child’s cognitive skills test scores?

(4) Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors and
the child’s cognitive skills?

(5) Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the child’s
cognitive skills?

Included in this section, will be a discussion of the seven instruments used for
data collection: (a) a Parent’s (and Teacher’s) Survey, (b) classroom participant
observations, (c) an at-home interview, (d) a demographic questionnaire, (¢) the
American Guidance Home/Health Survey (Harrison, 1990), (f) the Kaufman Assessment



43

Battery for Children, K-ABC (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983), and (g) the Verbal and Non-
Verbal Classification Tasks, QUEST (Gonzalez, 1991, 1994, 1995). Each instrument will
be discussed in relation to the following features: (a) descriptive characteristics, (b)
psychometric properties, (c) validity and reliability issues, and (d) the variables each
instrument will measure for the purpose of this study. Next, the data collection
procedures are discussed. This will include subject selection and administration of the
instruments.

Finally, the data analyses design is presented. This section relates each of the four
research questions, one at a time, with the following characteristics of this study: (a)
research design; (b) variables measured to answer the question; (c) specific data analyses
techniques, including any necessary coding procedures; and (d) the instruments used to
collect the pertinent data. See Table 2 for a visual representation of the relationship
between the research questions, research designs, variables, data analyses designs, and
instruments used in this study.

Participants

Two populations were used to select two different groups of participants for this
study: (a) a middle-high SES preschool, (b) three middle-low SES preschools. The
children range in ages from 4.0 years to 6.11 years, and had not aiready been identified as
gifted. Both populations consisted of mostly Caucasian children. The middle-high SES
population was from an urban area in Tucson, Arizona. The middle-low SES population

was from an urban area located in Peoria, Illinois.
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Middie-high SES pool. The first pool was used for a previous study I conducted.
The pool was selected from children attending a private preschool in Tucson, Arizona, in
which there were no identified gifted children. This preschool consisted of classes for
four and five year old preschoolers and kindergartners. The pool of subjects was
comprised of 60 children, ranging in ages from 4 years 6 months to 6 years and 6 months
of age. These children came primarily from middle-high SES homes.

The sample was selected based on several criteria: (a) the child was presently
attending the preschool; (b) a parent consented to their own participation and their
child’s participation in the study; (c) the child was referred for potential giftedness by a
parent, a teacher, or both a parent and a teacher; and (d) the child was not already
identified as gifted.

Parents and teachers were given the opportunity to refer a child for giftedness. A
questionnaire for parents (see Appendix A) or teachers (see Appendix B) were to be
filled out to refer the child for evaluation for possible intellectual giftedness.

The final sample used in this study (and a previous study conducted by this
author) was selected from 14 completed referrals consisting of 8 girls and 6 boys. The
referrals were received from the following: 9 parents, 3 parents and teachers, and 2
teachers. One male subject, referred by only the teacher, was dropped from the final
sample due to the parents’ lack of willingness to participate. Twelve of the subjects were
Caucasian, and one was Asian.

Middie-low SES pool. The second pool of subjects was selected from children

attending one of three private preschools in Peoria, Illinois serving middle-low SES
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children, in which there are no children already identified as gifted. The preschools were
located within a five square mile geographical, rural area and served similar clientele
based on income range and ethnicity. The preschools consisted of classes for children
ranging in ages from 12 months to 6.5 years. Each preschool contained a different
amount of students at the time the sample was selected: one contained 30, a second
contained 47, and a third contained 60. Thus, the total population for the selection pool
was 137.

This second sample was selected based on several criteria: (a) the child was
presently attending the preschool, (b) a parent consented to their participation and their
child’s participation in this study, (c) the child was referred for potential giftedness by a
parent, and (d) the child was not already be identified as gifted.

Parents and teachers were given the opportunity to refer a child for giftedness.
Information about this study and a consent form (see Appendix C), and a questionnaire
for parents (see Appendix A) were filled out to refer a child for evaluation for giftedness
and participation in this study.

The final pool in this second sample group consisted of all children ranging in
ages from 4.0 years to 6.11 years. All parents of children in the selection pool were given
the opportunity to nominate their child for participation in this study. In conjunction with
the Parent’s Survey, the parent was required to complete a demographic questionnaire
(see Appendix D).

After all nominations were received, to control for SES (based on income range),

the selection pool was narrowed to include only those who were in the lowest income
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range. Then, simple random sampling was used so that all nominees had the same
probability of being selected for final sample. Due to the small size of the population,
this method of sample selection was sufficient (McMillan & Schumaker, 1993).

The final pool was selected from 18 participants. All of the participants in the
final pool were nominated by a parent. The participants were chosen based on the income
range of their parents. The purpose of this pool was to develop a low income sample.
Only participants whose parents combined annual income was less than $20,000 were
considered for selection into the final sample. The final sample consists of 13 subjects, 8
males and S females, ranging in ages from 4.3 t0 6.3. All of the subjects in this second
sample were Caucasian.

Research Design

In this study, I integrate a twofold research strategy including qualitative and
quantitative data collection and analyses. Within the two research designs, a total of five
research questions are addressed: two qualitative (descriptive) questions and three
quantitative (correlation/regression) questions.

The two qualitative (descriptive) research questions are:

(1) What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?
(2) What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their
own child?

Answers to these questions are suggested by specific qualitative measures and
strategies: surveys, classroom participant observations, and in-depth interviews (Bogdan
& Biklin, 1992).



The three quantitative (correlation/regression) research questions are:
(1) Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s
cognitive abilities and the child’s cognitive skills?
(2) Is there a relationship between some environmental factors and the
child’s cognitive skills?
(3) Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the child’s
cognitive skills?
Instruments
Seven instruments were used to obtain qualitative and quantitative information
for this study: (a) a Parent’s Survey (Appendix A) or Teacher’s Survey (Appendix B); (b)
a parent’s demographic questionnaire, (Appendix D); (c) the American Guidance Service
Home Survey, AGS Survey, (Harrison, 1990); (d) an at-home parents interview
(Appendix E); (e) classroom participant observations I conducted (Appendix F); (f) the
Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, K-ABC (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983a, b);
and (g) the verbal and non-verbal classification tasks, QUEST (Gonzalez, 1991, 1994,
1995), (Appendix G).
This section will discuss each instrument in the following manner: (a) descriptive
characteristics, (b) psychometric properties, (c) validity and reliability issues, and (d) the

variables the instrument will measure for the purpose of this study. See Table 3 fora
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Instruments Psychometric Properties of Each Research Variables
Instrument Questions
Parent’s Survey | e¢  Parents definitions of giftedness #1 #1: Parents definitions
e  Parents perceptions of a gifted Parents perceptions
child’s characteristics Parents descriptions
e  Parents descriptions of their own # #2: Parents definitions
child’s abilities #3 #3: Parents perceptions
Parents descriptions
Classroom e  General characteristics of the #1,#3,#4, | #1,#3,#4, #5:
participant child’s abilities #5 The general
observations Characteristics of
the child
Interview e  What parents think has #1 #1: Parents descriptions
influenced their child’s cognitive of all four influential
development factors
e Parents descriptions of the home #2 #2: Parents descriptions
environmental influences of all four influentiai
e  Parents descriptions of factors
biological influences
e Parents descriptions of general
environmental influences
AGS Home e Time parents spend with their #2 #2: Time parents spend
Survey child Parents work hours
e  Parents work hours #4 #4: Time parents spend
Parents work hours
Demographic e Ethnicity #4 #4: Parents work hours
Questionnaire e SES Parents educational
e Parents work hours Attainment
e  Parents educational attainment Number of siblings
e Number of siblings In the home
#5 #5: SES
KABC e Verbal abilities #3, 84,45 | #3, #4, #5:
e Non verbal abilities Verbal abilities
e MPC (overall abilities) Non verbal abilities
e Achievement MPC
Achievement
QUEST e  Verbal abilities #3484 45 | 43, 44 45:
e Non verbal abilities Verbal abilities
Non verbal abilities
Research Questions:

#1: What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?

#2: What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their own child?

#3: Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s cognitive abilities and
their child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

#4: Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors and the child’s scores on
cognitive skills tests?

#5: Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the child’s scores on cognitive skills

tests?




visual representation of the psychometric properties of each instrument, the
corresponding research question, and the variables measured.

Parent’s and Teacher’s Surveys for referral of giftedness. A survey (Parent’s or
Teacher’s Survey for Referral of Giftedness) I developed to be used as a screening and
referral tool in the identification of potentially gifted children. The survey consists of six
open-ended questions designed by this author for the purposes of generating information
that probes further information gathered in the interview, and encouraging parents and
teachers to provide several examples about the child’s abilities. Those six questions are:
(a) What does giftedness mean to you?, (b) Why do you think this child is gifted?, (c)
What special language abilities does this child have?, (d) What special problem-solving
abilities does this child have?, (e) In what ways does this child interact with other
children?, and (f) Does this child have any other specific talents/abilities? The Parent’s
and Teacher’s Surveys are located in Appendix A and B.

For constructing this survey, sample questions were judged in front of 10 students
taking a graduate course in preschool assessment in the Educational Psychology
Department at the University of Arizona. In order to ensure face, content, and construct
validity for the final version of the survey, changes of wordiness in items were made
taking into account the judges suggestions. The format of the surveys and ideas for the
specificity of changes were derived form Nielsen and Buchanan (1991), Bogdan and
Biklen (1992), and McMillan and Schumaker (1993).

This instrument was designed for the purposes of collecting the following specific

qualitative information in this study: (a) parents’ descriptions/definition of the meaning
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of giftedness, and (b) parents’ descriptions of their own child’s cognitive abilities (verbal
and non-verbal).

Demographic questionnaire. I developed this instrument for the purposes of
identifying characteristics of the parents and the home environment. The parents
characteristics include the following: (a) educational level, (b) income range, (c) work
hours, (d) ethnicity, and (¢) age range . The information sought responding to the home
environment characteristics includes: (a) whether the child lives with the biological
parents, (b) time parents spendwiththeirchﬂd,and(c)the‘numberofsiblings in the
home. This survey is included in Appendix D.

The information on home environmental factors collected in this questionnaire
was used to obtain descriptive characteristics of the sample as well as specific
quantitative information to be used in the quantitative data analyses (e.g., parents
income, number of siblings, time parents spend with their child, and parents work hours).

American Guidance Service (AGS) Home Survey . The AGS Home Survey
(Harrison, 1990) is a 12-item questionnaire designed to be completed by the parents. The
items sample aspects of the home environment and parent-child interactions related to
learning and behavior (e.g., How many books does your child have? and How many hours
per day do you spend time interacting one-on-one with your child?). The questions are
based on variables within the home environment that have been shown to contribute to a
child’s overall development, including cognitive development (Harrison, 1990). The
survey is designed to provide a single score, which represents a quality rating of the
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child’s overall home environment (Harrison, 1990).

For the purpose of this study, this AGS Survey will be used to collect information
about two home environment characteristics: (a) time parents spend with their child, and
(b) parents work hours (Harrison, 1990).

Interview. I developed four open-ended questions for the purpose of further
examining specific parental perceptions about the influences of internal and external
factors on their child’s perceived giftedness: (a) What do you think have been the major
influences on your child’s advanced development?, (b) What resources in your home have
influenced your child’s development?, (c) What biological (inherited) factors have
influenced your child’s development?, (d) What factors in your child’s environment have
influence his/her development?

An in-home, in-depth interview format (see Appendix E) was used in order to
ensure reliability in data analyses (McMillan & Schumaker, 1993). To increase the validity
and reliability of the interview, recommendations from McMillan & Schumaker (1993)
were followed, including: (a) the interviewer dressed in accordance to the respondent; (b)
the interviewer appeared friendly, relaxed, pleasant, and interested; (c) the interviewer
spent a few minutes to establish a proper relationship with the respondent; (d) the
questions were read in a natural manner; and (e) probing was used to encourage further
answers.

Information gathered in the interviews was used for measuring the two qualitative

research objectives of this study which are to identify: (a) parental perceptions about the
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characteristics of a gifted child, and (b) the internal or external factors parents think
influences the cognitive development of their child (external or internal).

Classroom participant observations. An open-ended format (see Appendix F) was
used to report observations. The objective of the observations was twofold: (a) to collect
representation of the child’s typical school behavior, and (b) to establish a rapport with
the child before formal testing is administered (Witt, Elliot, Kramer, & Gresham, 1994).

The observations lasted for a minimum of one-half hour and took place in the
normal instructional classroom setting. No less than two observations during two
different school days were conducted for each child. The participant observations
included interaction between the observer and each child. Concrete behaviors were
reported with minimal subjective interpretation or inferences for explaining behavior.
However, the observer tried not to influence the child’s actions as much as possible.

Projected limitations of observations include experimenter effects, which are
deliberate and unintentional influences that the experimenter has on the subjects
(McMillan & Schumaker, 1993).

The field notes collected from the participant observations were used to confirm,
or triangulate, the data collected from the parent’s survey and the at-home interview.
Information from the participant observations is presented in the write-up of several case
studies and psychological reports representative of trends found in the data. See
Appendix F for field note format.

Kaufman Assessment Battery for children (KABC). The KABC is a standardized
battery of subtests of cognitive development an achievement designed to be administered
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Kaufman Assessment Battery for children (KABC). The KABC is a standardized
battery of subtests of cognitive development an achievement designed to be administered

individually to 2 1/2 through 12 1/2 year-old children (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983a, b).
The 16 subtests consist of the following: Hand Movements, Number Recall, Word Order,
Magic Window, Face Recognition, Gestalt Closure, Triangles, Matrix Analogies, Spatial
Memory, Photo Series, Expressive Vocabulary, Faces and Places, Arithmetic, Riddles,
Reading/Decoding, and Reading/Understanding.

Several features of the KABC make it appropriate for preschoolers: (a) childlike
materials, (b) sensitivity to attention span, (c) clear instructions, (d) sample and teaching
items, and (e) an adequate floor (Bracken, 1991; Colangelo & Davis, 1991; Kaufman &
Kaufman, 1983a, b).

The test-reset or stability coefficients generally are in the middie-80’s for the
Mental Processing Scales for preschool children. The stability coefficients generally are
higher, in the middle-90’s, for the Achievement Scale. More reliability and validity
coefficients are reported in the interpretive manual (Kaufman & Kaufman, 1983).

This test yields four scores which are used for the purpose of this study: (a)
simultaneous processing (which is closely related to non-verbal abilities), (b) sequential
processing (which is closely related to verbal abilities), (c) a mental processing
composite (MPC, which is a reflection of a combination of the child’s verbal and non-
verbal abilities), and (d) an achievement score (Bracken, 1991; Kaufman, & Kaufian,

1983).
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Verbal and non-verbal classification tasks, QUEST. Gonzalez (1991, 1994, 1995)
developed a model that explains the verbal and non-verbal concept formation in relation

to particular cognitive, linguistic, and cultural characteristics of the content learned.

Five verbal (i.e., labeling, defining, and verbal justification of sorting) and non-
verbal (i.e., sorting and category clue) classification tasks were designed to assess young
children’s general and linguistic-gender conceptual processes used for abstract, symbolic,
and linguistic semantic categories represented by animal (animate) and food (inanimate)
objects. A copy of the protocol is included in Appendix G.

Stimuli for the five classification tasks consist of plastic full-color objects
representing 14 groupings reflecting the interaction of cognitive, cultural, and linguistic
factors. Stimuli groupings were validated using judges and three pilot tests for assuring
content validity (Gonzalez, 1991, 1994, 1995).

This alternative assessment method ensures construct, content, criterion validity,
and reliability as it controls for external factors influencing cognitive and language
development in potentially eligible young gifted children. Some of these external
confounding factors are developmental, since measures need to be adequate for the non-
verbal nature of preschool children’s cognitive development. That is, the non-verbal
expression of young children’s cognitive development is important to be represented in a
measure, because they are still in the process of acquiring oral language skills. Thus, this
qualitative instrument is developmentally appropriate for both middle-high to middle-low

SES young children.
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This assessment was used to obtain information about the child’s cognitive skills
including: (a) the child’s verbal abilities, and (b) the child’s non-verbal abilities. The
diagnosis obtained from this alternative assessment will be used in conjunction with the
scores obtained from the KABC, a standardized/formal assessment, to ensure validity in
measuring the child’s cognitive development (Witt, et. al., 1994).

Data Collection Procedures

All parents and teachers of children ages 4.0 to 6.11 years were given consent
form (see Appendix C), a demographic questionnaire (see Appendix D), and a survey for
referral of giftedness (See Appendix A and B). All students who were referred by their
parents or a teacher for possible giftedness were considered for the final sample selected
in this study.

First, participant observations were performed in the school environment to
obtain qualitative information about the children’s personality characteristics and
behavior in their natural school environment (Bogdan & Biklin, 1993). These
observations were conducted on a minimum of two one-half hour sessions for each child.

Next, the Kaufman Assessment Battery for Children, KABC (Kaufinan &
Kaufman, 1983) and the verbal and non-verbal classification tasks, QUEST (Gonzalez,
1991, 1994, 1995) were administered. Both tests were administered individually to the
children in a quiet, minimally-distractive room at the school by the primary researcher in
this study.

Finally, the at-home parent’s interview was conducted by the primary researcher

of this study. During the home visit and interview, the parent was required to complete
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the American Home Guidance (AGS) Survey. The AGS survey was collected before the
researcher left the home.
Data Analyses Design

This section will include a discussion of each research question in relation to five
issues: (a) the research design, (b) the variables studied and coding procedures, (c) the
design for data analyses, (d) the instruments used to collect the pertinent data, and (e)
presentation of the data.

Research question #1: What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted
child? This required a descriptive research design for analyzing the parents’

perceptions/definitions. Three variables were needed to suggest an answer to this
question: (a) the parents’ perceptions about their child’s cognitive abilities, the parents’
definitions of giftedness, and (b) the parents descriptions of their own child’s abilities.

Three instruments were used to collect data for answering this first research
question: (a) Parent’s Survey, (b) classroom participant observations, and (c) an
interview. The Parent’s Survey was used to collect information about: (a) perceptions of
their child’s cognitive abilities, (b) definitions of giftedness, and (c) descriptions of their
child’s abilities. The classroom participant observations were used to triangulate, or
support, the findings from the parents survey about their child’s abilities. The interview
was used to further triangulate the information about parents’ descriptions of their own
child’s abilities.

First, any trends found in the data are analyzed, described, defined, quoted, and

discussed. Then, for synthesis, a case study representing each trend found in the data, in
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regards to this first research question, is presented in relation to the information found in
the literature review.

Research question #2: What do parents think influences the cognitive
development of their own child? This is another qualitative question that requires a
descriptive research design. Using the Parent’s Survey, the classroom participant
observations, and the at-home interview to collect data, four variables were analyzed in
relation to this research question: (a) perceptions about the influences of their child’s
cognitive development, (b) descriptions of resources in the home that may have
influenced their child’s cognitive development, (c) descriptions of any biological
(inherited) factors that may have influenced their child’s development, and (d)
descriptions of any influences they might have had on their child’s cognitive
development.

Trends in the data are presented with definitions, explanations, and quotes from
the parents answers. The final analysis is presented in a qualitative form, and a case study
is used as a synthesis to represent each trend found in the data.

Research question #3: Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of
their child’s cognitive abilities and their child’s cognitive skills test scores? The purpose
of this question is to determine if the parents perceptions are related to the child’s test
scores. This research design is quantitative and the parents perceptions were correlated
with their child’s cognitive skills tests scores.

Based on the information obtained from the Parent’s Survey, the participant

observations, and the interview it was decided how each set of parents perceives their
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child’s following abilities: verbal, non-verbal, and overall abilities. Each parent’s
perceptions was coded as follows: 1 for poor ability, 2 for below average ability, 3 for
average ability, 4 for above average ability, and 5 for superior ability.

The parent’s perceptions for each cognitive ability (verbal, non-verbal, and
overall) are correlated with each of the child’s test scores (KABC sequential score,
KABC simultaneous score, KABC MPC score, KABC achievement score, KABC non-
verbal score, QUEST verbal score, QUEST non-verbal score, and QUEST overall score).

The results of this data analyses is discussed in light of the literature review and
presented in the form of a correlation table which includes significant results.

Research question #4: Is there a relationship between some home environmental
factors and the child’s cognitive skills? There are four home environmental variables
measured for this question: (a) time parents spend with their child (number of hours
daily/weekly the parent spends one on one with their child), (b) parents work hours
(mother and father separately), (c) parents educational attainment (highest level of
education completed for each parent), and (d) the number of siblings living at home.

The demographic questionnaire was used to obtain information regarding three
variables: (a) parents work hours, (b) parents educational attainment, and (c) the number
of siblings in the home. The AGS Home Survey was used to collect information about
two other home environmental variables: (a) time parents spend with their child, and (b)
parents work hours.

A Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient was calculated for each of the

above home environmental factors and the child’s scores in the cognitive skills tests:



KABC sequential score, KABC simultaneous score, KABC MPC score, KABC
achievement score, KABC non-verbal score, QUEST verbal score, Quest non-verbal
score, and QUEST overall score.

The results are discussed and presented in a correlation matrix. The significant
correlation coefficients are presented and discussed in light of the literature review.

Research question #5: Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the
child’s cognitive skills? Several instruments were used to collect the data necessary to
suggest an answer to this research question: (a) demographic questionnaire (for the SES),
(b) classroom participant observations (for data triangulation), (c) the KABC, and (d) the
QUEST.

Regression analyses was used to predict each child’s test score (KABC sequential
score, KABC simultaneous score, KABC achievement score, KABC MPC score, KABC
non-verbal score, QUEST verbal, QUEST non-verbal, and QUEST overall) from the SES
of the parents.

The significant results of this data analysis is discussed and presented in a
regression table. The discussion uses the literature review as support or feedback for
explaining the meaning of results.

Limitations

It was difficult to recognize all of the possible limitations this study might have

encountered, particularly those that potentially could have made the results less

generalizable. The following paragraphs lend some insight to the obvious limitations.
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Even though all of the limitations may not be significant in skewing the results, they
could lend some qualitative explanations of resulits.

The children were referred for giftedness in the first place, which presents two
potential confounding problems: (a) parents aiready perceive their child as gifted, so they
may have described their child in a “gifted” way, and (b) parents may have created an
environment that appears conducive to their child’s cognitive development just for the
purpose of this study. In other words, the parents might have responded to the examiner
by answering questions knowing that this is a study about gifted children and their
parents.

Another potential limitation is the comparison of the two samples: high and low
SES groups. Each group was formed based on the SES of the parents. If differences are
found between the two groups, to minimize qualitative limitations due to the different
samples, each group will be discussed separately for the qualitative results and
discussion.

Even though it was not used, a graduated scale might have been more effective in
data analyses.. This might have helped eliminate potential subjectivity in the coding of
the data in relation to the parent’s perceptions about their own child’s cognitive abilities.

Finally, as other studies have suggested, the gifted child might help create his/her
own environment, especially in the home. This might have contributed to finding little
variation in the home environments of the children, assuming they are truly gifted. Thus,
the perceptions the parent has that their child might be gifted, may have been reciprocally
influenced by the environment that the child helped to create in the first place.
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

This chapter is divided into two major sections: (a) Qualitative Analyses of the
Data, and (b) Quantitative Analyses of the Data.

The first major section, the qualitative analyses of the data, addresses the first two
research questions: (a) What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?,
and (b) What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their own child?

Each question will be addressed with a representation of trends in the data
accompanied by quotes and examples from parents responses from each group (high SES
and low SES). The trends are identified and described qualitatively by analysis of the
parent’s referral form and the at-home interview. Then, each question is followed by a
detailed case study (one representative of each group, high SES and low SES) which is
representative of the trends in the data. The two groups (low SES and high SES) are
combined for the purpose of answering the qualitative research questions.

The second major section of this chapter is a discussion of the quantitative
analyses of the data, by means of simple regression analyses and Pearson Product
Moment Correlation Coefficients. These results are in response to the last 3 research
questions: (a) Is there a relationship between the parent’s perceptions of their child’s
cognitive abilities and their child’s score on cognitive skills tests?, (b) Is there a

relationship between some home environmental factors (time parents spend, parents
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work hours, parents educational attainment, and the number of siblings in the home) and
the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, and (c) Is there a relationship between the
parents SES and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

The quantitative section begins with descriptive statistics of the subjects and their
parents: (a) ages of the children, (b) ethmicity of the children, (c) sex of the children, (d)
the parent’s perceptions of their child’s cognitive abilities (verbal, non-verbal, overall),
(e) time parents spend with their child, (f) parents work hours, (g) parents educational
attainment, (h) number of siblings in the home, and (i) the parents’ SES.

Then, the quantitative section continues with descriptive statistics representing
the following cognitive skills tests scores: (a) KABC sequential score, (b) KABC
sequential percentile rank, (c) KABC simultaneous score, (d) KABC simultaneous
percentile rank, (¢) KABC MPC score, (f) KABC MPC percentile rank, (g) KABC
achievement score, (h) KABC achievement percentile rank, (i) KABC non-verbal score,
(3) KABC non-verbal percentile rank, (k) QUEST verbal score, (1) QUEST non-verbal
score, and (m) QUEST overall score.

Finally the statistical analyses of the data is presented. A total of 10 significant
Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were calculated for the home
environmental factors and the child’s cognitive skills test scores. Each significant
correlation coefficient is presented and the results discussed in three similar groupings:
(a) the mother’s work hours and the child’s test scores, (b) the mother’s educational
attainment and the child’s test scores, and (c) the father’s educational attainment and the

child’s test scores
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A total of five significant regressions were found for the parents’ SES and the
child’s test scores. These are presented in the form of a regression table. See Figure 2 for
a visual representation of the research questions and their relationship to the variables in
this study.

Qualitative Analyses of the Data

The first two research questions in this study are examined by descriptive
(qualitative) analyses: (a) What do parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?,
and (b) What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their own child?
Two instruments were used to obtain descriptive/qualitative results of these research
questions: (a) The Parent’s Survey for the Referral of Giftedness, and (b) the at-home
interview with the parents.

Each research question is addressed individually, including a description of trends
found in the data. Following each description of each research question is a detailed case
study which is representative of trends found in the data.

An individual psychological report or case study representing the child’s
performance on the cognitive skills tests has been written for each of the 26 cases
examined for this research project. These reports provide a comprehensive descriptive

analyses for each subject. These detailed reports can be found in Appendices H and L.
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Qualitative Analyses of the First Research Question: What Do Parents Think are the
Characteristics of a Gifted Child?

The parental perceptions about their own child’s abilities were analyzed to
answer this first qualitative research question. Each group, high SES and low SES, were
analyzed separately. Three instruments were used to identify trends in the data: (a) The
Parent’s or Teacher’s Survey for Referral of Giftedness, (b) the at-home interview, and
(c) the classroom participant observations.

The Parent’s or Teachers’ Survey required the parent(s) or teacher(s) to answer
six questions regarding their perceptions and definitions of giftedness: (a) What does
“gifted” mean to you?, (b) Why do you think this child is gifted?, (c) What special
language abilities does this child have (talking, asking questions, telling stories, laying
with words, learning new words, using words in different ways)?, (d) What special
problem solving abilities does this child have (puzzles, finding his/her way to new places,
understanding time sequences, sharing toys and food, putting things back together, fixing
things)?, (e) In what ways does this child interact with other children (conflict resolution,
sharing toys and food, emotional/social interactions, expressiveness)?, and (f) Does this
child have any other specific talents/abilities?

The at-home interview format provided information regarding the parent’s
perceptions of giftedness and their own child’s abilities by means of four questions: (a)
What do you think have been the major influences on your child’s (advanced)
development?, (b) Do you think that some resources in your home have influenced your

child’s (advanced) development?, (c) Do you think that any biological factors have
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influenced the (advanced) development of your child?, and (d) Who is the primary
caretaker of this child? Why? How do you think the quality of this relationship with the
child has influenced his/her development?

A total of six main patterns were found. Five of the main patterns were found in
commonality to both the high SES and low SES groups. One pattern, the sixth pattern,
was found only in the low SES group. The five main patterns are in response to the
questions regarding the parent’s perceptions of giftedness: (a) advanced language skills
or early language learning (advanced verbal skills, rhyming, advanced conceptual ability,
expressiveness), (b) desire to learn (inquisitiveness, independent leamning), (c) good
memory (directions, information), (d) good imagination, and (€) good at puzzies. One
pattern , the sixth pattern, was found to be unique to the lower SES group in response to
the questions regarding the parent’s perceptions of giftedness: (f) advanced physical

First pattern found: Good language skills. Parents tend to describe giftedness in
terms of language or verbal abilities. Four trends were found in relation to the child’s
language abilities: (a) advanced verbal abilities or early language leaming, (b) good
ability and interest in rhymes, (c) advanced conceptual ability, and (d) expressiveness.

First, the verbal and language abilities of the child are described as being “more
advanced than others his/her chronological age.” For example, one parent said, “Her
conversations are at adult levels....” Another parent commented, “He has always been
able to form complex sentences and paragraphs beyond his age level.” Other comments

include, “She was an early talker. She has a large vocabulary,” and “Her language



abilities showed at an early age. By 18 months she was speaking and singing clearly and
in full sentences.”

Second, parents tend to describe their child as having an advanced ability to
understand rhyming. One example of this concept is from a parent’s comment, “He loves
to find rhyming words. Sometimes he makes up his own words, but he understands the
concept of rhyming.” Other parents made similar comments such as, “She loves to make
up rhymes,” and “He loves to think of rhyming words.”

Third, the parent described their child as having an advanced ability understand
conceptual language. An example of a parent’s perception about her child’s conceptual
language is demonstrated by her response, “He wanted to know what was in the glass and
was able to understand the concept and repeat the word right away.” Similarly another
parent wrote, “He can correctly incorporate words into his speech after the word is
defined only 1 or 2 times.

Fourth, parents made comments that are representative of their perceptions of
their child’s expressive language. For instance one parent noted, “She likes to make up
stories and songs. Right now she is making up a song about her own life.” Another parent
commented, “She makes up stories and situations with her stuffed animals or other
stories that are quite good.”

Second pattern found: Desire to learn. Parents often describe their child as having
a strong desire to learn in two ways: (a) the child is described as being inquisitive, and (b)

the child enjoys problem solving on his/her own.
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First, parents described their children as inquisitive or seekers of new knowledge.
For example, one parent said, “Right now she is extremely anxious to learn how to read.”
Another parent answered, “He asks unusually insightful, theological questions and has a
very good memory. He will ask questions in logical progressions that lay the foundation
for his ultimate inquiry.” Other parents made comments like, “He asks questions above
his age level.”

Second, in relation to the desire to learn, parents describe their child as one who
enjoys independent problem solving. This is made clear by one parent’s response, “He
will hear a word on television and ask us how to spell it. Even before we are able to give
him an answer, he figures out how to spell it correctly on his own!”

Third pattern found: Good memory. Parents tend to describe their child’s
cognitive abilities by referring to an advanced ability to remember in two ways: (a) the
child remember directions and places very well, and (b) the child has an advanced ability
to remember information.

Many parents described their child as having a good memory for directions to
places. For example, one parent commented, “She remembers where every bridge is
between one town and another.” Another comment illustrates the children’s ability to
remember directions, “She has a tremendous memory for directions to different places...
if I go the wrong way home she’ll tell me it’s the wrong way.” One parent wrote a
comment about her child describing how to get somewhere, “You need to go to the toy

store at the mall, in the last aisle and get one of these so you can be like me.”
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Parents also commented on their child’s advanced ability to remember
information. One parent noted, “She could remember songs after hearing them only a few
times, and she could read a certain book cover to cover by memory by 2 ! years.”
Similarly another parent commented on advanced memory skills in her son, “... and by
age two... he knew the Lord’s Prayer completely by memory....” Another parent
explained, “She can re-tell a story she’s heard weeks later.”

Fourth pattern found: Good imagination. Most parents described their child’s
advanced abilities as encompassing a, good imagination. One parent responded, “He has
a very vivid imagination... he comes up with really neat things to build or play.” Another
comment made by a parent also illustrates her child’s imagination, “She talks a lot about
dreams and heaven....”

Fifth pattern found: Good at puzzies. Parents tend to describe their child as having
advanced puzzle-solving skills. One parent responded, “By the time she was three years
old, she was able to piece together a 60 piece puzzle....” Another parent noted, “Her
puzzle building abilities at age two and three were exceptional. She could take a 25 piece
puzzle and assemble it with no guessing or “trying” pieces in under 3 minutes with the
puzzle picture face-down.” Similarly another parent wrote, “She does puzzies very
quickly, and recently put together an adult shaped puzzle without any help.”

Sixth pattern found: Advanced physical ability. Parents tend to describe their
child as having advanced gross motor or athletic ability. For example, one parent made
the comment, “He has a lot of natural athletic ability. He is a natural at his tumbling and

baseball throwing, it’s all in his coordination.” Another quote by a parent demonstrates
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this pattern, “She has the ability to bathe herself, clothe, and do her own hair... she can
braid her own hair.” Similarly another parent described her son, “He’s taking ice-skating
lessons. He is also very interested in gymmnastics. He plays on the trampoline and does
flips on his swing-set.”

S of the itative Analyses for the First Research ion: What do Parents
Think are the Characteristics of a Gifted Child?

A total of six main patterns were found in relation to parents’ descriptions of their
perceived gifted child from both the high SES and low SES groups. Five of the patterns
were common to both groups, while one was unique to the low SES group. These
patterns were used to establish suggestions for the first research question: What do
parents think are the characteristics of a gifted child?

Pattern #1: Parents of both groups tend to describe their child as having advanced
language skills in four different ways: (a) advanced verbal skills, (b) rhyming, (c)
advanced conceptual ability, and (d) expressiveness. Pattern #2: Parents of both groups
often describe their child as having the desire to learn in two different ways: (a)
inquisitiveness, and (b) independent learning and problem solving. Pattemn #3: Parents of
both groups tend to describe their child as having a good memory in two different ways:
(a) memory for directions and places, and (b) memory for information. Pattern #4:
Parents commonly describe their child as having a good imagination. Pattern #5: Parents
of both groups often describe their child as one who is good at puzzles. Pattern #6:

Parents of only the low SES group tend to describe their child as having advanced

physical ability.
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A High SES Group Case Study Representing Pattemns Found in Relation to the First
Research Question: What Do Parents Think are the Characteristics of a Gifted Child?

A detailed case study or psychological report has been written for all of the
subjects. The case studies are written for the high SES group (Appendix H). The
psychological reports are presented for the low SES group (Appendix I). The following
case study represents the general trends found in the data about parent’s perceptions of
the characteristics of a gifted child, as represented by descriptions of their own child’s
verbal and non-verbal abilities from the high SES group. This analysis is representative
of the results found for research question #1: What do parents think are the
characteristics of a gifted child?

Reason for Referral. Paul was referred for evaluation for giftedness by his parents
because of his ability to understand abstract concepts, memory skills, creativity,
extensive vocabulary and language skills, problem solving skills, and social skills. Paul’s
mother gave numerous examples of each of his outstanding abilities in the parent’s
referral for giftedness: (1) “His memory seems incredible, he loves to learn, but mostly,
he seems to truly understand some abstract concepts that I just have not seen other
children his age ever even been interested in.” (2) “When he was four years old, he said
he was going to spell his name backwards. Verbally he did it. Without the help of writing
words down, he can switch first letters to change words.”

Demographic characteristics and home environment. Paul lives with both parents
and a younger brother in a high socio-economically advantaged home. The home is child-

centered with games, activities, visually stimulating materials in every room. There is a
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playroom designed for the use of the children. The backyard is designed for the use of
child’s play... bikes, toys, swings, and many more children’s activities/toys. Even in the
kitchen there are children’s toys and activities easily available for a child’s immediate
use. Paul’s parents prohibit the watching of network television, but allow Paul to view
specific videos.

Both parents are well educated, the mother has a college degree, while the father
has several degrees and works as a medical doctor. The mother stays at home full-time to
care for the two children.

Interview. The mother responded to the at-home interview. When asked what she
thought the major influences on Paul’s development have been, she responded, “try not
to brush off any questions, I try to take the time to answer him... my husband spends a
lot of time really explaining things to him at maybe a more advanced level than I would
do. I think a lot of it is just himself. I don’t know if you can say just himself, but I think
that is probably the primary thing.” The mother also indicated that she thought some
resources, especially books, have contributed to her son’s development. Furthermore, she
suggested that biological factors have contributed to Paul’s development, “... he is a lot
like my husband, he has so many interests... he’s (Paul) is good with 3-dimensional
things... and my husband is probably similar to that....” When the interview was
completed, the mother continued to discuss her son’s abilities...

“I just see him, his interests go beyond what is right around him. He is real

interested in the solar system... he needs to know how everything works, and it

leads him farther out of his own little world... He’s just highly interested in how

everything works and how everything is put together, I think it is just a need in
him. Life is just not interesting enough.”
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KABC results. Paul’s scores on the KABC indicated a very high aptitude in the
areas of visual-motor perceptions and reading abilities. The clinical observations by the
examiner indicated an ability to complete the Triangles portion of the test in a very
methodical way. Paul was observed as having the ability to learn the task while
attempting each new item, a unique ability that children with excellent non verbal
concept formation are able to do. The test scores support an exceptional aptitude in some
areas, especially in the area of visual perceptual organization.

QUEST results. On the QUEST, when classifying his objects non verbally, Paul
could attain the concrete level, which was well beyond developmental expectations for
his chronological age. He showed potential verbal concept formation at a much higher
level when prompted by the examiner. He aiso showed good short-and-long term memory
skills, and used prior experiences in the form of stories.

Recommendations. It was recommended that Paul be offered an educational
program for gifted and talented students, in which he could be stimulated to develop his
conceptual potential.

A Low SES Group Case Study Representing Patterns Found in Relation to the First

Research Question: What Do Parent’s Think are the Characteristics of a Gifted Child?
This case study represents the trends found in the data for the low SES group in

response to the first research question.
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Reason for Referral. Scott was referred for his perceived advanced ability and
determination to learn new information. In the Parent’s Survey he was described creative,
motivated, personable, and one who has “a lot of natural ability.”

Demographic characteristics and home environment. Scott is a 4.10 year old, with
two brothers (one older and one younger) living in a three two bedroom home in a rural
area with both his natural mother and father. His home is family-centered with books,
toys, and miscellaneous items scattered everywhere, both inside and outside. The house
was in need of some obvious repair work (e.g., the bedroom doors were merely sheets
hanging from nails). Both of Scott’s parents work a 30+ hour week, so Scott attends a
full-day, five day a week childcare/preschool center. Scott’s mother has 1-3 years of
technical school training, while his father has only a high school diploma.

Interview. Scott’s mother was eager to participate in the at-home interview. The
interview took place at the kitchen table where many items needed to be moved before
their was room. The mother did not offer a tour of the house and was distracted during
the entire interview by the three boys at home.

All of the mother’s responses to the questions were very short and simple. For
example, when she was asked what she thought were the major influences on her son’s
development, she responded, “Watching his older brother come home from school — (he)
likes to try to do the same work and have him tell him what he did at school.”

She was asked if she thought any resources in the home have influenced Scott’s

development. She commented, “(he) loves to read his books — reads a lot — Disney music

tapes.”
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To encourage more comments from the mother, she was asked about any special
interests Scott might have. The mother spoke extensively of his natural athletic ability,

“He can play baseball very well. I coached the team and he was the best player on

the team. He was older than most of the other players. He has a natural swing

with the bat and no one ever taught him. He started when he was real young and
watched his older brother a lot. Almost every day he practices in the front yard.”

In spite of the difficult interview, the mother had already made many comments
on the Parent’s Survey to help in the analyzing of the data. In particular, she wrote some
about Scott’s athletic ability, “He has a lot of natural athletic ability. He is a natural at
his tumbling and baseball throwing — it’s all in his coordination.”

KABC results. Scott’s cognitive score profile indicated that he has an
average/above average ability level. The scores dominated in the above average ability
range. He showed no obvious weaknesses or learning problems. His strongest score was
in the Gestalt Closure which relies on “mental images” to provide a correct answer. He
also scored high in areas of achievement that require knowledge about common objects,
mathematical computations and numbers, and common places and people.

Scott’s achievement profile was slightly lower than his cognitive profile. This
suggests that Scott could be performing educational tasks and have a knowledge base that
is a higher level than at the time of evaluation.

QUEST results. On the QUEST, Scott was able to classify objects non-verbally at
the concrete level, which was well beyond developmental expectations for his

chronological age. Also, he showed verbal conceptualization at a much higher level than
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expected. He expressed creativity in organizing and classifying the objects, and used
familiar experiences to explain the objects.

Recommendations. Based on Scott’s performances on the cognitive skills tests, it
was recommended that he eventually be screened for entrance into an accelerated or
gifted program.

Qualitative Analyses of the Second Research Question: What Do Parents Think
Influences the Cognitive Development of Their Own Child?

The objective of this research question is to determine parental perceptions about
the influences on their child’s cognitive development. Parents were asked to specify
factors that might have influenced the development of their own child. Several questions
were designed to determine what parents think has influenced their child’s cognitive
development within 3 categories: (a) external (environmental), (b) internal (biological,
hereditary), (c) mostly external, but some internal, (d) some external, but mostly internal,
or (e) an equal combination of external and internal.

The parents answers to the at-home interview were qualitatively analyzed to
suggest an answer to this research question. During the at-home interview, parents were
asked to respond to a specific question regarding their belief about the contributions to
their child’s cognitive abilities: What do you think have been the major influences on
your child’s (advanced) development? Two other question regarding the parents’
perceptions about internal or external factors were also posed: (a) Do you think that some

resources in your home have influenced your child’s (advanced) development?, and (b)
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Do you think that any biological factors have influenced the (advanced) development of
your child?

First pattern: External (environmental) factors only. A total of two parents in this
study (both from the high SES group) described the factors contributing to the
development of their child based on only environmental variables.

One respondent is the parent of an adopted child. When interviewed and asked if
this parent thought any biological factors have influenced the development of her child,
this parent emphatically responded, “No.” The question was then re-phrased, and the
parent was asked if she thought her child’s development was due solely to the
environment. To this question, the parent responded, “Yes!.”

Another parent responded in this manner to her belief in the affect of only
environmental influences, “The fact that she is healthy and can focus a lot and pay
attention. Neither of her parents are geniuses, and there aren’t any geniuses in the family
or anything like that. She doesn’t have to worry about things. I don’t think biologically or
genetically at all.”

Second pattern: Internal (genetic) factors only. There was one parent (from the
low SES group) who described the factors contributing to her child’s development based
on only genetics. She answered, “ I think she was born with what she can do. Yeah, she
was born with it because some people are not.” The question was rephrased by the
researcher, “So, you think her abilities are all biological or internally influenced?.” The
mother responded, “Yes. We don’t have much and I don’t spend much time with her. Her

preschool isn’t very good at teaching, they just play.”



L)

Third pattern: Mostly external factors. some internal factors. Seven parents (three
from the high SES group and four from the low SES group) described their belief that
mostly environmental, but some genetic factors have contributed to their child’s
cognitive abilities. For example, one parent responded, “Some he has been bom with, but
most of it is stuff he has learned.”

Another parent who believes in the role of both genetic and environment, but
mostly environment in the development of her child was asked, “Which one do you think
plays the greatest role in development?” Without hesitation, she answered, “I think the
environment.”

Fourth pattern: Some external, mostly internal. Five parents (two from the high
SES group and three from the low SES group) responded with a belief of both genetic
and environmental influences on the development of their child, but mostly genetics (or
internal). One parent indicated that “probably some factors in the home have influenced
her son’s development.” But when asked about genetics, this parent responded with an
extensive answer about relatives who are extremely successful and intelligent. This same
parent indicated that both she and the child’s father are above average intelligence.

Another parent who believed that genetics and environment play a role, but
mostly genetics, responded less extensively on her answers, “I don’t think we have
anything in our home that most people don’t. I think my husband and I are both

intelligent....”

Fifth pattern: An equal combination of external and intemnal factors. Eleven of the
parents (six from the high SES group and five from the low SES group) indicated that



they believe in an equal combination of both genetics and environment on the
development of their child.

One parent responded, “T think they get genetic and outside environmental
influences.” Another parent said, “I think that nature is one part of it, and nurture is the
other.” One parent commented on the biological factors being influenced by the
environment, “We have allowed him to develop his potential.”

Summary of the Qualitative Analyses for the Second Research Question: What Do

Parents Think Influences the Cognitive Development of Their Own Child?
The objective of this research question was to determine what parents perceive

has influenced their child’s cognitive development. Suggestions to this question were
determined by analyses of answers to the at-home interview in which parents responded
to specific questions about the influences on their child’s cognitive development.

Qualitative analyses of the parents’ answers to the at-home interview questions
suggests five patterns. (a) Two parents (8%) believe that only external (environmental)
factors influence the development of their child. (b) Only one (4%) parent believes that
intemnal factors are solely responsible for the development of her child. (c) Seven parents
(27%) believe that mostly external (environmental), but some internal (genetic) factors
influence the development of their child. (d) Five parents (19%) believe that some
external (environmental), but mostly internal (biological) factors influence the
development of their own child. (e) Eleven parents (42%) believe that the development
of their child is influenced equaily by both external (environmental) and internal

(biological) factors. See Table 4 for a visual representation.
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External (environmental)
Factors Only

Internal (genetic)
Factors Only

Mostly External (environmental),
But Some Internal (genetic)

Mostly Internal (genetic),
But Some External (environmental)

Equal Combination of
External (environmental)
And Internal (genetic)

11

8%

4%

2™

19%

42%
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Case Study Representing Patterns Found in the Data in Relation to the Second Research
Question: What Do Parents Think Influences the Cognitive Development of Their Own
Child?

This case study represents one pattern found in the data in relation to parent’s
beliefs about the influence of internal or external factors on their child’s cognitive
development. The pattern represented by this case study is pattern #1: the belief that only
environmental factors influence a child’s cognitive development.

Reason for Referral. Laurel was referred for evaluation by both her father and
mother based on her perceived advanced language, social, and memory skills. According
to her mother, “We took her to see a certain movie when it first came out, after seeing it
only twice, she had memorized the prologue in its entirety — with words she had never
heard before.” She was also referred due to her puzzie-solving skills. The mother
commented, “At age two and three, she could take a 25 piece puzzle and assemble it with
no guessing or trying pieces in under three minutes with the puzzle picture face-down.
On several occasions, the mother strongly emphasized her belief that Laurel was
probably not really gifted with comments like, “I’m not sure she is (gifted), but she is
advanced in her language skills.”

Demographic characteristics. Both of Laurel’s parents have an education beyond
a 4-year college degree, work outside the home as teachers, and provide a middle-high
income for the family. Both parents spend a lot of time with Laurel and her younger

sister.
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Home environment The home is a family-centered home, with a garden, and
many books and hand-on children’s activities readily available. There is not television in
the home, but the children occasionally watch it elsewhere.

Interview. When the mother was asked in the interview about the major
influences on Laurel’s development, she responded with a focus on the large amount of
quality time both parents spend with her. “...she has both parents who spend a lot of time
(with her). We put down as a very high priority spending time. Her father is really good.
He spends a lot of time explaining to her and reading.” The mother’s responses to all of
the interview questions were insightful, thought-out, lengthy responses, which all had a
focus o her belief in the importance of environmental influences on the development of
the child:

“Basically, her father and I were really concerned about developing the whole

child. I mean we took a class... which was just realizing that a child has a vanety

of areas that always need to be met. He (Laurel’s father) would say OK, she needs
to learn music, so he would go out and buy a whole bunch of those little
inexpensive classical tapes, like children’s music... and we make up stories all

the time. Anything we see we make up stories about. She s always telling me a

story. It has been lots of fun, we always come up with some real original myths.

He’ll say, she also need to do some stuff outside, so we will start going hiking and

stuff like that, we learned how to rock climb.”

Classroom observations. Laurel was excited and eager to participate in the
classroom. She was a very talkative child with an advanced ability to communicate. She
willingly participated in the evaluation process.

KABC results. On the KABC, Laurel’s cognitive abilities fell in the superior
range for her ability to learn novel concepts in comparison to the boys and girls her age.

Similarly, Laurel tested to have a higher knowledge base than most of her peers. Laurel
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did not appear to have any particular strengths or weaknesses. In the Mental Processing
Composite (MPC), Laurel’s score ranged between 123-137, thus in the superior range.
Her sequential processing score (123-139) again placed her in the gifted range. Her
simultaneous processing score (113-129) also was above average in comparison to others
of the same chronological age. Her achievement score composite (106-118) also
indicated that Laurel has an advanced knowledge base.

QUEST resuits. Laurel performed verbally at the functional level, which is within
developmental expectations for her chronological age. She could explain her groupings
and sort objects at the concrete level, which is above expectation for her chronological
age.

Recommendations. It was recommended that Laurel be offered an educational
program for gifted and talented students, in which she is stimulated to further develop her
verbal and non verbal conceptual potential.

Quantitative Analyses of the Data

Quantitative (statistics) analyses through the use of descriptive statistics,
correlation coefficients and regression analyses (inferential statistics) were used to obtain
the results in this part of the study. These analyses were used to suggest answers to the
last three research questions: (a) Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions
of their child’s cognitive abilities and their child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, (b) Is
there a relationship between some home environmental factors (time parents spend,

parents work hours, parents educational attainment, and the number of siblings in the
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home) and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, and (c) Is there a relationship
between the parents SES and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

First, characteristics of the subjects are described (ages, ethnicity, gender). Then,
descriptive statistics of the parents’ perceptions of their own child’s abilities are
described (verbal, non-verbal, and overall). Next, the child’s test scores are described
(KABC sequential, KABC simultaneous, KABC MPC, KABC achievement, KABC non-
verbal, QUEST verbal, QUEST non-verbal, and QUEST overall). Then, descriptive
characteristics of the home environmental variables are given (time parent’s spend with
their child, mother’s work hours, father’s work hours, mother’s educational attainment,
father’s educational attainment, the number of siblings in the home, and the parents’
SES).

Next, inferential statistical analyses of the data is discussed with ties to the
literature review chapter. In relation to the third research question (Is there a relationship
between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s cognitive abilities and their child’s
scores on cognitive skills tests?), the parental perceptions of giftedness are correlated
with the cognitive skills tests score (KABC and QUEST).

In relation to the fourth research question (Is there a relationship between some
home environmental factors and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?), correlation
coefficients are used to define any relationship between the test scores (KABC and
QUEST) and the home environmental variables (time parents spend with their child,
mother’s work hours, father’s work hours, mother’s educauonal attainment, father’s

educational attainment, and the number of siblings in the home).
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In relation to the fifth research question (Is there a relationship between the
parents’ SES and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?), regression analysis is used
to describe any relationship.

This section concludes with a summary of the quantitative findings in relation to
the last three research questions: (a) Is there a relationship between the parents’
perceptions of their child’s abilities and their child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, (b)
Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors and the child’s scores
on cognitive skills tests?, and (c) Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the
child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

The final sample (see Table 5) consisted of 26 subjects: 13 females (50.0%) and
13 males (50.0%). The range of ages of children in the sample were from 4.1 t0 6.5,
with a mean age of 5.3. The ages are described in terms of years and months: three at
4.1 (11.5%), one at 4.3 (3.8%), one at 4.8 (3.8%), two at 4.9 (7.7%), two at 5.0 (7.7%),
one at 5.2 (3.8%), one at 5.3 (3.8%), one at 5.4 (3.8%), three at 5.5 (11.5%), three at
5.6 (11.5%), two at 5.8 (7.7%), three at 5.9 (11.5%), two at 6.3 (7.7%), and one at 6.5
(3.8%). The ethnicity of the sample was as follows: 24 Caucasian (92.3%), one African

American (3.8%), and one Asian (3.8%). See Table 5 for a visual representation.



f %
Female 13 50.0
Male 13 50.0
N=26
Ethaicity { %
Caucasian 24 923
African American 1 38
Asian 1 38
N-26
Ages f %
4.1 3 115
43 1 38
48 1 38
49 2 77
50 2 7.7
52 1 38
5§3 1 38
54 1 38
55 3 11.5
5.6 3 11.5
5.8 2 7.7
59 3 11.5
6.3 2 1.7
6.5 1 38
N=26
Mean 5.47 Range 2.40 sd .612




Descriptive Statistics of Parents’ Perceptions of Their Own Child’s Abilities

Parents’ perceptions about their own child’s cognitive abilities are described. The
parents responded to questions regarding perceptions about their child’s abilities. The
perceptions used for this study were based on different cognitive areas: (a) verbal, (b)
non-verbal, (c) overall, and (d) internal versus external influences on the cognitive
development of a child (see Table 3).

The parents’ perceptions of their own child’s abilities (verbal, non-verbal, and
overall) were coded based on five categories: (a) poor ability is coded as 1, (b) below
average ability is coded as 2, (c) average ability is coded as 3, (d) above average is coded
as 4, and (e) superior is coded as 5.

Qualitative analyses of the data from the Parent’s Surveys and the at-home
interview resulted in three general categories for the parent’s perceptions of their child’s
verbal abilities. (a) Three parents (11.5%) described their child’s verbal abilities as being
average (coded 3). (b) Sixteen parents (61.5%) described their child’s verbal abilities as
being above average (coded 4). (c) Seven parents (26.9%) described their child’s verbal
abilities as being superior (coded 5).

Qualitative analyses of the data suggests three categories for parents’ perceptions
of their child’s non-verbal abilities (a) Six parent’s (23.1%) described their child’s non-
verbal abilities as being average (coded 3). (b) Thirteen parents (50%) described their
child’s non-verbal abilities as being above average (coded 4). (c) Seven parents (26.9%)

described their child’s non-verbal abilities as being superior.
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More qualitative analyses suggests only two categories for parents’ perceptions of
their child’s overall abilities. (a) Seventeen parents (65.4%) described their child’s
overall abilities as being above average. (b) Nine parents (34.6%) described their child’s
overall abilities as being superior. See Table 6 for a visual representation.

Descriptive Statistics of the Child’s Cognitive Skills Test Scores

KABC scores. Several scores (Table 7) are used for analyses : (a) sequential, (b)
simultaneous, (c¢) MPC, (d) achievement, and (e) non-verbal. For statistical analyses, the
scores were coded into seven categories: (a) lower extreme = 0, (b) well below average =
1. (c) below average = 2, (d) average = 3, (e) above average = 4, (f) well above average =
5, and (g) upper extreme = 6. The codes are based on categories according to the KABC
Administration and Scoring Manual (1983).

In the KABC sequential component, no children (0%) scored in the lower
extreme (coded as 0), well below average (coded as 1), or the below average (coded as 2)
range. Twelve children (46.2%) scored in the average range (coded as 3). Eight children
(30.8%) scored in the above average range (coded as 4). Two children (7.7%) scored in
the well above average range (coded as 5). Four children (15.4%) scored in the upper
extreme range (coded as 6).

In the KABC simultaneous component, no children (0%) score in the lower
extreme range (coded as 0), or in the well below average range (coded as 1). Two
children (7.7%) scored in the below average range (coded as 2). Six children 23.1%)
scored in the average range (coded as 3). Eleven children (42.3%) scored in the above

average range (coded as 4). Three children (11.5%) scored in the well above average



Verbal
Value Label Value £ %
Poor 1 0 0%
Below average 2 0 0%
Average 3 3 11.5%
Above average 4 16 61.5%
Superior 5 7 27%
N=26
Mean 4.23 Range 2.00 sd 4.39
Noa verpal
Vaiue Label Value f %
Poor l 0 0%
Below average 2 0 0%
Average 3 6 23%
Above average 4 13 50%
Superior 5 7 27%
N=26
Mean 4.08 Range 2.00 sd .86
Overall
Value Label Valye f %
Poor 1 0 %
Below Average 2 0 0%
Average 3 0 0%
Above average 4 17 65%
Superior 5 9 35%
N=26
Mean 4.38 Range 1.00 sd .51

RSN



Table 7
KABC Scores (simul ial. MPC. non v and achievement

Mean sl
Simuitaneous 4.00 200 6.00 404 092
Sequential 3.00 3.00 6.00 3.92 0.84
MPC 3.00 200 6.00 404 0.93
Non verbal 3.00 1.00 6.00 3.69 1.03
Achievement 3.00 200 6.00 3.50 0.66

Key: 0 = lower extreme
1 = well below average
2 = below average
3 = average
4 = above average
5 = well above average
6 = upper extreme
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range (coded as 5). Four children (15.4%) scored in the upper extreme range (coded as
6).

In the KABC MPC component, no children (0%) scored in the lower extreme
range (coded as 0) or in the well below average range (coded as 1). One child (3.8%)
scored in the below average range (coded as 2). Ten children (ff38.5%) scored in the
average range (coded as 3). Seven children (26.9%) scored in the above average range
(coded as 4). Three children (11.5%) scored in the well above average range (coded as
5). Five children (19.2%) scored in the upper extreme range (coded as 6).

In the KABC achievement component, no children (0%) scored in the lower
extreme range (coded as 0) or the well below average range (coded as 1). One child
(3.8%) scored in the below average range (coded as 2). Seventeen children (65.4%)
scored in the average range (coded as 3). Three children (11.5%) scored in the above
average range (coded as 4). Four children (15.4%) scored in the well above average range
(coded as 5). One child (3.8%) scored in the upper extreme range (coded as 6).

In the KABC non-verbal component, no children (0%) scored in the lower
extreme range (coded as 0). One child (3.8%) scored in the well below average range
(coded as 1). Three children (11.5%) scored in the below average range (coded as 2).
Eleven children (42.3%) scored in the average range (coded as 3). Three children
(11.5%) scored in the above average range (coded as 4). Four children (15.4%) scored in
the well above average range (coded as 5). Four children (15.4%) scored in the superior
range (coded as 6). See Table 7 for a visual representation of the children’s KABC

ScCores.
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QUEST scores. Three groups of QUEST scores (Table 8) were used for analyses:
(1) verbal, (2) non verbal, and (3) overall. The QUEST score were coded for data
analyses: (a) no classification (coded as 1), (b) pre-conceptual: perceptual (coded as 2),
(c) pre-conceptual: functional (coded as 3), (d) concrete (coded as 4), and (e)
metalinguistic (coded as 5). See Methods Chapter for more information regarding the
coding and categorizing of QUEST score.

In the verbal component, no children (0%) scored in the no classification range
(coded as 1). Seven children (26.9%) scored in the pre-conceptual: perceptual range
(coded as 2). Thirteen children (50.0%) scored in the pre-conceptual: functional range
(coded as 3). Six children (23.1%) scored in the concrete range (coded as 4) No children
scored (0%) in the metalinguistic range (coded as 5).

In the non-verbal component, no children (0%) scored in the no classification
range (coded as 1). One child (3.8%) scored in the pre-conceptual range (coded as 2).
Nine children (34.6%) scored in the pre-conceptual: functional range (coded as 3).
Sixteen children (61.5%) scored in the concrete range (coded as 4). No children (0%)
scored in the metalinguistic range (coded as ).

In the overall composite (an average of the verbal and nonverbal components), no
children (0%) scored in the no classification range (coded as 1). Four children (15.4%)
scored halfway between pre-conceptual: perceptual and pre-conceptual: functional
(coded as 2.5). Nine children (34.6%) scored at the pre-conceptual: functional level
(coded as 3). Eight childrer (30.8%) scored halfway between the pre-conceptual:

functional level and the concrete level (coded as 3.5). Five children (19.2%) scored in the



Score Range ___ Minimem ____ Maximum
Verbal 2.00 2.00 4.00
Non verbal 2.00 2.00 4.00
Overall 1.50 2.50 400

2.96

3.58

327

0.73

0.44

0.46

Key: 1 = No classification
2 = Pre-conceptual: perceptual
3 = Pre-conceptual: functional
4 = Concrete
5 = Metalinguistic
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concrete ange (coded as 4) . No children (0%) scored in the metalinguistic range (coded
as 5). See Table 8 for a visual representation of the children’s QUEST scores.
Descriptive Statistics of the Home Environmental Factors

Several home environmental factors were used to suggests answers to the last two
research questions: Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors and
the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, and Is there a relationship between the
parents SES and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests? A total of five home
environmental variables were used: (a) time parents spend with their child, (b) parents
work hours (the mother and the father independently), (c) the parents educational
attainment (the mother and the father independently), (d) the number of siblings in the
home, and (e) the parents’ SES (based on combined annual income range).

Time parent’s spend with their child. Two parents (7.7%) reported spending time
with their child only three or four times a month. Four parents (15.4%) reported spending
time with their child at least three or four times a week. Twenty parents (76.9%) reported
spending time with their child almost every day.

Parent’s work hours. Eleven mothers (42.3%) reporting did not work at the time
of data collection. Five mothers (19.2%) reported working at a part time job/making her
own hours. Nine mothers (34.6%) reported working on a normal 9-5. Monday-Friday
schedule. One mother 3.8%) reported working more than a 9-5, Monday-Friday schedule

Three fathers (11.5%) reported that they were not working at the time of data

collection. Three fathers (11.5%) reported working a job that was part-time/making his
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own hours. Thirteen fathers (50.0%) reported working 9-5, Monday-Friday. Seven fathers
(26.9%) reported working more than 9-5, Monday-Friday.

Parents educational attainment. Five mothers (19.2%) reported having a high
school diploma. Nine mothers (34.6%) reported having completed 1-3 years of college or
technical school. One mother (3.8%) reported completions of 4+ years college, but not
degree. Seven mothers (26.9%) reported having a college degree. Four mothers (15.4%)
reported having a post-graduate degree.

Three fathers (11.5%) reported having completed less than high school. Seven
fathers (26.9%) reported having a high school diploma. Four fathers (15.4%) reported
having completed 1-3 years of college or technical school. One father (3.8%) reported
having completed 4+ years of college, but no degree. Six fathers (23.1%) reported
completion of a college degree. Five fathers (19.2%) reported having a post-graduate
degree.

Number of siblings. Eight children (30.8%) have no siblings living in their home.
Twelve children (46.2%) have one sibling living in their home. Five children (19.2%)
have two siblings in their home. One child (3.8%) has three siblings in his/her home.

Parents’ SES. Four parents (15.4%) reported having a combined annual income of
less than $10,000. Nine parents (34.6%) reported a combined annual income of $10,000-
$19,999. One set of parents (3.8%) reported a combined annual income of $20,000-
$29,000. Four parents (15.4%) reported a combined annual income of $40,000-$49,000.

Eight parents (30.8%) reported a combined annual income of $60,000 or more.
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Is There a Relationship Between the Parents Perceptions of Their Child’s Cognitive
Abilities and Their Child’s Scores on Cognitive Skills Tests?

The parents’ perceptions of their own child’s abilities were correlated with each
child’s scores on the KABC and QUEST (KABC simultaneous, KABC sequential, KABC
MPC, KABC achievement, KABC non verbal, QUEST verbal, QUEST non verbal, and
QUEST overall). Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were calculated for
each parent’s perception with each child’s scores on the cognitive skills tests. The results
revealed no significant correlation coefficients between the parents’ perceptions and their
child’s ability to perform on the KABC or QUEST.

Is There a Relationship Between Some Home Environmental Factors and the Child’s
Cognitive Skills Tests Scores?

To answer this research question, four home environmental variables were
measured: (a) time parents spend with their child, (b) parents work hours (mother and
father independently), (c) parents educational attainment (mother and father
independently), and (d) the number of siblings in the home.

Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients were calculated to suggest any

relationship between each of the four home environmental factors and the child’s scores
on the KABC (simultaneous, sequential, MPC, achievement, and nonverbal) and the
QUEST (verbal, non verbal, and overall).

A total of 48 correlation coefficients were calculated. Ten of the correlation

coefficients were statistically significant: (a) the mother’s work hours and the child’s

KABC achievement score, (b) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC
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simultaneous score, (c) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC
sequential score, (d) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC
score, (¢) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC achievement score,
(f) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC non verbal score, (g) the
father’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC sequential score, (h) the father’s
educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC score, (i) the father’s educational
level and the child’s KABC non verbal score, and (j) the father’s educational attainment
and the child’s QUEST non verbal score.

For simplicity of results and discussion of the correlation analyses, the data
analyses and statistical results will be presented in two general categories: (a) the
mother’s work hours and the child’s cognitive skills test scores, and (b) the parent’s
educational attainment and the child’s cognitive skills test scores.

Mother’s work hours correlated with the child’s cognitive performance. A total of
8 correlation coefficients were calculated for the mother’s work hours and the child’s test
scores. One significant correlation was calculated for the mother’s work hours and the
child’s cognitive performance: the mother’s work hours and the child’s KABC
achievement score.

The results of Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficients suggests that
there is a positive correlation between the mother’s work hours and the child’s score on
the KABC achievement (=.430; p<.05). The positive correlation indicates that the fewer
hours the mother works, the higher the score the child attains on the achievement portion

of the KABC.
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This finding is consistent with the research that indicates the role of a positive
home environment in the child’s cognitive development based partially on the time the
parent spend with their child. Much research indicates that more parent interaction with a
child will enable the child to develop cognitive skills (Harrison, 1990; Moorehouse,
1991). In addition, Scott (1988) suggested that one of the characteristics found ina
family with a gifted child is an ongoing communication and involvement with the child,
which may be a reflection of a parent who works less hours outside of the home.

Parents educational attainment correlated with the child’s itive performance.
A total of 16 correlation coefficients were calculated for the parent’s educational
attainment and the child’s performance on cognitive skills tests. Nine were significant:
(a) the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC simultaneous score, (b)
the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC sequential score, (c) the
mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC score, (d) the mother’s
educational attainment and the child’s KABC achievement score, (d) the mother’s
educational attainment and the child’s KABC non verbal score, (€) the father’s
educational attainment and the child’s KABC sequential score, (f) the father’s
educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC score, (g) the father’s educational
attainment and the child’s KABC non verbal score, and (h) the father’s educational
attainment and the child’s QUEST non verbal score.

First, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation indicates a significant relationship

between the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC simultaneous score
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(r=.034; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the educational level attained by the
mother, the child will attain a higher score on the KABC simultaneous component.

Second, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation indicates a positive correlation
between the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s score on the KABC
sequential component (r=.477; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the mother’s
educational attainment, the higher the score the child will attain on the KABC sequential
component.

Third, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient indicates a positive
relationship between the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC
score (r=.508; p<.01). This suggests that the higher the mother’s educational attainment,
the higher the child’s score on the KABC MPC.

Fourth, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient suggests a positive
relationship between the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC
achievement score (r=.471; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the mother’s educational
level, the higher the score the child attains on the KABC achievement component.

Fifth, calculation of a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient suggests a
positive relationship between the mother’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC
non verbal score (r=.471; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the mother’s educational
attainment, the higher the score the child will attain on the KABC non verbal component.

Sixth, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient calculated for the
father’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC sequential score suggests a

positive relationship (r=.493; p<.05). This result suggests that the higher the father’s
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educational attainment, the higher the score the child will attain on the KABC sequential
component.

Seventh, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient calculated for the
father’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC MPC score suggests a positive
relationship (r=.430; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the father’s level of education,
the higher the score the child will attain on the KABC MPC.

Eighth, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient suggests a positive
relationship between the father’s educational attainment and the child’s KABC non
verbal score (r=.438; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the father’s educational
attainment, the higher the score the child will attain on the KABC non verbal component.

Ninth, a Pearson Product Moment Correlation Coefficient calculated for the
father’s educational attainment and the child’s QUEST non verbal score indicates a
significantly positive relationship (r=.400; p<.05). This suggests that the higher the
father’s level of educational attainment, the better the child will perform on the non
verbal portion of the QUEST. See Table 9 for a correlation matrix representing the
KABC and QUEST scores and some home environmental variables.

Summary. The correlation findings suggest that the higher the level of educational
attainment of the parents, the higher the child will score on certain components of
cognitive skills tests. This is consistent with the literature that suggests the effect of
parent’s level of education on their attitudes, behaviors, and perceptions about academic
achievement on their own child’s cognitive abilities (Braungart, et al., 1992; Jeon &

Feldhusen, 1994). The perceptions the parents have developed about educational



KABC -.178 417* 280
Simultaneous

KABC -201 .508** 430*
MPC

KABC 430* 471* .247
Achievement

KABC -.145 471* 438*
Non verbal

QUEST - 057 -.045 -.168
Verbal

QUEST -212 .353 .400*
Non Verbal

QUEST - 165 174 1l
Overall

* p<05

e p<01
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performance and achievement, which may be based on their own level of academic
experiences, may have an effect on their child’s performance level (Winner, 1996).
Emphasizing the importance of cognitive development and academics can have an effect
on the child’s cognitive development (Bloom, 1985; Strom, Johnson, & Strom, 1990) and
be demonstrated by their cognitive performances.

Is There a Relationship Between the Parents’ SES and the Child’s Scores on Cognitive
Skills Tests?

Using regression analyses, five significant calculations were found for an answer
to this research question: (a) the parents’ SES and the child’s KABC sequential score, (b)
the parents’ SES and the child’s KABC simultaneous score, (c) the parents’ SES and the
child’s KABC MPC score, (d) the parents’ SES and the child’s KABC achievement
score, and (e) the parents’ SES and the child’s QUEST non verbal score.

Significant regressions. First, regression analyses indicated that the parents’ SES
significantly predicted the child’s KABC sequential score, F(1, 24) = 8.3, p = .008. This
suggests that the higher the income range of the parents, the higher the score the child
will attain on the KABC sequential component.

Second, regression analyses indicated that the parents’ SES was a significant
predictor of the child’s KABC simultaneous score, F(1, 24) =5.9, p = .023. This suggests
that the higher the income range of the parents, the child will attain a higher score on the
KABC simuitaneous component.

Third, the regression analyses indicated that the SES of the parents was a

significant predictor of the child’s KABC MPC score, F(1, 24) = 8.0, p=.009. This
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suggests that the higher the income range of the parents, the higher the child will score on
the KABC MPC.

Fourth, regression analyses indicated that the parents’ SES was a statistically
significant predictor of the child’s KABC achievement score, F(1, 24) = 12.1, p=.003.
This suggests that the higher the income range of the parents, the higher the score the
child will attain on the KABC achievement component.

Fifth, regression analyses indicated that the parents’ SES significantly predicted
the child’s QUEST non verbal score, F(1, 24) = 8.1, p = .009. This suggests that the
higher the SES , the better the child will perform on the non verbal portion of the
QUEST. See Table 10 for a summary of regression analyses for SES predicting the
child’s test scores.

Summary. All of these results are in support of the literature that suggests gifted
children tend to come from a higher SES bracket (Barbe, 1975; Belsky, 1988; Hackney,
1981; Khatena, 1982; Nevo, 1994; Schwartz, 1994; Terman, 1925). Harrison (1990)
suggested that the home environment is influenced by several determining factors,
including the SES of the parents.

I am not suggesting that gifted children only come from a family with a higher
SES. It is possible that the income range of the parents is directly related to certain home
environmental variables (not necessarily those used in this study) that may contribute to a
child’s ability to perform on a cognitive skills test. Possibly, the SES determines whether

or not one parent stays at home/does not work. In this study, the mothers work hours are



Table 10
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Summary of Regression Analyses for SES Predicting the Child’s Test Scores

BY. IV Reuguared DF S5 MS F p
KABC sequential SES 257 124 7761 7.761 8303 .008
KABC simultaneous  SES .198 1,24 6.513 6.513 5910 .023
KABC MPC SES 251 124 9267 9.267 8031 .009
KABC achievement SES 336 124 7549 7549 12.119 .003
QUEST non verbal SES 253 124 2115 2115 8145 009
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positively correlated with the child’s cognitive skills performances. It is possible that the
mothers who do not work tend to come from the higher SES environments, thus the SES
S of the itati of the Data

Findings suggest that there is no relationship between parents’ perceptions and
their child’s cognitive abilities. This could be due to a restricted range of parent
perceptions. These findings are in response to research question #3: Is there a
relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s cognitive abilities and their
child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

A total of four home environmental variables were found to be positively
correlated on the child’s cognitive skills test performances: (a) the mother’s work hours,
(b) the mother’s educational attainment, (c) the father’s educational attainment, and (d)
the parents’ SES. The results by means of Pearson Product Moment Correlation
Coefficients suggest that the fewer hours the parents work, the higher the child will
perform on components of the KABC. Also, Pearson Product Moment Correlation
Coefficients suggest that the higher the parent’s educational attainment, the higher the
child will score on components of the KABC and QUEST. These findings are in response
to research question #4: Is there a relationship between some home environmental factors
and the child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?

Also, multiple regression analyses indicated the parents’ SES predicts some of the
child’s test scores: KABC sequential, simultaneous, MPC, achievement, and QUEST non
verbal. These findings are also in response to research question #5: Is there a relationship

between the parents’ SES and the child’s score on cognitive skills tests?
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The results of the multiple regression analyses take the research question even
further and suggest that not only is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the
child’s scores on cognitive skills tests, but the parents’ SES can actually predict the
child’s performance on the cognitive skills tests. The higher the SES of the parents, the
better the child will perforin on the two cognitive skills tests.

Limitations of This Study

The children were referred for giftedness in the first place, which presents two
possible confounding variables: (a) parents already saw their child as being gifted, so
they described their child in a “gifted” way, and (b) parents may have “created™ an
environment that appears conducive to their child’s cognitive development just for the
purpose of this study. In other words, the parents responded to the examiner, they
answered questions knowing that this is a study based on gifted children.

A graduated scale might have been more effective for data analyses purposes.
This would help eliminate subjectivity in the coding of the data. This could have been
presented in such a way that the parent predicts their child’s scores on the cognitive skills
tests.

Two groups were used for this study: (a) a high SES group, and (b) a low SES
group. These groups were not matched in any way. They were chosen based on the
parent’s referral of their child, and the parents combined annual income range (SES).
Possibly these groups are significantly different in certain variables, which could have an
effect on the overall statistical reliability of this study. In order to minimize reliability

reductions, this study might have been conducted using a cross-section of a population.
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This would eliminate the two distinct groups and create a better flowing range of
economic statuses.

Other correlation coefficients could have been computed to determine any
intercorrelations among variables. For instance, are the hours a mother works
significantly correlated with the parents’ SES? Or, are the parents’ work hours
significantly correlated with the time the parents spend with the child? Intercorrelations
such as these might help explain some of the results. The variables that were found to be
significantly related to a child’s cognitive performance might be directly and
significantly influenced by other home environmental variables.
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Chapter V
Discussion

This study was focused on parental perceptions and environmental factors that
might have an influence on the child’s cognitive abilities. This focus was addressed by
means of five research questions: (2) What do parents think are the characteristics of a
gifted child?, (b) What do parents think influences the cognitive development of their
own child?, (c) Is there a relationship between the parents’ perceptions of their child’s
cognitive abilities and their child’s scores on cognitive skills tests?, (d) Is there a
relationship between some home environmental factors and the child’s scores on
cognitive skills tests?, and (e) Is there a relationship between the parents’ SES and the
child’s scores on cognitive skills tests? See Figure 3 for an overview of the results found
in this study.

Research question #1 findings

[ found that parents have certain perceptions about the definition of cognitive
giftedness in a child. Seven general patterns were found in response to the first research
question in which parents describe characteristics of their own child who is perceived to
be gifted. Six patterns were found common to both high and low SES parents. Pattern #1:
Parents often describe their “gifted” child in terms of having good language skills.

Pattern #2: Parents describe their child as having advanced language skills or early
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Figure 3. An overview of the quantitative results found in this study.
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language learning (advanced verbal skills, rhyming, advanced conceptual ability, and
expressiveness). Pattern #3: Parents describe their child as having the desire to learn.
Pattern #4: Parents describe their child as having a good memory (for directions and
places). Pattern #5: Parents describe their child as having a good imagination. Pattern #6:
Parents often describe their child as being good at puzzles. One pattern , the seventh
pattern, was found in only the low SES parent group. Pattern #7: Parents often describe
their child as having advanced physical abilities.

These qualitative results indicate that parents already have certain perceptions
about their child’s cognitive abilities and what constitutes giftedness. These perceptions
are in existence even before the child is identified as gifted. Also, there is a great deal of
consistency among parents when describing their child’s cognitive abilities even before
their child is identified as gifted.

Research question #2 findings

By means of qualitative analyses, five patterns were found in response to this
second research question. These findings are perceptions parents have about the factors
(external, internal, or both) that influence the cognitive development of their own child.
Few, yet some, parents believe that cognitive development is influenced by only external
(environmental) or only internal (genetic) factors. Even though some parents believe that
both internal and external have an influence on cognitive development, some believe that
internal or external has a greater influence. The majority of parents (96%) attribute the
development of their child’s cognitive abilities to an interaction of both (but not

necessarily an equal contribution of) external and internal factors.
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Again, parents already have ideas about the influences on their child’s
development. Then, they have the opportunity to change the environmental influences to
benefit or maximize their child’s potential.

Research question #3

Using correlation coefficients, this study found no relationship between the
parents’ perceptions of their own child’s abilities and the child’s ability to perform on the
cognitive skills tests.

Parents do have specific perceptions about what factors influence their child’s
development. Possibly they are not able to influence the factors that do contribute to a
child’s cognitive ability.

Research question #4

By correlation coefficient calculations, this study found a relationship between
some home environmental variables and the child’s performance on cognitive skills tests.
(1) The fewer hours a mother works, the higher the child scores on certain components of
the KABC. (2) The higher the mother’s educational attainment, the higher the child’s
scores on certain components of the KABC. (3) The higher the father’s educational
attainment, the higher the child’s scores on the KABC and QUEST.

These environmental variables could be influenced by many other factors that
may be indirectly contributing to the child’s performances. Or, it could be that other
factors are actually directly contributing to the child’s performances and the above

factors are influenced by them.



113

Research question #5

Using multiple regression analyses, this study found a relationship between the
parents’ SES and the child’s performances on both the KABC and QUEST.

The findings in response to this research question could be considered the most
controversial in this study. It could be that many other factors are highly correlated with
the parents’ SES, which in turn, are really responsible for the child’s performances.

Further Research Suggestions

I believe it would be more reliable to conduct a study using a more homogeneous
sample. The new sample could be chosen with a broad, yet flowing range of income
ranges. This would help increase reliability, rather than using two different groups for
correlation analyses.

Possibly parents might be able to predict their child’s performance on cognitive
skills tests, rather than merely describe their child’s ability level. This might give a better
understanding of how well the parents know their child’s cognitive abilities, understand
the term giftedness, and whether their perceptions really have an y relationship to their
child’s ability to perform on the cognitive skills tests.

It would also be interesting to measure the cognitive abilities of the parents. This
might be a determining factor in certain home environmental variables, which indirectly
influences the child’s cognitive performance. This might also help control for some

biological influences on the cognitive development of a child.
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It is obvious that more research is needed to determine (a) the influences of
parents’ perceptions on their child’s cognitive development, and (b) the influences of
environmental factors on the child’s cognitive development.



APPENDIX A
PARENT’S SURVEY FOR REFERRAL OF GIFTEDNESS
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Parent’s S for i

Child’s Name: Child’s Age: _years_months

Name of School: Today’s Date:

This survey is being completed by: ___ child’s mother ___child’s father
___child’s mother & father ___ other (please specify)

You have been invited to nominate your child for farther individual assessment for
the identification of gified children. I am asking your help in identifying children
who have, according to your opinion, talents and abilities beyond his/her
chronological age.

Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Give lengthy
answers.

1. What does “gifted” mean to you?

2. Why do you think this child is gifted?
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3. What special language abilities does this child have (talking, asking questions, telling
stories, playing with words, leaming new words, using words in different ways)?
Give as many examples as you can.

4. What special problem solving abilities does this child have (puzzles, finding his/her
way to new places, understanding time sequences, sharing toys and food, putting
things back together, fixing things)? Give as many examples as you can.

S. In what ways does this child interact with other children (conflict resolution, sharing
toys and food, emotional/social interactions, expressiveness)? Give as many examples
as you can.

6. Does this child have any other specific talents/abilities? Please explain.




APPENDIX B
TEACHER'’S SURVEY FOR REFERRAL OF GIFTEDNESS
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T Sarvey for i
Child’s Name: Child’s Age: _years _months

Name of School: Today’s Date:

Teacher’s Name:

You have been invited to nominate children from your class for further individual
assessment for the identification of gifted children. I am asking your help in
identifying children who have, according to yonr opinion, talents and abilities
beyond his/her chronological age.

Please answer the following questions to the best of your ability. Give lengthy

answers.

1. What does “gifted” mean to you?

2. Why do you think this child is gifted?

LY

<
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3. What special language abilities does this child have (talking, asking questions, telling
stories, playing with words, learning new words, using words in different ways)?
Give as many examples as you can.

4. What special problem solving abilities does this child have (puzzies, finding his/her
way to new places, understanding time sequences, sharing toys and food, putting
things back together, fixing things)? Give as many examples as you can.

5. In what ways does this child interact with other children (conflict resolution, sharing
toys and food, emotional/social interactions, expressiveness)? Give as many examples
as you can.

6. Does this child have any other specific talents/abilities? Please explain.
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CONSENT FORM
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CONSENT FORM
Title: Identification of giftedness in preschoolers: Are some environmental factors related 10 cognitive ssscomnents?

I AM BEING ASKED TO READ THE FOLLOWING MATERIAL TO ENSURE THAT I AM INFORMED OF THE NATURE OF
THIS RESEARCH STUDY AND OF HOW [ WILL PARTICIPATE IN IT, IF 1 CONSENT TO DO SO. SIGNING THIS FORM
WILL INDICATE THAT § HAVE BEEN SO INFORMED AND THAT I GIVE MY CONSENT. FEDERAL REGULATIONS
REQUIRE WRITTEN INFORMED CONSENT PRIOR TO PARTICIPATION IN THIS RESEARCH STUDY SO THAT ICAN
KNOW THE NATURE AND RISKS OF MY (AND MY CHILD’S) PARTICIPATION AND CAN DECIDE TO PARTICIPATE
(AND ALLOW MY CHILD TO PARTICIPATE) OR NOT PARTICIPATE IN A FREE AND INFORMED MANNER.

Puxrpese

1 am being invited to participste voluntarily (and aflow my child to psrticipste) in the shove-titied resesrch project. The purpose of the
project is twofold: (1) to identifyy potentiaily gifted preachool chikiren, and (2) to identify any environmentsl factors that may have
cantributed to the development of the child’s giftedness.

The informmation collected in this study will be used for completion of a Doctosste in Educetionsl Psychology Degree form the
University of Arizons by Nina Willisms, M. A-

Selsction Criteria

I am being mvited to nominate my child for participation, and to participate myself becanse I believe my child possibly demanstrates
some shilitics that are sbove his/her age level. These shilities could be an indication that myy child is gified or hus the posential © be
gified in some way.

Standard Treatments

If 1 choose not to have myseiffmy child particzpate in this study, I will not refer my child for evaluation for potentisl giftexdness, and [
will not sign this consent form. If I choose to participate/have my child participate in this study. [ bave the nght to voluntarily
withdraw at sny time.

Precedures
IfltgeetommIwinbenshdwmwmcfonoww(l)eunplmoﬁnﬂwﬂfm.a)mofc&mpﬂnc
questioonaire, (3) compiction of s Home/Health Survey, and (4) participstion in a tape-recorded interview. The total time neccssary
for these procedures is not expected to exceed two hours. Also, I will be asked to consent to my child’s participstion in the following:
(1) classroom cbservation, (2) sdministrauan of the Kaufinen Assessment Battery for Chikdren, a developmental assessment, and (3)
admmstration of a verbal and non-verbsl classification tasks assessment. The total time necessary 1o compiete these procedures is not
expected to exceed four hours.

I will participate st a scheduled time that s convement for myself and the principal investigator. My child’s participation will occur
during his/her regular preschool hours | understand thet my child’s preschool time will be mimmaily interrupted.

Wmmwmmﬂhwnupmmmwmﬁsﬂm
child will be removed from the formal preschool ime during an appropriste time period.

Benefits

The following are the potential benefits of e and my child's participation in this study: (1) | will not be required or asked to provide
any monctary compensation. (2) my chikd's intellectual abilities will be assessed/ested by the pemcipal mvestugator, a doctoral
candidate in Fducstional Psychology at The { fmversiy of Anzons who is tramed in the adoumstration of the assessmentsAests, (3) the
results of the assessmentsAests might heip m wdentifying areas of mntellectual strengths m my child, and (4) the results of the
assessmentsAests might help in directing my chald’s future educational needs.

C

No names will be used, all names will be known only by the principle investigator, Nins Williams, M. A. Otherwise, names will be

dxsgnaedbymeo&m The coded data will be available for access by the followmg University of Arizons Dissertstion
Committee members: Dr. Virginia Gonzalez, Dr Lawrence Aleamoni, Dv. Miri Fleming, Dr. Elba Reyes, and Dr. Aleene Nielson.

Parewt/Legal Guardian (please print) Sigaature
Reintionship to Child Chili's Nome:
Heme Phone Namber The best thme ¢o reach me at this # s
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APPENDIX D
DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONNAIRE
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|

Age of Mother
__19-29 1929
__30-39 __30-39
___40-49 ___40-49
__S0+ ___So0+
Pareotal cducational attainment
Mother
___high school graduate
___1-3 years of college or technical school beyond high school
___4+ years of college
___college degree (please specify)
___post-graduate (please specify)
___other (please specify)
Eather
___high school graduate
___1-3years of college or technical school beyond high school
___4+ years of college
___college degree (please specify)
___post-graduate (please specify)
___other (please specify)
Race or cthoic group
Mother Eatber
___African American ___African American
___American Indian ___American Indian
___Caucasian/White ____Caucasian/White
___Hispanic ____Hispanic
___Other (please specify) ___Other (please specify)
Combined annuai houschold income range
___less than $10,000
—__$10,000 - $19,999
$20,000 - $29,999

$30,000 - $39,999
$40,000 - $49,999
$50,000 - $59,000
$60,000 or more
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__9-5 Monday-Friday

lE
¢
§

| |g|§
|
f

&
:

Volunteer work___hours per week

Other (please specify)

9-5 Monday-Friday
Late night shift
Afternoon through evening

Own business/make own hours
Weekends

Not working right now

Retired

Volunteer work____hours per week
—Other (picase specify)

Father's total work hours per week is approximately:

Do you have a computer in your home? ___yes _ no
If so, how many hours per week does your child use it?

Are there any other siblings in the home? __yes ___no
If so, how many? __ Names and ages

Are there any other caretakers of your child? ___yes __no
If so, how many hours per week do they take care of the child?
Who is the caretaker?

This questionnaire was completed by:

The name of my child participating in this study:




APPENDIX E
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Imterview Format

The title of this research study is: Identification of giftedness in preschoolers: Are some environmental
factors related to cognitive assessments?

This is the format for the questions during the tape-recorded interview. This interview is to be conducted by
the principal investigator, Nina Williams, M. A. and Doctoral Candidate of The University of Arizona.

Name of Child Name of Respondent
Respondent’s relationship to the child Date/Time
1. What do you think have been the major influences on your child’s (advanced) development?

2. Do you think that some resources in your home have influenced your child’s (advanced) development?

3. Do you think that any biological factors have influenced the (advanced) development of your child?

4. Who is the primary caretaker of this child? Why? How do you think the quality of this relationship
with the child has influenced his/her development?




APPENDIX F

CLASSROOM PARTICIPANT OBSERVATION FORMAT
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Child’s Name: Date: Time:

Activity Observed:

Other Notes/Comments:

Activity Observed:

Child’s Participation:

Other Notes/Comments:
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APPENDIX G

QUEST PROTOCOL



Cretocel
ENGLISH FORM A
QUEST (Qualitntive Uss of Exglish and Spanisk Tueks)

Developed by Virginia Gonzalez, Pb.D.
Month Day Year
Bisthdate __/___/ Examiner’s Name:
Examination __/ ___/ Teacher's Name:,

Date
by the Child* e F
:.‘;of S AU S s gender: _____

Administration1: __FormA ___ FormB _____English __ Spanish
Administration 2: __FormA _____FormB _____ English _____ Spanish

Geocrral
Development General Level (Labeling): /6= ___%
RBAL General Level
Prodnetion: Comprehension
NON-VERBAL General Level
Produetion: Comprehension
Lang Development Gender Level (Labeling): /iI6=__%
?ERBAL Gender Level el
Production: Comprebension
NON-VERBAL Gender Level
Production:
Disgnesis par Arsss
Anfirrris
I) La=gunge Developmsat
1) Labeling: Object (Production) 2) Labeling: Gender (Production)
Level: __/8=_ % Level: _/3=_%
Fac*
I} Lsvz2age Developz=ez:
1) Leheling: Object (Production) 2) Labeling: Gender (Production)
Level: __/3=__ % Level: _/3=_ %
Fate gl

I ~Vichel Comaeptye] Tevelopmen: gt tae Ce2etei level:

2)Detining (Prod. & Compreh.)  4) Verbal Justification for Sorting (Production)

Level: Level:

i31



Feod
IT) Vacbal Coaceptaal Developmant at the General level:
Z)Del'!nlag(l’ud.&(:mp!'lh) d)Vct'demerng (Production)

Aminreis

IIT) Verbal Concsptusl Developmeant: st the Geader Level

2) Defi (Produetion Verbal Justifieation for (Prodnction)

f ning ) 4 . B | Sorting

Fead.

IIT) V<rbel Con=sptaal Developmen: at the Geader Level

2) Defining (Production) 4) Verbal Justification for Sorting (Production)

Level: Level:

Azlewie

IV) 17=n-Verba! Conceptuzl Develozment at the General Levsl

3) Sosting (Production) 5) Category Clue Task (Comprehension)

Level: Level:

Poa

IV) I:ze-Yerbe: Conceptuet Deveicpment et the General Level

3) Sorting (Production) £) Category Clue Task (Comprehension)

Level: Level:

brehealle

¥} 11--~-Verbe! Conzsptue! Devaicpmen:t et the Gender Level

3) Sorting (Production) £) Category Clue Task (Comprehension)

Level: Level:

Poo?

V) N=2-Verae! CToszeatzel Development 22 the Cender Level

i)e So;-ung (Production) ﬁ 3«;0'1 Clue Task (Comprehension)
vels: H

D o L  a a o o e o d
Amxfrrade: [metryetisee 0=~ Labeling ars Deflxing Tasiks

* The first two Lasks are admimsiered simuliancously to the child.
« The child 1s asked the following questions by the examiner:

*"What do you call these?" (while giving the child the manipulatives)
* *"What is (are) a Kl

e "What is (are) a like?”

e "Tell me somethingsbouts ____".
* *"What does it look like?"

132
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1) Lodoling: Objest (Predusticn) 3) Loboling: cui-rm
Name given by the child Fam Unfam Fam

1) sheep 1 @ _ling_moniing 1 0
2) lionflioness 1 0 Jing_monding 1 @
3J) horse/mare 1 0 _ling_nponiing 1 0
4) bear 1 0 _ling_noniing 1 O
£) armadillo 1 o ling __non-ling 1 0
6) rhinoceros 1 0 ~ling _noa-ling ) S
7) gorilla 1 L Jing_nonling 1 0
8) dop 1 0 Jing_mnon-ling 1 0
TOTAL TOTAL

o o L e oo oo a s e

Anfrefs: 3) Definimg (Prodoetion)
1) sheep,

2) lionflioness
3) horse/mare,
4) benr,
£) armadilio

6) riinncercs

7) gorilla

8) dop.

Ty otariptics tm Gexsreie

Perceptual: Color ___ Size ___ Parts of the Body

Functional: Actions

Concrete: ____ Cstegories ____ Subcategories

Metalinguistic: __  same name and they look the same
difTerent name but same kind (lion/lioness)

Clig:: » 2nrfsties ip Ralfetior t» Cander:
Perceptual: ____ Color ___ Size ___ Parts of the Body
Functional: _____ Actions
Concrete: ____ Categories ____ Subcategories
Metalinguistic: ___  same name but difTerent kind (eat: daddy, mom)
different name and they look different (lion/lioness)
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Dn:ﬂ;:h;g(l'rndueﬁu)‘l’-k: Examiners’ Comments (description of precsss and
S

3) Defining (Comprsbencion)
When the child has linished labeling and defining every item at the production
level, mpemu:erdlowmgdeﬁmuoolhtumguwhkmglhechldwmafm

“This is a dincsaur. A dincssur is an animal and also & reptile. There are
many different kinds of dinosaurs that come in different sizes and colors. Dinosaurs

are for playing”.

* Immediately after ask the child: *Whatiss ?* (for the three items listed

beiow)
1) dne
2) hos e
3) govilla
Cin: r2tnristhier tm Gomarnbs
Perceptual: ~ Color___ Size ___ Partsof the Body
:’:unruonal. e:tlom
oncrete: tegories ____ Subcategories
Metalinguistic: __ ':lﬁme name and they look the same

different name but same kind (Hos/lioness)

Chnr vatacisties im Rafetisr ¢ Sonder:

Perceptual: ___ Color ___ Size __ Partsof the Body

Functional: Actions

Concrete: Categories ___ Subcategories

Metslingnistlc. same name but different kind (cat: mammmy and daddy)
difTerent name and they look different (lion/lioness)

Chorwzteristies tp Cazrznis

2) Defining (Production) 2) Defining (Comprehension)

g), lr;:" -.lamﬁc::!onhmw Level 3)) mmmmw Level
c-concept e

C) Pre-conceptual: Funcuonal Level C)Pre-conceptual: Funcuonal Level

D) Cencepiual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Level

E) Conceptual: Metahnguisuc Level E) Conceptual: Metalinguisuc Level

Chrruzteristies Iz R2inlisy 32 Cerdarn:

2) Defining (Production) 2) Defining (Comprehension)

A) No classification A) No classification

B) Pic-conceptual: Perceptual Level B) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Leve!

C) Pre-conceptual: Funcuonal Level C)Pre-conceptual: Funcuonal Level

D) Conceptual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Leve!

E) Conceptual: Metahinguisuc Level E) Conceptual: Meulinguisuc Level
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M?(W)Tm Examiners' Comments (description of process and

Aszimals: J) Seeting Tosk

* The examiner says: lldpmemthueoblemhpu::ofmmd
mammies. &m&}mmmdﬁed&em daddies on the
other side of the table.*

* If the child did not understand the instructions, the examiner can repeat the
instructions using non-verbal gestures as many times as needed.

* Then, the child is given as much time as he or she wishes (0 finish the task.

Chnacthrwristies in Gazernl:
Perreptual: ____ Color _ Size ___ Parts of the Body
Functional: _____

Concrete: ____  Categories ‘

Metalinguistic: _ same name and they the same
— Gifferent name but same kind (lion/lloness)

Clarzmeterfistics in Rolntien te Gondser:

Perceptual: __ Color ___ Size ___ Partsof the Body
Functional: Aeuons

Concrete: ..____
Metalinguistic: __ wnme name m (eat: mammy and dsddy)
e GifTerent name and they look different (fon/lioaess)
Sorting (Pmduc:im : Sorting ~ u
3) on) 3) (Production)
3) g«; dasiﬁaugon 3) & classification
) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Level ) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Level
C) Pre-conceptual: Funcuonal Level C)Pre-conceptual: Functional Level
D) Cincepual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Level
E) Conceptual: Metalinpuisuc Level E) Conceptual: Metalinguistic Level

Sorting Task: Examiner's Diagram of Sorted Objects

Sorting Task: Examiners’ Comments (description of sorting proeess and
resulis)

Shee
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Animals: §) Verbel Justification of Seriing Tosk: Preduetion

* The examiner asks the child to explain verbally the personally based groupings
that the child has imposed on the objects.

* The examiner asks the child the following questions:
* *How are the objects

grouped?”
* *"Why are the objects grouped in this way?*
¢ "Why have you put this (these) in this group?”

Probing: After the entire set of objects has been expisined by the child, the

mimﬁumdmpumiwbymmmmmwoﬁmz

countcrexampies. The examiner's task is probing the child’s and non-verbal
; The purpose is 10 observe if the child’s responses are consistent, and if the
d can be persuaded 10 accept lower conceptual level responses.

« For probing the child's responses, the examiner asks "Can | move this (these)
to a different place?”, while respecting the following kinds of categories:

1) categories based on general criteria.

2) categories based on gender criteria.

3) subcategories based on gencral criteria.

4) subcatcgories based on gender criteria.

5) specific items if there arc no categories.

e The cxaminer needs 10 ask *"Why?* after each response given by the child for
the ahuve categorics.

e Metalinguistic Questions: The child is asked some questions that change the
linpmstic gender assignment for the lollowing animal items: “lion*/ "lioness,” "bear®
(maerly/daddy), and “sheep” (mammy/daddy).

*You said thisisa . Canlecallit ? of label
g I
* "Why yes?®, or "Why no?” &

e*isa(an)______ similaror differentthana(an) _____ 7"
label change linguistic gender of label

Clrarnatarielss fx Ceasoni:

Perceptual: Color ___ Size __ Parts of the Body
Functional: ____ Actions

Concrete: ____ Categories ____ Subcategories

Metsalinguistie: samie name and they look the same
difTerent name but same kind (lion/lioness)

Cdenotorefieties ip Refieiieon to Gomdar:

Perveptual: ___ Color ___ Size ___ Parts of the Body

Functional: Actions

Concrete: Categories Subcategories

Metalinguistic: same name but dilTerent kind (cat: mammy and daddy)
difTerent name and they look different (lion/lioness)




137

Chaorastaristies i Gensrnls Chersetoristies in Relgtios to Geador
Verbal Just. of ) Verbal Just. of

é))No s d Sorting (Production é)))No ust. of Sorting

C}Pm-eoneepunl.ﬁumoudwd C)Pre-conceptuai: w’w

D) Conceptual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Coocrete Level

E) Conceptual: Metalinguistic Level E) Conceptual: Mctalingnistic Level

Verbal Justification of Sorting Task: Examiners’ Comments (deseription of verbal
responses and resuits)

Axnimals: §) Catsgory Clus Task
* The examiner reads to the child the following instructions:

*Mili likes animals. Mili likes the be erocodile, the he and the
be kangaroo. Mili likes these things and other things like that. M likes masculine
things. Mili does not know what masculine mesns, bat Mili knows that she likes
things like that. Mili calls these things masculine®.

*Pill likes animais. Pili likes the she erocodile, the she hipp and
the she kangaroo. Pili likes these things and other things like that. Pill likes
feminine things. Pili does not imow what feminine means, but Pili knows that she
likes things like that. Pili eslls these things feminine.”
things like that. I call these things feminine.”

 Immedistciy after the examiner tells the chiid:
"Help me group these snimals into groups that Mili and Pili like".

* The child is given as much time as he or she needs 10 complete the task.

* Then. thc examiner asks the child the following probing question: *Can I move
this tn a different place? * in the following hiemhia? order:

1) categones based on general criteria,

2) categorics based on gender criteria.

3) subcatcgories based on general critenia,
4) subcategories bascd on gender critena. or
5) specific items if there are no categones.

* If the child gave any reason other than a laxonomic basic or non-basic onc
relaicd o gender assagnment, then he 1s asked if there is any other order for the objects.

Chx : vatarivies v Csdacel:

Perceptual: __ Color ___ Size ___ Parts of the Body
Functional: Actions

Concrete: ____ Categories ____ Subcategories

Metalinguistic: same name and they look the same
different name but same kind (lion/lioness)
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Charzetaristies in Relotion te Gender:
Perupuul:_ Color ___ Size ___ Parts of the Body

Concule‘ Cllqu'iu Subeategories
Metalinguistics ______ mﬁmmmﬁmmmwy)

e, Gifferent name and they look different
Choroetericties in Gemernls MthM

Clue (Comprehension Cloe (Camprehension)
> N s frcation D ) No dutafication

B) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Level B) Pre-coaceptual: Perceptual Level
qmmmww C}Pu-enmeptnl: Functional Level
D) Conceptual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Level

Conceptusi: Metalinguistic Level Conceptual: Metalinguistic Level
g’umqamrm'%ummslrwmm

Category Clue Task: Examiners' Comments (description of process and resuits)

R ABRSSARE S s A s s s AR ASARR SRS SRS o e e s o o
Pood: Imstroetiens for Lobeling and Defintng Tosks

* The first two tasks are administered simultaneously to the child.

* The child is asked the following questions by the examiner:

*"What do you call these?" (while giving the child the manipulatives)

e "What is (are)a____ ?"

e "What is (are)a _____ like?"

* *Teil me something about a *-

o "What does it look like?

1) Ladolimge Ohjeet (Produeticon) 32) Labeling: Gender (Prodmetiom)

Name given by the child Fam Unfam Fam Unfam
1) lemaon 1 0 ling __noe-ling 1 0
2) avocado | 0 ling _non-ling 1 0
3) penr 1 0 ling __non-ling 1 0
4) steak 1 0 ~ling __non-ling 1 0
§5) pie 1 0 ling __non-ling 1 0
6) pizza 1 0 ~ling _non-ling 1 0
7) banans I 0 ling __non-ling 1 0
8) mango 1 0 <Jling _non-ling 1 0
TOTAL ________ TOTAL
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Anisnglis: 3) Dofining (Produstion)
1) lemon

2) avoeado,

J3) pear.
4) steak
5) pie.
6 paza
Dﬁhnm
§) mango,

Perceptual thor Size

S — - Parts

Concrete: : . Categories Subeategories

Metalinguistic: _____ same name and they look the same
_Muutmmmmkﬂmbdhm&ﬂu)

Charsstericticr im Reisticn to Gender:

Perceptual: ____ Color ___ Size ___ Parts

Functional: _____ Actions

Concrete: ____ Categories Subcategories

Metalinguistic: same name and they leok the same

different name but same kind (pear/mango, both are fruits)

Defining (Production) Task: Examiners’ Comments (description of proeess and
resulits)

3) Dafiming (Comprabamsion)
* When the child has finished Isbeling and defining every item at the production
level, repeat the following definition three umes while prompting the child to repeat after

"This is an apple. An apple is a kind of food and is also a fruit. There are
many different kinds of apples that have different colors and sizes. Apples are for
eating.”

« Immediately after ask the child: What is a 7 (for the three items listed
below)

1) pear,

2) avocado

3) steak




Charaetaristies in Generalk
Perceptual: ____ Color __ Size __ Parts
Functionsl: _____ Actions
o jes name and they the
Metalinguistic: __  same same
different name but same kind (pear/mango, both sre fruits)

Charneteristics iz Relctiea to Gendor:
Perceptual: ___ Color __ Size __ Parts
Functional: Actions

Concrete: — Categories Subecategories
Metalinguistic: _  same name and they look the same
e GifTerent name but same kind (pearfimango, both are fruits)

Charoeterietiss in Gonernls
2) Defining (Production) Defining (Comprehension)
Q;Nodmﬁc::lm E)Nodsﬁl('nﬁon

Pre-concepiual: Perceptual Level ) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Level
(o) : Functional Level C)Pre-conceptual: Functiooal Level
D) Conceptual: Concrete Level D)Conceptusi: Concrete Level

E) Cunceptual: Metlinguistic Level E) Conceptual: Metalinguistic Level
Charactericiies in Roistion to Gendors

2) Defining (Production) 2) Defining (Comprehension)
o Peual: Funcuonal Level C)Pre-comoeptual: l: Fancional Level
D) Conceptunl: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Level

E) Conccptual: Metalinguistic Level E) Conceptual: Meulinguistic Level

Defining (Comprehension) Task: Examiners’ Comments (dexcription of process and
resuits)

B e e o e o
Focd: 3) Soriimg Task

* The cxaminer says: “"lelp me group these objects into two groups. Place
one group of food on this side of the table, and the other food group on the other
side of the table.”

» If the child did not understand the instructions. the examiner can repeal the
instructions using non-vertal gestures as many times as needed.

 Then, the child is given as much time as he or she wishes to finish the task.

Cherveterfaies in Gevercl:
Perceptual: ___ Color __ Size ___ Parts
Functional: ____ Actions
Concrete: ____ Calegories ____ Subcategories
Metalinguistic: same name and they look the same
difTerent name but same kind (pear/mango, both are fruits)
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Charaetevistics in Relotion to Gender:

m_ Color___ Size ____ Purts
e Actions

Concrete: _____

Categories ___ Subestegories
e S Tierent aome bot samme Kind (pearfmango, both are frults)

Charaetoristics in Gexarpls Choroetoristies in Relotion to Gonder

Sorting (Productica Sorting (Production)
§)))Nodaa(iﬁeuion ) &Nodmﬁum
qmméwwd C)Pre-conceptual: ancuoulll.zvd
D)Cmeep(ml:.&uawl.:vel D)prml:.

Sorting Task: F.xaminer's Disgrom of Sorted Objects

Sorting Task: Examiners' Comments (description of sorting process and
results)

SSSSSES LSS SESSS LSS

Food: 4§) Varbal Justifiestion of Scrtimg Tesk: Prodzetion
* The cxamincr asks the child (o explain verbally the personally based groupin,
that the child has imposed on the objects. d Y g

* The cxaminer asks the child the following questions:

* "How are the objects grouped?*
* *Why are the cbjects grouped in this way?”
* *Why have you put this (these) in this group?®

Probing: After the entire sct of objects has been explained by the child. the
examiner tnes o change the order imposed by the child on the objects by offering
counterexamples. The examiner's task is probing the child's verbal and non-verbal
responses. The purpose is 1o observe if the child’s responses are consistent, and il the
child can be persuaded 1o accept Imver conceptual level responses.

* For probing the child's responses, the examiner asks “Can I move this (these)
to a different place?”, while respccung the following kinds of categones:

I) catcgories based on general criteria

2) categories bascd on gender cnileria.
3) subcategories based on general criteria.
4) subcategories based on gender criteria.
S) specific items if there are no categornes.
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* The cxamincr needs 10 ask "Why?* after each response given by the child (or
the above categuwries.

Metalinguistic Questions: The child is asked questions that change the
%mepwammemfwurm;a:wigw pizza/steak,

e *"Yousaidthisiss_____. Canleallie _______
label

change li me'udetofhbd
* "Why yes?*, or "Whyno?" °
*®isa(an) ) similar or different than & (am) _ oflahel
Cherostaristies iu Gensral: o y
Pereeptual: ___ Color __ Size ___ Parts

Categories ___ Subeategories
Mdlllngulﬂk —__ same name and same
Mnmebm*k::mbﬁmhnn

Wmnms;cm
Perceptual: ____ Color___ - Parss
Functional: _____ Actions

Concrete: ___ Categories ____

Metalinguistic: name and
MWM&(:WMMM)

Charpstariviies im Gonarnls Charnsteristies in Reictien te Gendar

4) Verbal Just. of Sorting (Production)  4) Verbal Just. of Sorting
A) No classificaten A) No classification

B) Pre-conceptual: Perceptual Level B) Pre-conceptumi: Pesceptual Level
C) Pre-conceptunl: Funcuonal Level C)Pre-conceptual: Functionsi Level
D) Conceptual: Concrete Level D)Conceptual: Concrete Level

E) Concepual: Mectalinguistic Level E) Concepnual: Metalinguistic Level

Verbal Justificstion of Sorting Task: Examiners’ Comments (description of verbal
respouses and results)

Fooc: S) Catsgory Clas Task
» The examiner reads (o the child the following instructions:

*Mili likes the asparagus, the bell pepper, and the corn. " Ml likes these
things and other things like that. Mili likes masculine things. Mili does not know
what masenline means, but she knows that she likes things like that. Mili calls these
things mesruline.®

*Pili likes the sugar cane, the mandarin, and , the pess. Pill likes these
things and other things like that. She likes feminine things. Pili does not know what
feminine menus, but she knows that she likes things like that. Pill calls these things
feminine. *




* Immediately afier the examiner tells the child:
Help we group these food into groups that Mill and Pill like®.

* The chill is given a3 siuch time as he or she aeeds 10 complete the task.

: * Then, the cxaminer asks the child the fe ing probing question: “Can I move
this (o 3 different place? * in the following hi ical order:

e If the chikl gave sny reason other than a taxonomic besic or non-basic one
related 1o gender assignment, then he is asked if there is sny other order for the objects.

Chgreeteriaiies in Gemercls
Perceptual: ____ Color ___ Siae ___ Parts
Functionsal: __ Actions

Concrete: Categories Subestegories
Metalinguistic: same name and they look the same
e GifTerent name but same kind (pear/inango, both are fruits)

wwum::m

Perceptual: ____ Color ___ — Purts

Functional: _Ace‘t‘lm

Meullngu.lsur: same name and they look the same

difTerent name but same kind (pear/mango, both are fruits)

Charoeteriiies in Goneral: Charpeteristics in Reistien ¢o Gender
5) Category Clue (Comprehension) §) Category Clue (Comprehension)

g)) No clm'ﬁcali;n l Lex A) No classification Level
Pre-conceptual: Pcltcp( el B) Pre-concepuual: Perceptual

C) Pre-concepwual: Functional Leve} C)Pre-conceptual: Functional Level
D) Conceptuni- Concrete Level D)Conceptusl: Concrete Level

E) Concepiual: Metalinguistic Level E) Conceptual: Metslinguistic Level
Category Clur Task: Examiner's Diagram of Sorted Objects

Category Clire Task: Examiners' Comments (description of process and results)
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1 Anlbovenvangemobtﬁnedbyinthemamemofhuabﬂitywmbuthe
spatial location of visually presented objects; the score interprets as the 91 percentile rank and a
stanine of 8.

This test was not age appropriate.

Julia performed at an average/below average range in the recognition of common peopie and
places; the percentile rank was 32 and the stanine was 4.

¢ Arithmetic
Julia performed at an average/below average range in the ability to identify numbers and perform
basic mathematical computations; the percentile rank was 21 and the stanine was 3.

d. Riddia ,
The measurement of Julia's ability to recognize common concepts when given verbal clues
suggested an average/below average ability; the percentile rank was 21 and the stanine was 3.

Julia was able to identify letters and read/pronounce words at a below average/average level; her
percentile rank was 10 and the stanine was 3.
f. Reading/Understanding

Giobal Scales

|

This giobal score represents Julia’s ability to process information using a step-by-step cognitive
process, she performed at an average ability level; the percentile rank was 37 and the stanine was
4.

This global score represents Julia’s ability to use different kinds of intellectual strategies or
cognitive processes &t the same time to solve a problem, she performed at an above average level,
bher percentiie rank was 86 and her stanine was 7.

Mental P iz C .
This score represents a composite of all of Julia’s cognitive processes, overall she performed at an
average level; her percentile rank was 68 and the stanine was 6.

[

d.  Achievement
This score represents the information Julia has learned based on exposure, ability, and memory —
she received a below average/average score; the percentile rank was 16 and the stanine was 3.
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Julia performed highest in tasks that require simultaneous cognitive processes. This infers that
Julia is best at problems that require different kinds of strategies (at the same time) to solve. For example,
based on her scores, Julia might learn to read best if taught a whole word kind of strategy rather than a
phonic method. Her scores were lower, although not significantly, in the kinds of thinking processes that
requires step-by-step kinds of strategies. She also showed some weakness in tasks that require auditory
memory (versus strictly visual tasks). This might be reflective of Julia’s shyness.

Julia’s Achievement scores were significantly lower than the scores that reflect her ability level.
This is suggestive that Julia might be able to learn and know more than she does at the present time.

Recommendations

Julia is a very bright girl with the potential to succeed very well in a formal educational setting.
Her shyness might be a dawback in her willingness and perceived ability to perform the tasks in a
classroom setting. Her shyness may also be somewhat responsible for her lower Achievement scores.
Based on Julia’s performance, it is obvious that she could be performing at a higher level than she is at
present. Thus, it is recommended that Julia continue in a structured educational setting and be encouraged
to participate actively in the school environment.

Nina Williams, M. A. (Doctoral Candidate)



Disclaimer: This report has been written by Nina Williams, M. A., a doctoral candidate at the
University of Arizona in Educational Psychology. This evaluation has been conducted as a learning
and research experience and is not to be considered a complete psychological evaluation.

Name of child: “Mitchell”

Ethaicity: Caucasian

Date of Evaluation: 8-98

Name of School:

Child’s age at evaluation: 6-3

Testing Behavior and Observations: At first, Mitchell was eager to participate in the testing activities.
Approximately half way through the testing, Mitchell became impatient and repeatedly asked if it was
almost over. Probably, Mitchell was distracted by other kids playing nearby. Mitchell appeared to enjoy the
first haif of the tasks, then appeared somewhat bored and tired. He began to yawn quite a bit and appeared
to be sleepy. Mitchell might have benefited from more than one test sitting. Although, he may have not
wanted to participate in a second round.

Otherwise, Mitchell was friendly , fun, and cooperative. He smiled frequently and was easy,to encourage
involvement.

Performance in K-ABC:
Mental Processing Subtests

o Magic Window (Simgl P iag)
This test was not age appropriate.

Performance within lvalgenngewhich ggutunlvenge ability to copy fine motor
responses (made by the examiner’s hand), also a representation of short-term memory responses
and precise sequencing; the score interprets as the 75* percentile rank and a stanine of 6.

The score represents an average ability to coniplae abstractly presented inkblot drawings for the
purpose of naming the object in the picture; the score interprets as the 63* percentile rank and s
stanine of 6.

®

Performance is indicative of an above average/borderline well-above average ability to remember
vocally presented number sequences and to repeat the exact sequences, the score represents the
98th percentile rank and a stanine of 9.

L . 2 Noav. .
Mitchell’s performance suggests an average ability in his ability to assemble tnangies to match a
picture of an abstract design; the percentile rank was 75 and the stanine was 6

g Word Order (Sequential Processing)

1
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Performance was within the average range which suggests an average ability to recall information
in the same order as verbally presented by the examiner; the score represents the percentile rank of
63 and a stanine of 6.

ﬂnnbxlnymeomplaevmdmalogﬂmwuhnthelwnnge,
ﬂnpa’cmtilennkwuﬁudthemwG

A Mnehdlubdnymranemberthebmonofmﬂmedmmﬂnwuweﬂwnhnthe
sverage range; his score represents a percentile rank of 63 and a stanine of 6.

ThurepruansM’ud:dl ubllnytoorpnmlwmnhndncnlenquemeofevmmm
was within the average range with a percentile rank of 37 and a stanine of 4.

Achicvement Subtests
Expressive Vocabulary

Eaces and Places
This subtest represents Mitchell’s “learned knowledge™ about common places and people.
Mitchell scored within the average range; the score is representative of the 47 percentile rank
with a stanine of S.

This score was within the average range which represents Mitchell’s ability to understand basic
mathematical concepts and computations; the score represents a 42nd percentile rank and a stanine
of 5.

Riddies
This subtest was completed by Mitchell in the below- average range which is a measure of his
ability to infer common concepts when given several verbal clues; the percentile rank was 13 and
the stanine was 3.

Reading/Decodi
This is 8 measurement of Mitchell’s ability to read letters and read or understand simple words, his
score was in the average range; the percentile rank was 53 and the stanine was S.

Thus test was not age appropnate
Global Scales

This global score is a measurement of Mitchell’s ability to process information in a step-by-step
kind of manner, his score was in the above average range; the percentile rank was 90 and the
stanine was 8.
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b. Simultancous Processing
mwmhwdw'sﬁwwmmmmm
use of more than one cognitive task st a time, he scored in the average range; the percentile rank
was 66 and the stanine was 6.

This global score is representative of all of Mitchell's cognitive abilities, his score was in the
average/borderline above average range; the percentile rank was 81 and the stanine was 7.

d. Achicvement
This score represents what Mitchell has learned based on exposure to stimuli, ability, and memory
capacity — this score was in the average range; the percentile rank was 37 and the stanine was 4.

Mitchell’s overall performance was in the average range, with some scores overlapping into the
sbove average range. Based on his performance, he has no obvious intellectual weaknesses. His strengths
lie in areas of intellect that require short-term memory processes and step-by-step kinds of learning and
thinking processes.

Based on his performance on this test, Mitchell’s level of achievement is somewhat lower than his
overall intellectual ability level. This might improve as Mitchell continues in a formal educational setting.
This also may be s reflection of Mitchell’s apparent ability to become easily bored or distracted in a closed
educational setting.

Recommendations

Based on his score profile, Mitchell should be performing and learning at & higher level than he is
at present. Mitchell has average to above average ability in all areas that represent measures of cognitive
abilities. His Achievement profile does not reflect his ability level. Thus, it is suggested that Mitchell
continue in a regular educational setting with further educational enrichment. In the future, Mitchell’s score
profile could even out when be attends a higher formal educational setting. Focus should be given to
Mitchelil’s advanced ability to recall information, advanced receptive language, and short-term memory
processes.
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APPENDIX J

HUMAN SUBJECTS REVIEW COMMITTEE LETTER
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THe Unaversity of
Human Subyects Commntee ‘ u{lZOI J‘ \o 1022 F Maheim
PO Ben 245137
HEALTH SCENCES CanTER Tocwon. Anzons K3724-SEV
—_— (32 62r-0721

21 April 1997

Nina Williams, Ph.D. Candidate

c/o Virginia Gonzalez, EDP
Department of Educational Psychology
Education Building, Room 623

PO BOX 210069

RE: IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTEDNESS 1IN PRESCHOOLERS: ARE SOMB
ENVIROMMENTAL FACTORS RELATED TO COGNITIVE ASSESSMENTS?

Dear. Ms. Williams:

We have received documents concerning your above cited project.
Since there is no Federal funding involved and no risk to subjects,
regulations published by the U.S. Department of Health and Human
Services (45 CFR Part 46.101 (b} (2)] exempt this type of research
from review by our Committee.

Thank you for informing us of your work. If you have any questions
concerning the above, please contact this office.

Sincerely yours,

William F Denny., M.D.
Chairman
Human Subjects Committee

WFD:js .
cc: Departmental/College Review Committee
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