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ABSTRACT 

Children from divergent populations are not equitably represented in programs 

for the gifted. A commonly cited cause is over-reliance on standardized test scores. 

An equally important cause may be that children, who do not fit the profile of a 

"typical" gifted chi1d created by Terman (1925), seldom are referred for assessment. 

Terman's research has been sharply criticized for bias in selection procedures, but his 

conclusions are stiH generalized to all gifted children. In traditional identification 

procedures, nomination is based, consciously or subconsciously, on a definition of 

giftedness and "typical" characteristics described by Terman. 

Expanded assessment procedures were implemented in targeted schools in a 

large southwestern school district to increase representation of children from minority 

popUlations. As other schools in the district continued to use traditional procedures, a 

unique opportunity arose to compare characteristics of families of gifted children from 

targeted and nontargeted schools. Data were collected from families (N = 150) of 

children placed in first or second grade classes for the gifted during the past two 

years. Questions were designed to elicit information in categories similar to those 

used by Terman in 1921-22 and compatible with statistics reported in the U.S. census. 
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Four groups of variables were investigated and comparisons made (a) between 

the families of gifted children in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups, (b) between 

Targeted, Nontargeted, and Terman Groups, and 3) between families in Targeted and 

Nontargeted Groups and families in the community population. Results show the 

Targeted Group differs significantly from the Nontargeted Group in economic, 

ethnic/cultural, and educational experience variables. The groups do not differ in 

family constellation variables. Clear differences exis,t between the Targeted and 

Terman Groups in all variables; the Nontargeted and Terman Groups are similar in 

economic and educational attainment variables. With the exception of higher minority 

representation in the Targeted Group, that group and the community population are 

similar. The Nontargeted Group differs from the community population in all 

economic variables and educational attainment, a result that supports charges of bias 

in traditional identification procedures. Expanded assessment procedures are 

recommended for more equitable representation of children from all populations in 

programs for the gifted. 



CHAPTER 1 

HAUNTED BY A STEREOTYPE 
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For many years, I scoffed at the statement that gifted children most often live 

in smail, well-educated, economically advantaged, intact families in urban or 

suburban ,communities. I knew better! The gifted students with whom I worked in a 

rural community came from large and small families at all economic levels, and from 

minority groups at a greater representation than their'ratio in the local population. 

Teachers of the gifted in other parts of my state agreed that the stereotype often did 

not fit their students either. Yet the stereotyped characteristics were mentioned in the 

literature so frequently, I concluded my home state was unique. 

Recently a colleague mentioned that her 14-year-old daughter by a prior 

marriage, who consistently scored above the 95th percentile on standardized tests, was 

not recommended by teachers for a program for gifted students; all districts in which 

she had been enrolled had such programs. She wondered whether the difference in 

surnames of mother and daughter might have been a factor. I shared my concerns 

about the IItypical profile ll of gifted children and, after some exploration, we agreed 

to do a review of literature focused on gifted children in families impacted by 

divorce. Using gifted and divorce as descriptors, we found only six recent articles 

listed in ERIC and PsychIit databases between 1982-1991, three of them by the same 

researcher (Falk, 1987a, 1987b, 1987c). No articles with those descriptors were 
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listed in Sociofile. We broadened our search to older databases and classic studies of 

the families of gifted children. We found bits and pieces of information about some 

characteristics, such as level of parent education, but little about family structure. 

What we did find, repeatedly, was a statement such as "Our data agree with 

Terman's." 

Obviously, a careful study of the research on gifted children, conducted by 

Lewis Terman and his associates at Stanford, was essential. In Genetic Studies of 

Genius. Volume I: Mental and Physical Traits of a Thousand Gifted Children 

(Terman, 1925), information about the methods and procedures used for selection is 

startling. Terman not only designed the study, he also developed all the tests used to 

identify subjects. The Stanford Revision of the Binet-Simon Scales (Terman, 1916), 

used for individual testing, was normed on an all-white population of children in one 

small California city. The norms for the two group intelligence tests used for 

screening were based on restricted samples as well (Gould, 1981). Although Terman 

questioned the ability of teachers to recognize giftedness (Terman, 1916), he designed 

a teacher referral form asking for nominations of the two or three brightest children in 

a class and the youngest l
. Although his intent was to survey all children in 

California, the limitations of funding and staff time restricted the search for subjects 

to Los Angeles, San Francisco, Berkeley, Oakland, and Alameda. After initial 

1 Grade placement by age was not as rigidly enforced in the early part of this century. The youngest child in 
a class often was accelerated as a result of exceptional ability. 
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testing of students in a few "poorer schools" without finding children with an I.Q. 

greater than 140 (Stanford-Binet), field assistants restricted the search to "better 

schools" in all-white neighborhoods. No private schools or schools for minority 

children were included. If a child's score on a group intelligence test was sufficiently 

high, the field assistant administered an "abbreviated Stanford-Binet test" (Terman, 

1925, p. 23). Using these procedures, Terman and his assistants identified 643 

children from 578 families, more than 99 per cent white, in or near the five cities. 

Few children from rural areas, minority popUlations, or "poorer schools" were 

included in the testing pool. 

The demographics of the families of gifted children in Terman's group may 

have been an artifact of the populations sampled (Gould, 1981), yet Terman made 

broad generalizations about marital stability, family income, parents' educational 

attainment, national origin, race, ethnicity, birth order, male to female ratio, and 

family size that are embedded firmly in the "typical" profile of a gifted child. 

Information given to parents and teachers on nomination forms or referral checklists 

often perpetuates the "Terman myth". In a circular process, we nominate children 

based on the typical profile, do research to discover characteristics of gifted children 

among those whose selection was based on that profile, and conclude that "our data 

agree with Terman." Small wonder that educational programs designed for gifted 

children often are criticized as elitist. 
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Consequences of the Terman Myth 

Historically, children from several divergent populations have not been 

selected for participation in programs for the gifted. Students with a handicapping 

condition or learning disability (Whitmore & Maker, 1985), those from ethnic 

minority or economically disadvantaged populations (Frasier, 1989), and those from 

nontraditional families (Rogers & Nielson, 1993) are underrepresented in such 

programs. One commonly cited cause is over-reliance on standardized test scores for 

identification purposes (McKenzie, 1986; Richert, Alvino, & McDonnel, 1982). The 

IQ tests used may differ but the quality of an intelligence test, devised after the 

Stanford Revision of the Binet-Simon Scales was published in 1916, often is judged 

by its correlation with the older test. Thus, biases in the Stanford-Binet may be 

present also in the new test. Capable students from diverse popUlations may fail, for 

a variety of reasons, to meet generally established identification criteria when test 

scores weigh heavily in the identification process. 

Another factor may be the common assumption, based on the conclusions in 

Terman (1925), that gifted children are found most often in small, white, two-parent 

families with well educated parents and higher than average incomes. This 

description may not provide a true picture of the families of gifted children in the 

1990s, yet the prevailing assumptions about characteristics of gifted children and their 

families remain much the same as the conclusions inferred by Terman (1925) seventy 



years ago. Children with remarkable abilities fall through the cracks in selection 

procedures that depend heavily on I.Q. scores on a limited group of psychometric 

tests or because they differ from the expected profile (Barkan, 1992). 
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According to Myers and Pace (1986), Terman's selection process was so 

badly biased that his sample could be used only for long-term developmental studies 

of non-disabled students with high IQs who are economically advantaged. Yet the 

findings, reported by Terman and his associates hav~ contributed to educators' and 

psychologists' neglect of the problems and needs of gifted children for more than a 

half century. Checklists and guidelines for nomination or referral, procedures and 

tests used to identify potentially gifted children, programming decisions, and 

expectations of parents all are affected by beliefs based on the "Terman Myth". This 

stereotype ultimately contributes to wide-spread perception that special education for 

gifted and talented children is elitist and unnecessary. 

Procedures used to identify gifted children for special programs (e.g. teacher 

nomination, group testing of nominated students, and "abbreviated" individual 

intelligence tests for students who score above a specified percentile rank on group 

tests) have changed very little since Terman designed the search for highly gifted 

California children in 1921-22. Educators who use these procedures tend to select 

children from the same type of population canvassed for that study: white, 

economically advantaged, urban or suburban, intact families headed by stable, well 
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educated parents. Getzels & Csikszentmihalyi (1976). reported a similar profile in their 

study of gifted art students: 

In sum, successful fine arts students have extensive academic backgrounds, come from 
more stable families, and are of higher socioeconomic status than less successful 
students.( p. 69). 

Yet researchers in Germany (perleth, Sierwald. & Heller, 1993) investigating a very 

large sample of gifted students (N = 26,000) could not establish a typology of 

giftedness. 

Often, a writer will state "Our data agree with Terman" without careful 

analysis of the context of their own study. DeVaul aad Davis (1988) collected 

information from teachers about the marital status of parents of gifted students in one 

county school district in West Virginia. Although the percentages varied by school, 

an average of 86 per cent of gifted children lived with both parents. Claiming that 

their data on marital stability in families of gifted children "agreed with Terman", the 

authors failed to note that 88 per cent of children in that same county lived in two-

parent homes (Rogers and Nielson, 1993). 

The Search for Giftedness in Underserved Populations 

When the Terman stereotype is ignored deliberately, giftedness is found in 

children from diverse populations. Among gifted junior-high students identified 

through the Midwest Talent Search, VanTassel-Baska (1989) found that 15.2 per cent 

of students scoring above the 95th percentile on the Scholastic Aptitude Test came 
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from lower socioeconomic levels. When an effort was made to identify gifted 

children in economically disadvantaged populations and scholarships were offered to 

allow them to attend a university-based summer program for the gifted, 20 per cent of 

the participants came from families with incomes below $20,000. Many of those 

economically disadvantaged students came from single-parent homes impacted by 

divorce. 

In their call for new research on the characterystics of gifted children, Hughes 

and Converse (1962) noted that several authors have criticized Terman's research 

because of weaknesses in selection methods, sampling techniques, nomination 

procedures, and group tests used for screening, "but few have questioned the validity 

of his portrait of the gifted" (p. 179). Passow (1989) stressed the need for more 

research on families of the gifted including the ways that families "facilitate, impede 

and otherwise impact on the development of talent" (p. 228). 

Too often, people see only what they expect to find and, when they assume a 

stereotypical profile of a gifted child, they fail to recognize giftedness in atypical 

children. Educators tend to operate according to stereotypes based on minimal or 

flawed information until they meet a child who makes them question unconscious 

assumptions (Kerr, 1991). If educators assert that gifted children can be found in 

nontraditional groups and diverse populations, they often find them. The problem is 

how to encourage educators to look beyond erroneous assumptions about giftedness to 

see the strengths and needs of individuals. 
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Context of the Study 

For the past three years, administrators of a program for the gifted in a large 

school district in the American southwest have endeavored to increase minority 

representation in programs for the gifted. District officials have cooperated with a 

team from the University of Arizona to implement procedures that identify children, 

who may be gifted, from schools with a high percentages of minority and/or 

economically disadvantaged children. Even though ki"ndergarten teachers in targeted 

schools had been given an opportunity to do so, they previously had not referred 

children as potential candidates for the district program for the gifted (Rogers and 

Oppenheimer, 1991). As a result, an expanded referral procedure, developed by 

Maker (1992) and associates, has been used as the first step in the identification 

process. In the expanded procedure, children participate in a series of game-like 

activities in three areas of intelligence: spatial, logical-mathematical, and linguistic. 

A team of four observers per classroom record each student's problem-solving 

behaviors and creative products in five different problem types, ranging from highly 

structured to unstructured, in each activity. Subsequently a child-study team, 

coordinated by the district minority recruiter, conducts case studies on all children 

referred from targeted schools. Children from other schools in the district, nominated 

by teachers and/or parents, are evaluated through procedures very similar to those 

used by Terman and his associates in 1921-22. 
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Problem 

The first step in traditional procedures for the identification of children as 

gifted is nomination by a teacher or parent. Nomination forms or checklists and 

unconscious assumptions about family backgrounds of gifted children often are based 

on a profile constructed by Lewis Terman in 1925. Children who do not fit the 

expected profile of the "typical" gifted child are not referred for assessment. Many 

scholars have criticized Terman's selection procedures (Hughes and Converse, 1962), 

but researchers have not produced evidence to challenge the stereotype. 

When the opportunity arose to cooperate in research aimed to increase ethnic 

minority representation in programs for the gifted in a large southwestern city, I 

grasped the opportunity to conduct demographic research and compare profiles of 

families of gifted children from two diverse and mutually exclusive groups: families 

of children selected for placement in a program for the gifted from targeted schools, 

in high minority and/or low income neighborhoods, and families of children selected 

for the same program from other schools in the district. 

If the conclusions of Terman (1925) are true, the demographic characteristics 

of the families of both groups of gifted children should be very similar in spite of the 

dissimilar socio-economic status of the popUlations of targeted and non targeted 

schools. If the conclusions are not supported, this research will provide evidence to 
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challenge the validity of traditional procedures used to select children for placement in 

programs for the gifted. 

Three questions guide this study: 

1. In what ways are the demographic characteristics of families of gifted 

children selected from targeted schools different from or similar to 

families of children selected from non-targeted schools? 

2. In what ways are demographic characteristics of families of gifted 

children selected from targeted schools and those from non-targeted 

schools different from or similar to those described in Terman's 

studies? 

3. In what ways are the demographic characteristics of families of gifted 

children selected from targeted schools and non-targeted schools 

different from or similar to characteristics of families in the population 

of the community? 
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Definitions 

Giftedness 

Definitions of giftedness are socially constructed (Sapon-Shevin, 1987) and 

vary with cultural context. Two definitions are used in this research. Terman's 

(1916) restricted definition, which equates giftedness with an I.Q.score two or more 

standard deviations above the mean on an approved i~telligence tests, is the basis of 

traditional selection procedures. In the assessment process used in targeted schools, 

giftedness or high competence is defined by Maker (1992), in the context of a theory 

of multiple intelligences (Gardner, 1983), as superior ability to solve problems 

ranging from highly structured to ill-structured in efficient, effective, and economical 

ways and create products that are recognized as socially or personally valuable. 

Targeted schools: 

Schools located in neighborhoods with high percentages of minority and/or 

low-income students. Kindergarten teachers previously had not referred children for 

possible placement in programs for the gifted. 

Non-targeted schools 

All other elementary schools in the district, regardless of location, and private 

kindergartens attended by children who were selected for the district program for the 

gifted through traditional procedures. 



Traditional procedures: 

This identification method, first used by Terman (1925), generally includes 

three steps: (a) nomination of a child by a teacher and/or parent, (b) successful 

completion of an approved group intelligence test, and (c) an individual intelligence 

test administered by a qualified psychologist. Evidence of giftedness is generally an 

IQ score two or more standard deviations above the norm. 

Expanded procedures 
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Referral for further assessment is based on student performance on a range of 

problem-solving activities that require spatial, logical-mathematical, and linguistic 

reasoning. Problem-solving tasks are not verbally loaded and all necessary 

instructions are given by a teacher in a child's preferred language. After the activities 

are complete, each team of observers meets to review notes and recommend children. 

Parents are contacted for permission to continue the child study process, which 

includes taking the Colored Progressive Matrices (Raven, 1977) and four subtests of 

the Wechsler Intelligence Test for Children. Revised (1974) or the Wechsler 

Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence. Revised (1989) administered by a 

qualified psychologist in each child's preferred language. Information from the 

problem-solving activities, test scores, and examples of each child's work are 

independently rated by five individuals with experience in education of the gifted. 

Selection for the program for the gifted is based on pooled recommendations. 
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Implications of the Study 

In too many cases, highly competent children with potential for advanced 

intellectual development are overlooked when they come from populations or families 

in which giftedness is not expected. Other highly able children lack access to 

appropriate learning experiences when critics of programs for the gifted argue 

successfully that programs for already-advantaged children are elitist. Up-to-date 

information about the families of gifted children, froin very different socio-economic 

groups, may provide evidence to challenge elitist stereotypes and help to secure 

equitable educational opportunities for highly able children from diverse populations. 



CHAPTER 2 

CREATION OF AN ELITIST STEREOTYPE 

Concepts of giftedness are culturally constructed with an emphasis on mental 

and physical abilities valued by a culture. For more than seventy years, the concept 

of giftedness has been closely associated with an IQ score on a standardized test. 

Lewis M. Terman, who might be called the "father" of the testing movement in 

America, is the same man who defined the characteri"stic "profile" of a gifted child. 

27 

In essence, the official definition of giftedness in American schools was created by 

Terman (1925) with the publication of the first volume in a planned longitudinal study 

on gifted children. Terman's influence on the construction of tests to measure 

intelligence and on the creation of a profile of characteristics of a "typical" gifted 

child is incalculable. This chapter is an exploration of the development and effects of 

the "Terman Myth". 

Historically, students with a handicapping condition or learning disability 

(Whitmore & Maker, 1985), those from ethnic minority or economically 

disadvantaged popUlations (Frasier, 1989), and those from nontraditional families 

(Rogers & Nielson, 1993) often are not identified for placement in programs for the 

gifted. One commonly cited cause is that many of these students do not do well on 

standardized tests used as a criterion for selection. A second cause may be that a 

child, from a 'divergent group, does not exhibit the characteristics expected of the 
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"typical" gifted child. In this research I (a) examine the genesis of the stereotype of 

the "typical" gifted child, (b) challenge its basic assumptions, (c) expose the bias in 

traditional procedures used for identification and selection of children for programs 

for the gifted, and (d) demonstrate that the "Terman Myth" of the characteristics of 

gifted children may well be an artifact of the population from which his subjects were 

drawn. 

The chapter begins with brief historical review of educational opportunities for 

highly able, but impoverished, children prior to 1900. A discussion of Galton's 

(1869) theory of the heritability of genius and the preparation of statistical analyses of 

the lives of eminent individuals by Galton and others is followed by a discussion of 

some early theories of intelligence. The role of "scientific" research on the 

intelligence of various racial and ethnic groups is also included to establish the social 

and intellectual context of the time when Terman began his career. 

A major part of this chapter is devoted to the background, early work, and 

ideas of Terman, the "father" of the gifted child movement in the United States. The 

first volume of The Genetic Study of Genius: Mental and Physical Traits of a 

Thousand Gifted Children (Terman, 1925) is examined in depth with particular 

emphasis on characteristics of the families of Terman's "main group" of 643 gifted 

children identified in 1921-22. 

The next section includes brief summaries of research on gifted children and 

their families conducted by Goddard (1928), Witty (1930) and Barbe (1956). 
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Recognition of the dearth of modem research on gifted children that includes family 

information is followed by a summary of the findings in recent dissertations. Finally, 

changes in definitions of intelligence, the changing nature of the population, and the 

development of new, culturally-sensitive procedures for identification of high potential 

in children are presented to support the need for new research on families of gifted 

children. 

Historical Neglect of Socio-Economically Disadvantaged Children 

The fact that some children are exceptionally able learners has been recognized 

for centuries. In most civilizations, prosperous parents have sent their sons to private 

schools or hired private tutors to ensure opportunities for an excellent education. In 

ancient Greece, Plato diverged from the pattern of accepting students based solely on 

social position. He selected both boys and girls on the basis of intelligence and 

physical stamina. Unlike most educators of his time, Plato charged no fees for these 

students (Colangelo & Davis, 1991). Over the centuries, a few notable schools 

admitted poor children who were highly intelligent, and a few highly able children 

were tutored with children of the local gentry. However, most poor children received 

little or no formal education. 

American colonists quickly established schools in larger communities, but 

access to education beyond basic reading, writing, arithmetic, and deportment was 

still limited to those with the ability to pay fees to private schools or tutors (Newland, 



30 

1976). Girls from any class or boys from lower classes seldom had opportunities to 

go beyond that limited curriculum. Schools that were open to children from lower 

classes taught little more than rudimentary reading, writing, and arithmetic skills. 

Teachers generally stressed traits such as loyalty, humility, obedience, diligence, and 

respect for authority. In contrast, children from upper classes studied literary 

classics, history, philosophy, rhetoric, politics, grammar and composition, 

mathematics, and logical thinking (Newland, 1976). Very few public schools 

provided special classes for intellectually gifted students . 

.. By 1910, however, expanding capitalism, a growing need for more white

collar workers, and the emergence of gifted child theory resulted in the creation of a 

few special schools and some grouping for giftedness in New York City, St. Louis, 

Los Angeles, and Cleveland (Hildenbrand, 1981). 

Early Research on Intelligence and Theories of Giftedness 

The Industrial Revolution precipitated dramatic changes in social interaction 

patterns in Europe and the United States. At the same time, scientific research and 

numerous discoveries in the physical sciences stimulated interest in the use of 

scientific methods for research on people as well. The use of scientific research for 

social and political purposes may have been inevitable. 

Educators, philosophers, and scientists often had opposing views on the 

development of intelligence (See Horowitz, 1987 for an in-depth coverage of this 
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topic). Hereditarians, like Francis Galton (1869), believed that intelligence was 

biologically determined and not subject to change. Influenced by the philosophy of 

Locke, environmentalists posited the primacy of external factors and stressed the 

importance of curriculum and teaching methods. Inevitably, the scientific or quasi

scientific study of human intelligence spawned great controversy (Block & Dworkin, 

1976; Chase, 1976; Snyderman, 1988) fueled by charges and counter-charges of fraud 

and misrepresentation. Although discussion of the "~ature-nurture" controversy is 

beyond the scope of this review, a few theorists and researchers whose writing 

influenced the work of Lewis M. Terman and the gifted child movement in America 

are discussed briefly here. 

Studies of Eminence 

At a time when social reform movements in Europe and America threatened 

the comfortable lives of the wealthy, Francis Galton published Hereditary Genius 

(1869) and English Men of Science (1874), analyses of the life histories of persons 

who had achieved eminence. Galton observed that persons of distinction seemed to 

come from distinguished families and concluded that intelligence was highly heritable. 

Inspired by the work of his cousin, Charles Darwin, Galton hypothesized that superior 

sensory perception was essential to survival of the fittest and, thus, would be 

characteristic of the most intelligent human beings. He devised a number of tests to 

measure sensory qualities such as visual and auditory acuity, tactile sensitivity, and 
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reaction time to various stimuli. Galton measured skull size in an attempt to discover 

whether the size of the brain determined intellectual capacity. Although he was 

unable to demonstrate the efficacy of the sensory tests or measurements, his 

experiments and insistence on the heritability of high intelligence greatly influenced 

later researchers. Galton also founded the science of eugenics and advocated selective 

breeding to improve the human race. I.M. Cattell (1903, 1921), a student of Galton, 

developed a statistical method for calculating the deg~ee of "eminence" and also 

analyzed the family backgrounds of several hundred American scientists. Other 

authors who studied 'eminence', included Edwin L. Clarke (1916), American men 

of letters, Havelock Ellis (1904), 1,030 British men and women of genius, and 

Alphonse de Candolle (1885), European men of science. Each of these men were 

concerned with examining the factors that created genius but, in reality, the criterion 

for genius was really recognition or "eminence" (Cox, 1926). lust as Galton had 

done, each of these authors concluded that genius was hereditary and generally limited 

to the "upper classes". 

Scientific Research on Intelligence 

One 19th century research paradigm, that Chase (1976) characterizes as 

"scientific racism", engendered numerous experiments and other research to prove the 

"natural superiority" of upper-class white males. Three highly respected 19th century 

scientists, Louis Agassiz, Paul Broca, and Samuel George Morton separately 
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theorized that differences in intellectual capacity were due to gender and race 

(Shurkin, 1992). Agazziz posed a theory of "centers of creation" (Gould, 1981) and 

argued that as racial groups arose in different "centers", the various races were 

separate species. A few years after he moved to America, he published a major 

statement about races (quoted in Chase, 1976). "There are upon earth different races 

of men, inhabiting different parts of its surface, which have different physical 

characters ... " (p. 142). Agassiz was not satisfied to acknowledge differences, 

however. He proposed a ranking of the various races with whites at the top of the 

ladder and blacks on the bottom rung (Gould, 1981). 

Anders Retzius, a little-known Swedish scientist, published a "cephalic index" 

(Chase, 1976) purporting to use a scientific system to measure the contours of human 

skulls and establish levels of intelligence in human beings. Paul Broca, an excellent 

neuroanatomist, was fascinated by the work of Retzius and adapted the cephalic index 

as a tool for anthropologists. Broca invented "the craniograph, the facial-angle 

goniometer, the occipital goniometer, and other measuring instruments of 

anthropometry" (Chase, 1976, p. 94). Broca claimed to be able to judge the qualities 

of individuals and entire races by cephalic index scores. He theorized that women 

could not be as intelligent as men because their brains were not as large. The 

instruments and techniques developed by Broca were the basis for the anthropometric 

measurements used in one aspect of Terman's (1925) research on gifted children. 

Samuel G. Morton, a Philadelphia physician, also used skull size measurement 



in support of his theory that, as the brains of blacks were smaller than those of 

whites, a biological difference existed between the two races. In pre-Civil War 

America, Morton's work was widely acclaimed. 
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Although these theories of Agassiz, Broca, and Morton were challenged by 

some of their contemporaries, their work was generally respected and relied upon for 

many years. Scientists now know that both Broca and Morton 'doctored' their data to 

produce results that supported their theories (Chase, 1976), but the results of their 

'scientific research' were used as justification for social practices and laws that 

discriminated against women, blacks, American Indians, and Jews. 

Intelligence in Children 

As more children began to attend school, interest in child development grew 

rapidly. The study of children whose development proceeded much more slowly than 

that of their age mates was noted in scientific literature as early as 1749 when Pereire 

demonstrated that deaf-mute individuals could learn to read and to speak using sign 

language and a manual alphabet (Spitz, 1986). Researchers of that period frequently 

prepared case studies to document efforts to raise intelligence of handicapped 

individuals (See Spitz, 1986, for a historical review). Other scientists, who prepared 

case studies of child prodigies, cautioned parents about the dangers of "precocious 

development". In Terman's (1905) study of precocity and prematurity, he cited weIl

known sayings such as "Early ripe, early rot" and "Whom the gods love die young" . 
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Terman noted that Krafft-Ebing blamed long hours of study for myopia, dizziness, 

nervousness, and weakening of bodily functions. Christian and Morel linked unusual 

brightness in school work with dementia praecox, mental instability, or disorders of 

the nervous system, and Szejko and Bouveret separately warned that precocious 

children are at risk of neurasthenia. Cernej asserted that precocity is usually 

pathological and that early instruction for bright children often resulted in disease or 

dullness. These arguments, perhaps based on the phUosophy of Rousseau, still can be 

found in the writing of some developmental psychologists (e.g Elkind, 1988, 1987). 

Development of Intelligence Tests 

The phenomenon of feeble-mindedness, or the inability to develop normal 

intelligence, was studied by several physicians in Europe and America, including 

Alfred Binet, who believed that a child's intelligence could be improved with 

instruction (Chase, 1976). About 1900, when government officials in Paris wanted a 

scientific way to identify 'dull' students who would not benefit by instruction in 

regular classes, they turned to Binet. With his student, Theodore Simon, Binet tested 

a number of the physical measures devised by Galton and Cattell with little success. 

However, tests of memory, comprehension, judgment, reasoning, and ability to pay 

attention did appear to predict academic success (Colangelo & Davis, 1991). Binet 

then devised a scale of performance levels expected of a typical child at various ages. 

He coined the term, mental age, as a measure of the level successfully completed by a 
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subject. Although Binet and Simon did not design the tests to identify children with 

normal or superior intelligence, they did establish standards of performance that made 

more accurate comparisons of children of different ages possible. Stern (1912) and 

Kuhlmann (1912) (both cited in Terman, 1916) each suggested the idea of calculating 

an intelligence quotient, or ratio of a subject's mental age to chronological age. The 

complex social, psychological, and biological interactions that contribute to human 

intelligence now could be represented by a single nUlTlber. 

H. H. Goddard, director of the Vineland Training School and internationally 

known for his work with 'feeble-minded' persons, translated the Binet-Simon tests 

from French to English. He then administered the test to 2,000 normal children to 

establish u.S. norms. "The transition from using the Binet tests with below-average 

children to employing them with normal and above average children thus was 

complete and successful" (Colangelo & Davis, 1991, p. 6). 

Terman and the Testing Movement 

Lewis Terman, a brilliant Indiana farm boy, began his university career in this 

social and academic milieu. His own experiences as student and teacher in a one

room school led to a life-long fascination with individual differences. He greatly 

admired Galton's writing and maintained a strong interest in high intelligence even 

though his mentor, G. Stanley Hall, discouraged comparisons among children and 

totally refused to discuss the subject of precocity. Terman was determined to follow 
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his interest and, in his first important publication, presented a review of literature on 

precocity or prematurity (Terman, 1905). He deflected Hall's criticism through a 

focus on prematurity, a term he defined as advanced development produced by 

external forces. 

When Terman proposed a comparison of the performance of seven "bright" 

and seven "stupid" boys on a variety of mental and physical tests, Hall refused to 

serve o~ his dissertation committee. E.C. Sanford agreed to serve as Terman's 

advisor and "followed his work with interest but could provide little help since the 

problem was outside his field" (Minton, 1988, p. 28). Terman's purpose was to 

discover what kinds of mental processes were involved in intelligence. He tested 

each of the boys in eight types of ability: (a) inventiveness and creative imagination, 

(b) logical processes, (c) mathematical ability, (d) mastery of language, (e) insight, 

(f) ease of acquisition, (g) memory, and (h) motor ability. Terman adapted some test 

items from the literature, searched puzzle books for items suitable to test subtle 

intellectual processes, and used his own ingenuity to create others. For example, one 

test of motor ability was speed of ascent and descent of the steep wooden staircase of 

the main academic building at Clark University. Tests of insight were interpretation 

of fables. The similarity of many of the test categories to those still in use today 

should be evident to students of tests and measurements. 

Terman kept detailed reports of performances and spent hundreds of hours 

observing each subject closely, as he completed the tests. Once the data were 
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analyzed, Terman concluded that the bright students did better in intellectual tasks and 

the stupid subjects usually did better in physical tasks. He was frustrated with the 

nature of his research method and complained that it provided no basis to predict a 

subject's future development (Terman, 1905). 

With the use of the Binet-Simon scales, however, a researcher could 

approximate the brightness of a given child compared to age mates. Terman (1916) 

wrote "However the discovery was made, it ranks, perhaps, from the practical point 

of view, as the most important in all the history of psychology" (p. 41). He later 

stated that he could make a more meaningful individual diagnosis within an hour by 

administering the Binet-Simon scales to a subject or even, by using a group test, do 

the same for several subjects in the same amount of time (Terman, 1925). After 

testing many California children, however, Terman found the Binet-Simon scales 

were not reliable. While he greatly admired Binet's work, Terman was critical of the 

selection and age placement of some tasks. 

Development of intelligence tests at Stanford 

In 1911, Terman began a systematic revision of the Binet-Simon scales with 

the help of his graduate students at Stanford. They developed and tested dozens of 

items and finally chose 90 different items--six at each level from ages 3 to 10, 8 at 

12, 6 at 14, 6 at "average adult", and 6 at "superior adult" plus 16 alternate test items 

(Terman, 1916). The full battery was then administered to 1,000 children, within two 



39 

months of a birthday, from a school attended by most of the children "in a community 

of average social status" (p. 52). To make the norms representative of average 

American-born children, the tests of foreign-born children were "eliminated in the 

treatment of results" (Terman, 1916, p. 53). In later years, Terman softened his 

rhetoric about variances in IQ due to racial or ethnic background but in practice, he 

continued to use only white children in the norming populations. 

Arthur Otis, one of Terman's graduate students at Stanford, adapted the 

Stanford-Binet technique to produce a paper-pencil group test and conducted a pilot 

study with high school students (Seagoe, 1975). When the U.S. entered the European 

War in 1917, Terman and Otis were among the psychologists appointed to the 

Committee on the Psychological Examination of recruits. This committee was 

charged with the development of tests to aid in the selection of officers, reject those 

unfit for service, and classify the rest. After the committee had discussed and 

rejected abbreviated individual intelligence tests, Terman shared the group intelligence 

test developed by Otis. The Otis Intelligence Test "served as the major source" 

(Minton, 1988, p. 65) for the Army Alpha, designed for recruits who were literate in 

English, and the Army Beta, a pictorial version, with pantomimed instructions for 

recruits who were illiterate or did not understand English. In 1917, during the 

process of standardizing the Army Alpha, Terman and his graduate students 

administered the examination to about 5,000 school children. The results of this pilot 

administration showed the feasibility of using group tests with school children. 
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In the next few years, Terman developed or collaborated on several group tests 

including the National Intelligence Tests (1920a), Terman Group Test of Mental 

Ability (1920b), and the Stanford Achievement Test (1923). In the five years 

following the publication of The Measurement of Intelligence (1916), Terman 

produced at least 50 articles for both scholarly and popular journals, monographs, and 

books including The intelligence of school children: How children differ in ability, 

the use of mental tests in school grading, and the proper education of exceptional 

children (1919). Terman also arranged for Otis to become test editor for World Book 

Company, served on the national Committee for Intelligence Tests for Elementary 

Schools, chaired an NEA subcommittee and coauthored a monograph, Intelligence 

Tests and School Reorganization (1922) that recommended differentiated curricula for 

superior, average, and backward ability groups (Minton, 1988). 

Initially, many psychologists and social theorists did not share Terman's 

enthusiasm for intelligence testing. His mentor, G. Stanley Hall, distrusted both 

mental testing and giftedness as fields of study and, in 1904, cautioned Terman that 

the 'quasi-exactness' of quantitative methods was misleading (Seagoe, 1975). Even 

Yerkes, his colleague in the development of tests for the army, argued that testing had 

greater technical value than scientific validity (Minton, 1988). But the popular 

success of intelligence testing was not affected by critical commentary. Tests were 

administered in schools for educational and vocational guidance, grading, and 

admission to post-secondary education. In 1922, the College Entrance Examination 
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Board replaced the essay tests formerly used with the "objective" Scholastic Aptitude 

Test. Business and industry had psychologists develop tests for licensing, personnel 

selection, and performance evaluation. Classification and psychological testing were 

adopted for prisons, mental hospitals, and other institutional settings as well. By 

1923, Hall wrote a congratulatory letter to Terman predicting that "the whole business 

of calibrating human abilities had a far vaster future ahead" (Seagoe, 1975, p. 75). 

Controversy and criticism 

One of Terman's more inflammatory views was that, as intelligence was 

highly hereditary, IQ is roughly correlated with social class (Terman, 1916). He 

asserted that the presumption that higher class children scored higher on the tests 

simply because of superior home advantages was ludicrous. "Common observation 

would itself suggest that the social class to which the family belongs depends less on 

chance than on the parents' native qualities of intellect and character" (p. 115). 

Terman further enraged a large segment of the intellectual community with the 

statement that the majority of gifted children had northern or western European 

ancestry. He stated also that the least able came from Mediterranean, Latin, or 

Negro ancestry. "Their dullness seems to be racial, or at least inherent in the family 

stocks from which they come" (p. 92). He predicted that research on racial 

differences in mental traits would reveal "enormously significant racial differences ... 

which cannot be wiped out by any scheme of mental culture" (p. 92). 
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When the results of the army tests were published in 1922, with results 

comparable to conclusions published by Terman in 1916, Columbia University 

professor William Bagley (1922) sharply criticized the testing movement and the 

assertion that intelligence had fixed genetic limits. Bagley contended that cultural and 

regional differences, rather than innate intelligence, influence test results. He argued 

that IQ scores could be improved significantly by education and improvement in 

social environment. Bagley asserted that the heredi¥an view threatened the basic 

ideals of American democracy and charged that an aristocracy based on test scores 

was as oppressive as any other aristocracy. Terman (1922b) replied that Bagley was 

being sentimental rather than logical. He claimed his proposed system was not elitist; 

rather it was designed to permit individualization and adaptation of educational 

programs and vocational training to the intelligence of individuals. The vitriolic 

exchange was brief but resulted in long-lasting hostility between the two professors 

and characterized the bitterness of the "nature-nurture" debate. 

Other critics included pioneers in the care and teaching of mentally retarded 

individuals (Spitz, 1986). Like Binet, they believed that mental faculties could be 

enhanced by training and welcomed the Binet-Simon scales for diagnostic purposes. 

Terman countered that level of intelligence was genetically determined and no amount 

of training could raise that level. 

Perhaps the most celebrated attack on the testing movement was a series of six 

articles in The New Republic by journalist Walter Lippmann (1922; reprinted in 
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Block & Dworkin, 1976). Lippmann characterized intelligence tests as devices for 

sorting people into groups on the basis of performance on a few arbitrarily selected 

puzzles that have little or nothing to do with real life. The belief that such tests 

measure intelligence is not a research conclusion, but a conclusion "planted by the 

will to believe" (p. 26). He argued further that the groups with the highest scores on 

the Army tests included descendants of those who had immigrated to America early in 

its history; the lowest scoring groups were relative newcomers and less assimilated to 

the dominant culture. In a later article, Lippmann identified two serious dangers of 

reliance on IQ tests in education: (a) once children are classified, school personnel 

may forget that their duty is to educate; and (b) when test scores purport to measure 

"predestined ability", tests can be used to stamp a "permanent sense of inferiority" 

upon a child. (Lippman's clearly stated criticisms continue to be used by critical 

theorists. e.g. Spring, 1976). Terman (l922a) responded that Lippmann's analysis 

and estimate of intelligence tests was much more estimate than analysis, colored by 

his political views, and filled with misuse of facts and quotations. Satirically, he 

suggested that if Mr. Lippmann managed to unravel the secret of turning a low IQ 

into a high IQ, his fame and fortune would be assured. 

The 1928 conference and yearbook of The National Society for the Study of 

Education was devoted to the issues surrounding the comparative influence of nature 

and nurture on intelligence and school achievement. Terman served as chairman of 

the committee and members were selected to represent all shades of opinion on the 
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issue (Minton, 1988). In 1939, the Society again chose to feature the nature-nurture 

issue in its yearbook. Researchers from the University of Iowa Child Welfare Station 

claimed to detect a significant increase in the intelligence of institutionalized children 

after they were adopted into superior homes. In an invited response, Terman (1940) 

pointed out many errors in experimental design, misinterpretation of data, and flawed 

conclusions. While he did not discount the importance of environment, he argued 

that the children in the study represented cases of extreme deprivation and neglect. 

Level of intelligence could be reduced by extremely poor environmental conditions, 

but even the best conditions could not appreciably affect nature's endowment (Seagoe, 

1975). Learning theorists who emphasize the importance of social, economic, 

political, and psychological environments in development of intelligence continue to 

attack Terman's belief that intelligence is determined by heredity. The battle lines 

drawn as early as 1922 still exist. 

The Study of Gifted Children 

As Terman and his associates were developing and testing the Stanford 

Revision of the Binet-Simon Scales, they found a number of children who scored 

above 125 IQ (Terman, 1915). In San Francisco, teachers of 31 of these children 

were asked to fill out a rating sheet on ability (general or special), health, moral 

traits, studiousness, social adaptability, attitudes of other children, leadership, play 

life, and vanity. Researchers found that "According to the testimony of their 
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teachers, such children are fully as likely to be healthy as average children; their 

ability is far more often general than special, they are studious above the average, 

really serious moral faults are not common among them, they are nearly always 

socially adaptable, are sought after as playmates and companions, their play life is 

usually normal, they are leaders far oftener than other children, and notwithstanding 

their many really superior qualities they are seldom vain or spoiled" (emphasis in 

original) (Terman, 1915, p. 536). The results clearly contradicted the theories that 

precocious intellectual development was pathological. 

The research team at Stanford kept records of all subjects with superior scores 

identified during the standardization of the various mental tests and conducted pilot 

tests of questionnaires and other data collection instruments. Five years after the 

publication of the Stanford Revision and Extension of the Binet-Simon Scales (1916), 

Terman received a $20,000 grant from the Commonwealth Fund and prepared to 

launch his search for the 1,000 most gifted children in California. 

Initially Terman intended to survey all elementary and high school children in 

California (Terman, 1925). Due to limitations of funding and the size of the state, he 

narrowed the search for highly gifted elementary school children to Los Angeles, San 

Francisco, Oakland, Berkeley, and Alameda. "The limitations of the survey to the 

larger cities ... has undoubtedly affected the findings in various ways, especially with 

respect to racial and social origin of subjects, ... " (p. 20). In a procedural 

compromise, necessary because of the virtual impossibility of giving individual tests 
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to every child in the selected areas, teachers were asked to list the two or three 

brightest children in the class and the youngest. During that era, acceleration of 

highly competent children was common and the request for the youngest child was 

deliberate. Terman considered that teachers' ratings of intelligence had limited 

validity. "The faults of subjective ratings have been sufficiently exposed in numerous 

investigations to show their great unreliability when used alone. Such ratings are 

usually based too largely on the child's class work and are almost certain to weigh too 

lightly the age factor" (Terman, 1925, p. 20). 

After teacher nominations were received, The National Achievement Test. 

Scale B, Form I (Terman 1920a) was administered, in groups of about 50, to all 

nominated children in grades three to eight. Students who scored above the ninetieth 

percentile on the group test were assessed individually on an "abbreviated 

Stanford-Binet Test" (Terman, 1925, p.23) by one of Terman's assistants. Through 

this process, a "main group" of 643 students in 578 families was identified. 

Eventually the number of highly gifted students included in Terman's studies 

exceeded 1500, but little data beyond achievement and intelligence test scores were 

collected on subjects outside the main group. 

AI~hough fewer families (583) than children (643) were represented in the 

group, Terman made a decision to report parent data for each child in the group. For 

example, if a physician had two children in the group, physician would be entered 

twice in the occupational category. Another complication for those who wish to 
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compare results across studies is that, even in the main group, some kinds of 

information were not collected from all the families. Thus, conclusions inferred for 

the entire group may be based on data from smaller subgroups. In the summary that 

follows, results seldom include subjects outside the main group as little or no 

information about families of those subjects was reported .. 

Composition of the Main Group 

The main group included 352 boys and 291 girls ranging in age from 2 to 13. 

IQ scores ranged from 130 to 200. Although the original cutoff score was set at 140 

Stanford-Binet, 72 children with uncorrected scores between 130-139 were admitted 

for a variety of reasons (e.g. testing conditions, sibling of a selected child). After a 

correction factor for ceiling effects for older subjects, the group between 130-39 

dropped to 22. "The number of exceptions made is, of course, too small to ... 

invalidate conclusions which are drawn with respect to the mental and physical traits 

of children of IQ 140 or higher" (pp. 43, 45). 

The mean IQs for boys (151.4) and for girls (151.2) were almost identical, but 

the three highest scorers (200, 190, 190) were girls. Almost 55 per cent of the 

subjects were male, a fact that Terman analyzed at length. He concluded that the 

cause could not be ascertained from the data, but that bias in nomination or testing 

was "probably not responsible" (p. 54) 
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Number of Gifted Children Per Family 

Terman reported that the 578 families of the main group contributed 676 

subjects; 500 of their siblings had not yet been tested. Table 2.1 below includes 18 

siblings of the original 643 subjects and 15 other children who were identified a year 

after the main group. 

TABLE 2.1 Gifted subjects per family 

Children per Family 

1 2 3 4 5 

Number of families 497 73 4 4 1 

Source: Terman (1925) Genetlc StudIes of Gemus Vol. I 

Totals reported in the table and text differ. The number of families 

enumerated in the table is 579 but, in the preceding text, Terman stated that 18 

children were siblings of children in the 578 families of the main group. The 

implication is that 15 subjects came from other families, but the number of families in 

the table is just 579. 

The original search for gifted children was limited to children in grades three 

through eight. As a result, older children who might have qualified for the group on 

the basis of IQ score were not tested. Thus, the finding that the majority of families 

had only one child identified with very superior intelligence must be interpreted in 

terms of the limitations of the study. 
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Family Size 

Family size was reported only for 91 families in which the age of the mother 

exceeded 45 years assuming that age as the upper limit of fertility for women. The 

purpose in reporting only completed families, perhaps, was to have data that could be 

compared to size of families of eminent individuals. Terman reported concern that 

the average number of children in the 92 completed families of the gifted was smaller 

(3.35) than the families from which the parents came (5.50). Data for the 91 

completed families who returned home information blanks are shown in Table 2.2. 

TABLE 2.2 Family Size 

Number of 
Families 

1 

19 

2 

22 

3 

16 

Number of Children Per Family 

4 5 6 7 

11 7 7 3 

Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of Genius vol. I 

8 9 11 

2 2 2 

Terman (1925) found the smaller number of children in families of his gifted 

subjects alarming from the perspective of eugenics. About one in five families had 

only one child and almost half the families had no more than two. The average 

number of children per family reported in the text (3.35) and the average calculated 

from data in the table (3.5) differ. 
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Birth Order 

Information on birth order was obtained for 574 subjects. Number of children 

in a family ranged from 1 to 17, but only 16 per cent of the children were in families 

with more than four children. Eighty-eight of the gifted were only children, almost 

equal to the 93 subjects in families larger than four. 

TABLE 2.3 Birth Order of Gifted Children 

Order of Birth 

Number of 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 12 13 15 17 
Children 

1 88 

2 87 68 

3 52 45 44 

4 32 26 15 24 

5 11 81 15 8 9 

6 or more 3 6 6 4 41 7 3 2 1 1 21 1 1 

Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of Genius Yol. I 
1 Includes a pair of twins counted as one birth 

The entire matrix has not been reproduced; instead, birth order totals for subjects in 

families larger than five have been consolidated on the last line of the table This 

group includes 13th born twins in a family of 14 and the 15th and 17th children in a 

family of 18. 
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Terman noted that in older families, some children were beyond the age limits 

of the gifted group and figures on birth order sho~ld be regarded as suggestive only. 

Therefore, he recalculated the percentage of birth order in families of two. three, and 

four children. The results are shown in Table 2.4. 

TABLE 2.4 Birth Order of Gifted Children 

Order of Birth 

Size of Family First Second Third Fourth Fifth 

Two 56.1 43.9 

Three 36.9 31.9 31.2 

Four 33.0 26.8 15.4 24.7 

Five 21.6 15.7 29.4 15.7 17.6 

Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of Gemus Vol. [ 

Terman did not calculate birth order statistics for families larger than four for 

the reasons stated above. Note how the pattern differs in families with five children 

in which older siblings may not have been tested. 

For two-child families, Terman noted a "striking agreement" (Terman, 1925, 

p. 124) with data reported by Cattell (1921). He also pointed out that more than the 

expected proportion of gifted children were first born. In research on the lives of 

eminent individuals, first-born sons were listed in far greater proportion than their 

representation in the general population (Terman, 1925). As he had obtained similar 
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results with gifted children, Terman discounted the critical argument that, in societies 

where primogeniture was the law, opportunities for first-born sons were far greater 

than for later-born sons or daughters. The generalization that first-born children more 

frequently are gifted has appeared recently in journals and conference proceedings 

(Albert, 1978 and 1993; Simonton, 1984 and 1993; Walberg, 1993). These 

researchers use new and improved techniques of analysis, but they generally reanalyze 

archival data such as that prepared by Cox (1926). ~rom a meta-analysis of research 

on birth order and intelligence, however, Green (1978) concluded that birth order 

generally has little effect on individual intelligence. 

Parent Configurations 

Information from the home blanks of 578 parents showed 30 (5.2 per cent) 

known to be divorced, 11 (1.9 per cent) separated and 5 "status unknown" (.8 per 

cent). "Families known to be unbroken" (p. 74) were listed as 532 (92.1 per cent. 

This frequently quoted statistic is one of the most misleading from the 1921-22 study. 

Project physicians, who conducted physical examinations of gifted children in 502 

families, reported that two children were orphans and 53 were half-orphans. With the 

loss of that many parents, Terman's assertion that 92.1 per cent of families were 

known to be unbroken is curious. 

From 462 responses to questionnaires sent to families of the main group in 

1927, Burks, Jensen, & Terman, (1930), found an additional 3.7 per cent of parents 
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separated reported in the first study, brought the total up to 10.8 per cent. According 

to information on the family information blanks, all the fathers and 60 per cent of the 

mothers, who were divorced between the first and second studies, had remarried. 

Death of 13 more fathers and 9 more mothers also were reported. "As the 

remarriages prior to 1921-22 were not recorded on the follow-up blanks, and have 

never been tabulated, the complete facts regarding remarriage of the parents cannot be 

summarized" (Burks, et aI, p.222); 16 per cent of t~e children lived with only their 

mother. This statistic, to my knowledge, was not reported in subsequent volumes of 

the longitudinal study. 

Age of Parents at Birth of the Gifted Child 

The average age of fathers at the birth of gifted children was 33.63 years and 

ranged from younger than 19 to older than 65. The average age of mothers was 

29.01 years with an upper limit of 44 years. In general, fathers were older than 

mothers by an average of 4.6 years; in 44 families, the mother was older. The mean 

age for parents may be skewed by the fact that older children in large families were 

not tested for giftedness. Eleven fathers were over the age of 50 when the gifted 

child in the study was born. Terman does not address the issue of parental age in 

families with more than one child in the main group. 



Racial and Social Origin 

Racial and social origin is one of the statistical analyses in which the specific 

number of subjects is missing. Information about the countries of origin of 

grandparents and great-grandparents was available for "85 per cent of the 

grandparents of those for whom the Home Blanks had been returned at the time 

tabulations were made" (p. 55). More than half the grandparents traced ancestry to 

the British Isles and 99 per cent were of European origin (only 8.5 per cent from 

eastern or southern Europe). The remaining one per cent included .6 per cent 

Japanese, .1 per cent each Mexican, Indian, Negro, and Syrian. Jewish origin was 

listed for 10.5 per cent of the grandparents. Thirty years later Terman and Oden 

(1959) wrote that "all racial elements in the area were represented in the group, 

including Orientals, Mexicans, and Negroes" (p. 5). 
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Terman compared the birthplaces of parents of gifted boys and gifted girls to 

adults in the general popUlation. He found a greater percentage of the parents of the 

gifted were born in the U.S. but he confused the figures somewhat by reporting 

parents of the gifted in four categories: fathers of gifted boys, mothers of gifted 

boys, fathers of gifted girls, and mothers of gifted girls. About 50 per cent of the 

parents of gifted were classified as native white of native parentage compared to 

slightly less than 40 per cent of the general population. As shown in Table 2.1, 

percentages of native white parents of foreign or mixed parentage are quite 

comparable, but the percentage of foreign white parentage is significantly lower in the 
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gifted group. The classifications used in the table are drawn from the United States 

Census. Incidentally, the data in the tables accounts for 103.3 per cent of the male 

parents of gifted boys. 

TABLE 2.5 National origin of parents of gifted subjects 

Native white of Native white of Foreign white 
native parentage foreign or parentage l Negro parentage 

mixed parentage 

Male Fern. Male Fern. . Male Fern . Male Fern. 

Adults--General 39. 42. 25. 29. 33. 26. 2.0 2.0 
popUlation 

Parents of gifted 54. 52. 26. 27. 23. 2l. .3 .3 
boys 

Parents of gifted 48. 50. 24. 29. 27. 20. .4 .4 
girls 

Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies ot Genius Vol. I 

More than half the 581 fathers and 583 mothers were born in cities larger than 

10,000 people, about one-fourth of parents in smaller cities or towns and one-fourth 

in rural areas. California was the birthplace of 253 of the American-born parents; 

other states contributing large groups of parents were Illinois (69), New York (63), 

Ohio (51), and Iowa (50). All 48 states, Hawaii, and the District of Columbia were 

represented. The remaining 248 parents of the gifted were foreign born. In another 

of the confusions between tables and text, the birthplace of 94 foreign-born parents is 

an eastern or southern European country. Perhaps the national origin of those parents 

is masked by the reported 10.5 per cent of grandparents identified only as Jewish. 
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Some characteristics of the parents of the gifted in Terman's study are grouped 

together in this section. Educational attainment, occupation, income, and family 

home are clearly economic factors. 

Education of Parents 

The level of educational attainment by parents of the gifted children was 

remarkable for America in the 1920s. The median level for all parents was 12.1 

years and the mean for mothers was 11.8 years with a standard deviation of 3.46 

years. In an era when the average number of years of school completed was less than 

six, 87 of the parents of the gifted group had advanced degrees and an additional 121 

had at least a four-year degree. 

Three hundred thirty-three parents had additional schooling not accounted for 

in the tabulation, including 26 who attended law school and 18 who attended medical 

school. Terman noted that 204 individual parents were college graduates. This 

number differs slightly from totals (208) in the tables and may have been the result of 

excluding some four-year degrees from colleges Terman rated as "less than standard 

college grade" (p. 80). 

One additional factor, related to education of parents, that Terman stressed was 

the number of books in a home. In most homes of children in the main group, books 

were plentiful. The number of books ranged from zero in seven homes to 2,000 or 

more in six homes. The reported mean was 328 books per family. 
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Occupation of 560 Fathers 

Terman used several classification schemes to report occupations of fathers. 

Several mothers were highly educated and held professional positions, but the Home 

Information Blank had no place for mother's occupation. When Terman used U.S. 

census categories, 29.1 per cent of fathers were in professional fields, 4.5 per cent 

were in public service, 46.2 per cent had commercial occupations and 20.2 per cent 

worked in industrial categories. Figures for the general population of Los Angeles 

and San Francisco were significantly different: 2.9 per cent of men were in 

professions, 3.3 per cent in public service, 36.1 per cent in commercial occupations, 

and 57.7 per cent in industrial occupations. 

Terman regrouped the occupations according to "Taussig's five-grade 

classification" (p. 63) and found 31.4 per cent in the professional category, 50 per 

cent in semi-professional and business, 11.8 per cent skilled laborers, 6.6 per cent 

semi-skilled to slightly skilled, and .13 per cent common labor. (Please note that .13 

per cent of 560 fathers is .728). Terman also computed an occupational status rating 

of 12.72 for fathers of the gifted, much higher than the rating of 7.92 for the general 

population. 

Terman compared the occupational information about fathers of the main group 

with research by Candolle (1885), Cattell (1921), Clarke (1916), Ellis (1904) and 

Galton (1869) and concluded that the findings on the occupational status of the fathers 

of his subjects "are in line with the findings of others on the social origin of superior 



ability" (Terman, 1925, p. 64). Terman noted that all the research he examined 

showed striking relationships between social hierarchy and individuals who had 

achieved eminence. 
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Research on the lives of eminent individuals had been criticized as showing 

nothing more than that persons of higher social status are more likely to achieve 

eminence. Terman claimed that his research was unique as his subjects exhibited 

very superior ability as children. He claimed this fil'1:ding refuted the environmentalist 

claim that superiority in achievement was due to greater opportunities for members of 

the upper classes. "Our data show that individuals of the various social classes 

present these same differences in early childhood, a fact which strongly suggests that 

the causal factor lies in original endowment rather than in environmental influences" 

(emphasis in original) (p. 66). 

Family Income 

Information on family income was collected for only 170 families. Dr 

Bronson, the physician at Stanford who conducted physical examinations on the 

children, got a statement from parents when they brought a gifted child in for the 

physical and anthropometric examinations. Eight families were listed in a category 

of incomes between $500 and $1500 and 52 in a range between $1500 and $2500. 

The other 110 families had incomes well above the median family income of $1,477 

in San Francisco in 1918-19 (World Almanac, 1925). The median income for 
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the 170 families of the gifted was $3,333 and the mean was $4,705. Terman 

commented that the majority of families were "fairly comfortable", there were a few 

cases of "true wealth", and "a few families in this group of 170 and several of our 

families not in this group are living in what might truly be called poverty" (p. 72). 

Homes and neighborhoods 

Using the Whittier Scale for Grading Home Conditions (Williams, 1916, cited 

in Terman, 1925), the field assistants rated one-third 'of the homes of gifted children 

and 50 control homes on necessities, neatness, size, parental conditions, and parental 

supervision. The homes of the gifted ranked slightly higher on every scale, but the 

category of parental supervision was decidedly higher in the homes of gifted (4.60) 

than in the control homes (3.70). 

Williams (1917, cited in Terman, 1925) also produced a scale for rating 

neighborhoods. On a scale ranging from 1, very superior, to 5, very inferior, the 

neighborhoods of 305 homes of the gifted ranked 2.25. The field assistants ranked 76 

neighborhoods as very superior; only 1 was ranked as very inferior. On the School 

Blank completed by teachers of 417 gifted students, only 8.6 per cent of children 

were rated as living in "probably unfavorable circumstances"; nearly half that total 

was due to a category labeled "excessive indulgence" (p. 77). Terman concluded that 

the average home conditions of gifted children are "very superior, notwithstanding the 

modest average income" (p. 76). 
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Physical, mental, emotional, and educational characteristics of the gifted 

subjects are not discussed in this review focused on the characteristics of families of 

gifted children. Briefly, the physical and anthropometric examinations showed that 

gifted children were generally healthier than unselected California children and also 

exceeded height and weight norms for their age level. In sharp contrast to many 

theorists cited in Terman (1905), gifted children wen~ less likely to suffer from 

"nervousness" or headaches than unselected children. 

Summary 

In virtually every variable measured, gifted children in the Terman group 

differed significantly from un selected children. Gifted children were superior in 

intelligence, family background, physical health, mental stability, school achievement, 

play interests, and character. Parents of gifted children had attained higher levels of 

education, occupational status, income, and marital stability. In short, findings from 

analysis of the massive amounts of data collected confirmed the tentative conclusions 

made in previous research (Terman, 1915; Terman & Chase, 1920). Gifted children 

excel in almost every human characteristic because of superior heredity. 
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Contemporaneous Research on Families of the Gifted 

Major Works Program 

The Major Works Program in Cleveland, Ohio, was the first in a public school 

system to adopt a differentiated curriculum for gifted children. The program was 

established in 1921 with one class of 25 gifted children selected from grades four 

through six at the Dennison school. When Goddard (1928) did his research, the 

program had expanded to several schools and enrolled more than 700 children. Most 

participants had a Stanford-Binet IQ equal to or greater than 120, although a few 

exceptions were made. Research on participants in the program has been conducted 

by Goddard (1928), Sumption (1941) and Barbe (1956). The findings of each 

researcher represent different eras and will be discussed separately. 

H. H. Goddard. 1928 

The main purpose of School Training of Gifted Children was to describe 

enrichment as a process for improving education for gifted children, but Goddard 

(1928) also described characteristics of 117 girls and 127 boys, ages five to fourteen, 

enrolled in the Cleveland Major Works Program. Not all participants would have 

qualified for the over 140 IQ group studied by Terman, but were officially recognized 

as gifted. Goddard (1928) collected information in many of the same categories used 

in the Terman research. Birth order of the 244 subjects is shown in Table 2.6. 
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TABLE 2.6 Birth Order of Cleveland Major Works Program Children 

Order 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 9 12 Unknown 

Number 126 76 19 20 2 6 111 3 

Source: Goddard (1928). School Tmining of Giftea Children 

More than half the subjects (126) were first-born; Goddard noted that 45 were 

only children (p. 129). Note the number of subjects cited in the text and total number 

of subjects represented in the tables differ. 

The age of fathers at the time of birth of gifted children ranged from 18 to 61; 

the mothers, from 17 to 47. Data were compared with Terman's and with "statistics 

of the general population as given by Bailey" (Goddard, 1928, p. 133). 

TABLE 2.7 Mother's Age at Birth of Gifted (or First) Child 

Age Range 

15-19 20-24 25-29 30-34 35-39 40-44 45-49 Total 

Goddard 5.0 25.0 37.0 22.0 10.0 2.0 1.0 102.0 

Terman 2.0 22.5 34.2 24.5 10.5 4.1 0.0 97.8 

Bailey's General 3.64 22.20 29.72 22.82 15.42 5.46 .03 99.29 
PopUlation 

Source: Goddard (1928). School Tmining of Giftea children 

As Bailey's figures are titled 'General Population', a logical assumption is that 

the figures represent the proportion of mothers in each age range at the birth of first 

children. If so, Goddard's (1928) percentages may not be comparable to those 

reported by Terman (1925). About 67 per cent of mothers in the Goddard group 
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were 29 or younger at the birth of the child (gifted or flrst?) compared to 58.7 per 

cent of the mothers of Terman's subjects and 55.56 per cent for the general 

population. Yet Goddard concluded that the results did not indicate any signiflcance 

for age (p. 134) Note also the figures in the Total column. Neither the percentages 

nor the inference reported by Goddard are credible. 

Reported occupations of 263 parents (including 28 mothers) of the Major 

Works Program subjects, compared to parents in the .Terman group, showed fewer 

Cleveland parents employed in professional and commercial positions and almost 

twice as many in industrial categories. Goddard speculated the difference might be 

due to the fact that many parents of the professional or commercial class lived in 

Cleveland suburbs or sent their children to private schools. 

Two out of flve parents of students in the Major Works Program were born in 

Europe; only a slightly greater percentage came from northern and western Europe 

than from eastern and southern Europe. The origin of 45 families was identifled only 

as Jewish; three families were Negro. 

Finally, Goddard included one or two-line comments made by home visitors to 

show the variation in the family backgrounds of the Major Works students. They 

range from favorable comments such as "Maternal family of elite of Prague", "Fine 

parents", "Mother speaks seven languages", "Father is a college man" to remarks 

such as "Very ordinary home", "Very poor foreign family", "Family very poor", 

"Mother, ordinary and crude", "Father, periodic drinker", "Father deserted family", 
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and "Home very untidy." (pp. 135-141). The home visitor noted that a great many of 

the families were musical and included musical performers. An exceptional number 

of teachers, rabbis, and ministers were found among the relatives of these gifted 

children. Goddard said nothing about marital status of parents and the home visitor 

noted that one child was an orphan. 

In occupational status, national origin, and age at the birth of gifted children, 

parents of the Cleveland Major Works Program subj~ts differ significantly from 

parents of the Terman subjects. Nevertheless, Goddard raised no questions about the 

validity of any of Terman's (1925) conclusions. 

M. R. Sumption 

Sumption (1941) surveyed graduates of the Major Works Program and a 

control group with similarly high IQs. The research was designed with three groups 

matched on factors of gender, age, IQ, place of birth, and national or racial 

background. He found no important differences in physical and mental health among 

three groups: Control, Subjects with 1-3 years in the Major Works Program, and 

Subjects with 4-12 years in the Major Works Program. Occupations of fathers of 

subjects in the control and limited experience groups were almost identical; fathers of 

subjects in the extensive experience group had significantly fewer fathers in the 

skilled and semi-skilled workers occupational categories, but more than double the 

number of fathers who were deceased. No other family information was reported. 
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Walter Barbe 

Barbe (1956) surveyed graduates of the Cleveland Major Works Program up 

to fifteen years after their graduation from high school and received 456 responses to 

a five-page questionnaire. Family size among this group of subjects was generally 

small. Families with one child made up 21.8 per cent of the group; two children, 

42.6 per cent; three children, 20 per cent; and four children, 7 per cent. As no 

further information is reported, one must assume tha~ the remaining 8.6 per cent of 

subjects were in families larger than four. In this group, 52.5 per cent of the subjects 

were first-born. Barbe (1956) commented that the percentage of only children was 

smaller than that reported by Terman (1925) or Hollingworth (1926, cited in Barbe, 

1956) but noted that his data supported the conclusion that gifted children were most 

often first-born. Marriages of parents were quite stable; both birth parents were 

present during the school years of 87.5 per cent of the subjects, 3.5 per cent had a 

step-parent and 8 per cent were raised by a single parent. Only 6.3 percent of the 

parents were divorced or separated; in 5 per cent of the families, one or both parents 

were deceased. According to Barbe (1956), this data agrees with Terman's (1925). 

Ethnicity and national origin 

Among respondents, the most frequent national origins were German (47.6 

per cent) and English (23 per cent), a finding somewhat different from that reported 

by Goddard. Other nationalities reported frequently were Hungarian, 14.7 per cent, 



66 

Russian, 14.4 per cent, and Polish, 10.2 per cent. Almost every European country 

was mentioned at least once. Barbe noted that Cleveland had a diverse population 

with immigrants from Poland, Hungary, Czechoslovakia, Italy, Yugoslavia, and 

Russia making up about 75 per cent of the foreign born population. About 2.5 per 

cent of the questionnaire respondents were Negro, somewhat below the approximately 

8 per cent representation in the general population. Almost half of Barbe's (1956) 

subjects reported one or both parents who were foreign born which "emphasizes the 

contribution of the immigrant to the mentally superior groups of the country II (p. 80). 

Goddard reported a similar ratio of foreign-born parents in 1928. As a large 

percentage of Cleveland's immigrants came from southern and eastern Europe, this 

result raises questions about the validity of Terman's (1916) assertion that individuals 

from southern and eastern Europe were mentally inferior to those from western and 

northern Europe. 

Barbe reported that 11.3 per cent of the respondents were Catholic, 46.3 per 

cent were Protestant, 38.8 per cent were Jewish, and 3.8 per cent reported other 

religions. In this group, lias in groups reported by Terman in California and 

Hollingworth in New York, there is a remarkable excess of Jewish parentage" (p. 

79). The percentage of gifted subjects of Jewish origin in Cleveland is almost four 

times as great as the 10.5 per cent among the parents of the Terman gifted children. 

The differences, of course, are due to differences in the populations from which the 

gifted subjects were drawn. 
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Economic factors 

Reported parent occupations were 40.3 per cent professional and managerial, 

22.4 per cent in clerical and sales, 29.7 per cent in skilled and semi-skilled trades and 

7.6 per cent in other occupations. Categories are somewhat different from those used 

by Terman and show a somewhat greater percentage of parents in skilled occupations. 

"The fact that over thirty per cent of the parents are in the laboring class ... indicates 

that while the majority of gifted children do come fr<?m parents of higher occupational 

status, the laboring class also contributes a sizeable number" (Barbe, 1956, p. 82). 

Using census tract "tenths" to estimate the economic background of the 

subjects, Barbe concluded that more than 58 per cent of the subjects had lived in the 

sixth and seventh tenths; thus they could be described as upper middle class. 

More than 700 gifted children were enrolled in classes of the Major Works 

Program in 1927 (Goddard, 1928). Since such a small number of graduates (456) 

responded to Barbe's five-page questionnaire, I question whether the data may be 

subject to selection bias. Subjects who could be located 15 years after high school 

graduation may represent a more stable segment of Major Works Program alumni. 

Differences in demographic characteristics between families in the Terman 

Group and families of the Major Works Program Group are conspicuous. 
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Kansas-Missouri Group 

In 1924-5, Witty (1930) identified 26 boys and 24 girls with Stanford-Binet IQs 

of 140 or higher in Manhattan, Kansas, and Kansas City, Missouri. He identified an 

additional 50 children between 1925 and 1929. The combined groups included 51 

boys and 49 girls, a proportion significantly different from Terman's 1921-22 main 

group. The families of the gifted subjects tended to be healthier than the general 

population and the children suffered fewer cases of "nervous instability". These 100 

children also were found to be generally superior to average children in physical 

development. 

The median age of fathers at the birth of the gifted children was 30.8, with a 

range from 22 to 50; for mothers, the median was 27.4 years with a range from 20 to 

42. Parents in this group, like parents of children in the Major Works Program, were 

significantly younger than parents of children in the Terman Group. The average 

number of children per family was 2.32, smaller than the Terman Group, but no 

range or standard deviation was reported. Twenty of the 100 subjects were only 

children. Birth order patterns were similar to those reported by Terman (1925). Just 

over half the group (53.1 per cent) were first-born, 31.9 per cent were second-born, 

8.5 per cent third, and 2.1 per cent of the group were in each of the fourth, fifth, and 

sixth-born positions. With 100 children in the gifted group, birth order percentages 

must have excluded only children. 
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Ethnicity and national origin 

Witty (1930) reported that 96 per cent of the parents of the 100 children were 

born in the U.S. National origin of 29 per cent of families was English, 12 per cent 

were Scottish, 16 per cent were German, and 10 per cent were Jewish. Other 

ancestries represented were Dutch, Bohemian, Polish, and Swedish. The finding that 

almost all parents were born in the United States is a significant difference from 

results reported by Terman (1925), Goddard (1928), ,or Barbe (1956). 

Economic factors 

In an era when many adult Americans did not graduate from high school, 42 

of the fathers of subjects in the Witty (1930) group had earned college degrees; only 

7 had not gone beyond grade eight. The mean years of schooling among the fathers 

was 13, with a range from 5 years to 19 years. Median educational attainment for 

mothers was 12 years, with a range from 5 years to 17 years. Thirty-six mothers 

earned college degrees; only six had not gone beyond Grade 8. 

Most of the fathers were business men (62 per cent) or professional (34 per 

cent). Two were retired farmers. Average income for fathers of the gifted group 

was $3300 compared to a $2000 average for fathers in a control group. Witty 

commented, "This study, like those of Terman, Whipple, Yates, and Goddard, shows 

that there is a marked tendency for gifted children to come from superior mental 

stock" (Witty, 1930, p. 11). 



Follow-up research over a ten-year period showed that gifted subjects 

maintained their superior mental ability, but maladjustment had increased due to the 

failure of the school to provide enriched learning experiences (Witty, 1940). 

Fugitive sources 
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Barbe (1956) and Goddard (1928) each cited a New York study, Hollingworth 

(1926) I have been unable to locate. Barbe (1956) wrote that a number of the 

Hollingworth's subjects were Jewish, had few sibling's, and that more than half were 

first-born. Parents' educational level was reputed to be far above average; more than 

half the fathers were professional men or proprietors, and about a fourth were in 

semi-professional or clerical occupations. Witty (1930) refers to findings by Yates 

and by Whipple that are not available to me. 

Summary 

In the thirty years following the publication of the first volume in Genetic 

Studies of Genius (1925), only a few researchers reported on family backgrounds of 

gifted children. Parents of subjects in the Witty (1930) group resemble the parents of 

the Terman subjects more closely than do parents of children in the Major Works 

Program (Goddard, 1928; Sumption, 1941; Barbe, 1956), but the families are smaller 

and the percentage of foreign-born parents is much lower. Parents of gifted children 

in Cleveland differ significantly from the others in occupational status and national 

origin. 
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Case Study Research and Retrospective Analysis 

Two methods of research that often include information about families of gifted 

children are retrospective analysis of archival data (Albert, 1993, 1978; Cox, 1926; 

Galton, 1869; Goertzel & Goertzel, 1962; Simonton, 1993; Walberg, 1993) and case 

studies of small numbers of subjects (Sheldon, 1954; Hollingworth, 1942). 

Results of retrospective analysis often support the hereditarian view of 

intelligence, but researchers rely upon many of the same sources cited by Terman 

(1925) and Cox (1926). Primogeniture laws plus limited educational or occupational 

opportunities for women and persons in lower socio-economic classes certainly 

contribute to greater representation of economically advantaged white men in lists of 

eminent individuals. In spite of bias in selection of subjects, Albert (1993), Simonton 

(1993), and Walberg (1993) continue to use these databases. Reanalysis of flawed 

archival data does little but perpetuate hereditarian views of intelligence. The 

hereditarian view is not as well-supported, however, in the research of Goertzel & 

Goertzel (1962) with subjects who attained eminence in the twentieth century. 

Case study research, valuable for insight into lives of individual subjects and 

development of grounded theory, is of limited value in the detection of patterns or 

trends. Consequently, case studies of gifted children are not considered in this review. 
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Recent Research 

In the body of research on gifted children amassed in the past century, few 

researchers have reported demographic information about the family backgrounds of 

the gifted. In earlier research (Rogers & Nielson, 1993) references were checked in 

ERIC, PsychIit, and Sociofile library data bases and in numerous bibliographies and 

reviews (e.g. Colangelo & Dettmann, 1983; Olszewski, Kulieke, & Buescher, 1987; 

Witty, 1951). Several older studies were simply una.vailable while others contained 

minimal information about families. One early study of gifted Negro students in 

Chicago (Witty, 1934) had only a brief statement that subjects generally came from 

the "better" families in the community. Other researchers have reported minimal 

information such as family size, birth order, educational attainment of parents or 

occupational status of fathers. 

One of the more comprehensive modern studies of the families of exceptionally 

gifted children is the Study of Mathematically Precocious Youth (Benbow & Stanley, 

1980; Stanley, 1988), yet the published information about families of subjects is 

limited to summary data on a few variables such as the number of siblings, birth 

order of the gifted subjects, or educational attainment of parents. Recently, Stanley 

(1988) reported the average number of children in these families was about three. 

In research with participants in the Midwest Talent Search, notable for a focus 

on underserved populations, VanTassel-Baska and Willis (1988) found that 15.2 per 

cent of junior high school students who scored above the 95th percentile on the 
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Scholastic Aptitude Test came from lower socioeconomic levels. "Many of these 

students come from families where divorce has left an emotional and economic impact 

that is still being felt" (p. 73). When an effort was made to identify gifted children in 

economically disadvantaged populations, and scholarships were offered to allow them 

to attend a university-based summer program, researchers found that 20 per cent of 

program participants came from families with incomes below $20,000 (VanTassel

Baska, 1989). 

Dissertation Research 

Mississippi 

Foxworth (1986) surveyed parents of gifted children in Mississippi about their 

perception of family environment with relationships, personal growth, and system 

maintenance as dependent variables. The independent variables were age, gender, 

educational attainment, and occupation of the responding parent, family income level, 

family size, frequency of community residence change, composition of the family 

unit, and urban or rural setting of the family. Criteria for the selection of gifted 

students for special programs were not reported. 

Survey questionnaires were sent to parents of third to sixth grade gifted 

children in 16 urban and rural school districts representing the four quadrants of 

Mississippi. Responses were received from 246 mothers, 208 fathers, 2 stepmothers, 

11 stepfathers, and one guardian. The number of respondents from urban areas was 
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248; the number from rural areas was 215. In a state with a large black population, 

93.3 per cent of the subjects were white, 4.3 per cent were black, 2.1 per cent were 

Asian, and .2 per cent were other races. 

Family configuration 

Almost 90 percent of the children lived with two natural or adoptive parents 

and, in Terman's language, would be considered intact. One in 16 families included 

one natural parent and one adoptive or step parent, and only 3.6 per cent of families 

were headed by a single parent. In the light of previous research, I find this very 

result surprising and suggestive of bias in selection procedures. The average number 

of children per family was about 2.3; family size was little affe.cted by race, religion, 

income, or parents' level of education. Average age of the fathers was 38.9 years, 

and for mothers was 36.6. Parental age was reported for the time of the study rather 

than at the birth of the first child and no range or standard deviation were reported. 

As a result, no comparison to the Terman data is possible. 

Economic and educational variables 

More than half the respondents have college degrees; less than 5 per cent 

failed to complete high school. Seventy-three per cent of parents of gifted children 

continued education beyond high school, well above the regional average of 54.8 per 

cent. Professional parents make up 62.3 per cent of the group; 10.4 per cent are in 

technical occupations, and 27.3 per cent arre classified as vocational. 
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Median family income of parents of gifted children was located in the $31,000 

to $40,000 range, well above the 1983 family income median of $22,495 reported for 

the southern United States (Foxworth, 1986). Nearly three out of five parents of the 

gifted reported incomes above $31,000 but 19 families, with annual incomes less than 

$10,000, are below poverty level. Information on educational attainment or 

occupational classification was not reported by gender, so comparisons between 

mothers and fathers are not possible. 

The only independent variable that had a significant effect on parent perception 

of family environment was gender of parent (Foxworth, 1986). Mothers perceived 

system maintenance as somewhat more important than did fathers. No other 

demographic factor had an influence on the three dependent variables. 

Georgia 

Gay (1989) distributed a questionnaire to a stratified random sample of 903 

parents of gifted students in nine school districts, both small and large, in the state of 

Georgia. In that state, selection of students for programs for the gifted is based on an 

IQ score at the 99th percentile or a combination of IQ above the 96th percentile with 

high achievement test scores. 
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Gay assessed quality of life indicators such as income, educational attainment, 

attitudes toward education, and professional status of parents. She then compared the 

indicators in the gifted population with those of students in Georgia's general 

population and to similar indicators reported in other research with gifted subjects. 

The stated purpose was to compare the indicators with those in Terman's (1925) 

research. In fact, because of historical changes, few comparisons were possible. A 

second purpose was to investigate the effects of the t1gid criteria used for the 

identification of gifted children in the state of Georgia. 

Gay cited research (Cox, 1926; Terman, 1925) that indicates an increased 

probability of identification of gifted children from families of higher socio-economic 

status and reported the same pattern in Georgia. No children had been identified as 

gifted in poorer areas of the state; in a more affluent area, 8.9 per cent of the 

children were so identified. 

"What was overlooked was that the population of the state of Georgia 
has a large percentage of persons who may be potentially gifted but do 
not typically perform well on standardized tests of achievement and/or 
ability. These black, rural, and lower socioeconomic populations have 
produced adults of gifted achievement. Such circumstances suggest the 
need for measures of identification that are not as highly correlated to 
socioeconomic status" (Gay, 1989, p. 7). 

Given the rigid, test-based criteria for identification of gifted children in the state of 

Georgia, the predominance of families of higher social class is hardly surprising. 

Children from lower socio-economic groups seldom perform as well on standardized 

tests as children from more advantaged populations (Frasier, 1989). A 9.7 per cent 
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representation of black students in programs for the gifted in Georgia compared to 37 

per cent in the school population is a concern and suggestive of selection bias. 

Family Confi~uration 

In 85.7 per cent of families, gifted children lived with both natural parents. 

Marital status differs slightly between the races. Seven of ten white parents are in a 

first marriage compared to six of ten parents in black families. The reported divorce 

rate is 14.35 per cent for white parents and 16.67 per cent for black parents (Gay, 

1989). Approximately six per cent of black parents are separated, but no rates for 

remarriage were reported. One significantly different finding from that reported by 

Terman (1925) is that only 17.4 per cent of mothers were older than 30 when the 

gifted child was born. No information on average number of children per family was 

reported. 

Economic and educational variables 

More than half the respondents to the survey reported family incomes in 

excess of $45,000 annually, but Gay (1989) noted that income levels vary widely in 

different parts of the state. Ten per cent of families reported incomes below $15,000, 

less than half the 23.4 per cent rate reported for the general population of Georgia. 

Significant differences in income level exist between white and black families. Forty 

per cent of white families have incomes above $60,000; only 6.24 per cent of black 

families have incomes above that level. 
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Georgia parents of gifted children reported high levels of educational 

attainment; 62.5 per cent of fathers and 51.5 per cent of mothers had at least a 

bachelor's degree. Two of three white fathers compared to one in seven black fathers 

had college degrees, but two-thirds of black fathers who did graduate from college 

also earned doctorates. At the doctoral level, attainment of black and white mothers 

is very similar; below that, three times as many white mothers have college degrees. 

Ten per cent of black parents did not complete high ~chool. 

Three-fourths of the fathers and half the mothers of gifted children held 

professional or managerial positions. Significant differences appear between white 

and black parents also in occupational status. Black fathers are mostly skilled 

workers. White mothers outnumber black mothers two to one in professional or 

managerial positions. About the same proportion of each race are full-time 

homemakers. Along with stable families and home ownership, "Family income 

appears to be a major factor in the identification of students as gifted" (Gay, 1989, p. 

45). 

About half the families of gifted children moved to George from other states 

to take jobs with new businesses there. 

"It would be interesting to examine whether the high prevalence of gifted 
identification is related to the nature of the new jobs, or to something inherent 
in the identification tests themselves" (Gay, 1989, p. 47). 
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Summary 

Results reported by Foxworth (1986) and Gay (1989) confirm that families of 

children selected for participation in programs for the gifted are generally of higher 

socio-economic status that families in the general population. The differences noted 

between black and white families of the gifted in Georgia, however, are large enough 

to suggest that they represent different populations. 

Although reported percentages vary, demographic characteristics of white 

families of gifted children in Mississippi and Georgia do not differ qualitatively from 

the characteristics reported by Terman (1925). The pattern of higher socio-economic 

status in families of the gifted than in the families of the general population prevails 

in both states. 

Changing Theories of Intelligence 

Critics of intelligence testing (e.g. Gould, 1981; MacKenzie, 1986; Richert, 

1987; Snyderman, 1988; Taylor, 1991) present compelling arguments against reliance 

upon a single instrument for measurement of intellectual ability. Theories of 

intelligence also are changing. Sternberg (1990) classifies hereditarian views of 

intelligence as "inside" theories and environmentalist views as "outside" theories. 

A third, or interactionist, position is characteristic of the theories of both Sternberg 

(1990, 1981) and Gardner (1983). Intelligence is conceptualized as a complex of 

internal and external factors. In this view, intelligent behavior requires a set of 
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problem solving skills and strategies which an individual adapts to external conditions 

to solve problems or resolve difficulties. Maker (1992) expands on the notion of high 

intelligence as superior problem solving. She also differentiates between the kinds of 

intelligence needed to solve clearly structured problems, such as those found on 

standardized tests, and the more creative intelligence necessary to define and solve ill

structured problems. Gifted children, in this view, are those who can solve diverse 

types of problems effectively, efficiently, and economically. Gifted persons create 

products that may differ from conventional standards but demonstrate excellence. 

Assessment of Problem Solving Ability 

Maker (1992) and Rogers, working from this definition, developed a problem

solving assessment process that is not verbally loaded and is, apparently, culture-fair 

(Maker, 1992; Rogers & Oppenheimer, 1991). Observers, experienced in education 

of gifted children, work in teams of four or five to a classroom. Observers record 

the processes children use and products they produce while solving a series of five 

game-like problems in each of three areas of intelligence: spatial, logical

mathematical, and linguistic. Observers note bodily-kinesthetic and personal 

intelligence behaviors displayed during the activities and assess motivational factors 

such as persistence, enjoyment, willingness to risk, and flexibility. This assessment 

has demonstrated value in the identification of children from any culture and may be 

particularly valuable for identification of gifted children in underserved populations. 
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Need for Research on Families of Gifted Children. 

A few years ago, Olszewski, Kulieke, & Buescher (1987) presented an 

excellent summary of the literature on families of gifted persons. The evidence is 

plain from that review and from literature reviewed in this chapter that the prevailing 

image of the families of gifted children is still based on Terman's (1925) conclusions. 

Thirty years ago, Hughes and Converse called for a sequel to Terman's study. They 

noted that Terman wrote an invitation to others to apply similar or better objective 

methods to test his conclusions. "The ultimate value of our study will be measured 

more by the investigations which it stimulates or provokes others to make than by the 

amount of its factual data that later experiments may verify" (Terman, 1925, p. 633). 

As Hughes and Converse pointed out, Terman's methodology has been widely 

criticized and the evidence of selection bias leads to questions about his conclusions. 

Certain racial and economic groups were deliberately excluded, the process relied 

heavily on teacher nomination, and the search for candidates was limited to "the best" 

schools in five urban communities. Finally, a high score on a group intelligence test 

followed by high score on an individual test was required for almost all subjects. 

In theory, educators of the 1990s do not deliberately exclude certain racial and 

economic groups. In actual practice, procedures for the selection of children for 

placement in programs for the gifted has changed very little since 1921. 



82 

The reliability of teacher nominations and group tests for screening, 

particularly for children from divergent groups, is questionable. Hughes & Converse 

(1962) posit a "disproportionately large number of scholastically and emotionally 

maladjusted cases could have been missed" (p. 231) and led Terman to an "unduly 

optimistic" profile of gifted children. Group tests of intelligence reward rapid 

response; careful thinkers, fearful test-takers, slower readers, second-language 

learners, and handicapped children can be woefully misdiagnosed by scores received 

on group tests. Data collected in the past twenty-five years indicate the bias in timed, 

verbally-intensive, group intelligence tests. Test scores also contribute to teachers' 

perceptions of children's abilities. Family structure is equally influential (Santrock & 

Tracy, 1978). 

Clearly, a need still exists for more comprehensive research on demographic 

characteristics of the families of gifted children who differ from the Terman 

stereotype. An up-to-date profile of gifted children and their families should reflect 

social changes of the past thirty years and may help to abrogate the Terman myth. 

Unfortunately, the results of studies by Foxworth (1986) and Gay (1989) show no 

evidence of change toward greater inclusion of minorities and lower socio-economic 

groups in two southern states. As long as educators for the gifted continue to rely on 

selection procedures based on Terman's tests (or their analogues) and cite Terman's 

study as the definitive work on the characteristics of gifted children, they cannot 

defend gifted programs against critics who label them elitist. 
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Civil rights legislation, national priorities, and the necessity to counter critics 

of "expensive private education at public expense" (Bullough, 1991) have converged 

to mandate greater inclusion of historically excluded populations in programs for the 

gifted. School officials have tried a number of strategies, with limited success, in an 

attempt to identify giftedness in children from targeted populations (Barkan & Bernal, 

1991; Frasier, 1989; Tyerman, 1986). 

To date, no studies have been done to discover whether systematic recruitment 

of children from minority groups does reach a different population of families than do 

traditional procedures. When identification procedures are changed to reduce reliance 

on test or checklist scores, will change also occur in the characteristic profile of 

families of gifted children? The research that follows is an attempt to answer that 

question. 



CHAPTER 3 

INVESTIGATING A STEREOTYPE 

Method 
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A survey method was selected as the most efficient, accurate, and flexible way 

to obtain descriptive data from and about 212 families with a child enrolled in a self

contained first or second grade classroom for the gifted in one large school district in 

the American southwest. A questionnaire survey has value in identifying factors or 

characteristics of a current situation in a specific educational area (Borg, 1969). 

No attempt was made to survey all parents of gifted children in the school district. 

Families of children currently enrolled in primary grade classes for the gifted at five 

magnet schools represent the population of interest in this study. 

Subjects 

Parents or guardians of 218 students enrolled in five self-contained first grade 

classes, four second grade classes, and one second-third grade class for gifted 

children. Subjects represent one, and only one, of two groups: parents of gifted 

children who attended kindergarten in a targeted school, with a high percentage of 

minority and/or low-income families, and parents of children who attended 

kindergarten in other schools. 



85 

Instrument 

A two-part questionnaire was designed to elicit factual data about the families 

of children in the ten classrooms. (Copies of the questionnaire and accompanying 

letters are in Appendix A). Several items in the questionnaire are similar to items on 

the Home Information Blank used by Terman (1925). Replication of Terman's 

research is neither feasible nor, in my opinion, desirable. However, questions 

related to marital status of parents, family size, birth order of gifted children, family 

income, type of home, parental education, race, and countries of national origin are 

similar to questions asked in that study. Terman noted a large proportion of his 

subjects came from families who had lived in California three or more generations, so 

the questionnaire includes two items about family mobility. A question concerning 

religious preference was included as Barbe (1956) and Terman (1925) noted "a 

disproportionate number" of Jewish families (Barbe, 1956; Terman, 1925) among 

their gifted subjects. Family interaction and learning patterns may be influenced by 

religious belief. 

Several questions are similar to those used to obtain u.S. Census data and are 

keyed to quartile or quintile ranges from the 1990 census. Additional questions 

related to divorced or single parents and blended families are included as a result of 

recent research by Rogers & Nielson (1993). Several items about whether parents or 

close relatives have taught school, if a parent has taken classes during the past year, 

and if parents volunteer or work at a school were included to assess familiarity with 
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educational systems and practices. A theoretical basis has not been established for 

this group of questions but, intuitively, I believe parents who are closely associated 

with schools may interact with their children differently from parents who have not 

had teaching experiences. In addition, they may be more aware of available programs. 

At an elementary school, administered by the Bureau of Indian Affairs, more than 90 

per cent of students identified as gifted by school officials are children of staff 

members (C. J. Maker, personal communication July 15, 1993). 

Pilot Testing 

A field test of the questionnaire was conducted with 64 families of children 

enrolled in a private elementary school providing academic acceleration. Names of 

children considered to be gifted were supplied by the school director. Responses to 

the initial mailing were received from 32 families. At the request of the director, no 

follow-up letters were sent nor were telephone calls made. Based on feedback on 

respondents, the questionnaire was revised to minimize ambiguity and eliminate 

leading questions. 

Analysis of the responses indicated no difference in family size, family 

income, or economic value of family residence. One surprising finding was that 

parents of children not identified as gifted had attained higher educational levels than 

parents of identified gifted children. Although the sample is small, this finding, 

shown in Figure 3.1, is in direct contradiction to that of Terman (1925). 
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FIGURE 3.1 Educational Attainment of Parents of Private School Students 

Educational Attainment of Parents of Children, Identified or Not Identified as 
Gifted, who attend a Private Elementary Academy 
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Procedures 

Each questionnaire was coded for data analysis purposes and to ensure 

confidentiality. The questionnaire was accompanied by a letter of introduction 

(Nielsen & Buchanan, 1991) to explain why the data are important, how they will be 

used, and how confidentiality will be assured. Both were mailed to parents of all 

children enrolled in the ten self-contained first- and second-grade classes for the gifted 

in the cooperating school district. A stamped return envelope, addressed to the 

principal investigator, was included with the questionnaire. If parents had identified 

Spanish as the preferred language of the home on school records, Spanish versions of 

both questionnaire and letter were sent. 

Approximately three weeks after the initial mailing, follow-up letters were sent 

to nonrespondents to increase the rate of return. When necessary and possible, 

telephone calls were made to parents to clarify ambiguous information. 

Data Analysis 

As gifted children constitute an extreme of the normal population distribution, 

homogeneity of variance cannot be assumed. In addition, much of the requested data 

are categorical in nature. As a result, non parametric tests were used to examine the 

differences in the shape or central tendency of the populations underlying the groups 

(Shavelson, 1988). Data from the targeted group and the non-targeted group were 

arranged in contingency tables; chisquare tests of independence were computed for all 

., " 
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categorical items. When obtained chisquare ratios had a probability level equal to or 

less than .05, data were converted to percentages for purposes of comparison. 

Comparisons include 

1) characteristics of families of gifted children who attended kindergarten 

in a targeted school with families of children who attended kindergarten 

in schools not targeted; 

2) characteristics of families of gifted children in the Targeted and 

Nontargeted Groups in this study with the characteristics of families 

described by Terman (1925); 

3) characteristics of the families in the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups 

and families with children of similar ages in the general population of 

the multicultural city in which the school district is located. 

Most of the findings from Terman (1925) consist of percentages and the 

number of families in each analysis usually is listed. Therefore, data can be retrieved 

for comparison with the 1993 data collected in this study. Data for the community 

population were obtained from the 1990 Census of Population and Housing; related 

questionnaire items use the same quartile or quintile divisions published in that 

document. Information about the general population of California in the 1920s, for 

comparison with the Terman data, was found in historical records of the Bureau of 

the Census of the United States Department of Commerce. 
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Research Hypotheses: 

1) Families of children selected from targeted schools represent a 

population that differs significantly in economic, ethnic/cultural, and 

educational experience variables from families of children selected from 

non targeted schools. 

2) Due to historical change, characteristics of families in the Targeted and 

Nontargeted Groups will differ in significant ways from characteristics 

of families of children in the Terman 1921-22 study. 

3) Families of children in both groups will be more similar to families in 

the general popUlation of this multicultural community than to the 

families of Terman's subjects. 

Limitations of the Study 

The sample is restricted to parents of gifted children, ages 7 to 9 (N = 154 

children, 150 families) in one multicultural city in the American southwest. 

Conclusions about family demographics must be interpreted cautiously and cannot be 

generalized to other sites. 

A mailed survey is subject to self-selection bias. Those who choose to respond 

may not represent the entire population of interest. Also, the researcher made 

assumptions that respondents would understand all questionnaire items and respond 

factually. If the assumptions are violated, results may not be valid. 
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Highly able children from divergent populations often are not nominated for 

possible placement in programs for the gifted. One reason may be a pervasive 

stereotype of the "typical gifted child" whose parents are much better educated, have 

higher status occupations, higher incomes, nicer homes, more stable relationships, and 

fewer children than families in the general population. The "Terman Myth", based 

on classic research conducted in urban areas of California more than 70 years ago, 

may be an artifact of the populations surrounding "better" schools in those cities at 

that time or biased by hereditarian theories of intelligence, but the findings have been 

generalized to all gifted children. 

As a participant in a project designed to increase ethnic minority representation 

in programs for the gifted in a large southwestern school district, I recognized an 

opportunity to conduct demographic research with families of gifted children from 

very diverse populations. The major purpose of this research was to challenge the 

"Terman Myth", the assumption that families of gifted children have very similar 

characteristics. Three questions were posed: (a) In what ways are families of gifted 

children selected from targeted schools different from and similar to families of gifted 

children selected from nontargeted schools?, (b) In what ways are families of gifted 
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children in targeted and non targeted groups different from or similar to families in the 

Terman (1925) group? (c) In what ways are families of gifted children different from 

or similar to families in the population of the local community? 

Method 

Parents of 218 gifted children enrolled in self-contained first and second grade 

classrooms in the cooperating school district were mailed a four-page questionnaire. 

Two mutually-exclusive groups were identified: (a) a Targeted Group, which 

consisted of families of gifted children who had attended kindergarten in selected 

schools located in neighborhoods with a high percentage of minority and/or low 

income families, and (b) a Nontargeted Group, which consisted of families of gifted 

children who attended kindergarten at schools not targeted by the cooperating district. 

Results 

Of 212 questionnaires mailed, 150 (70.7 per cent) mostly complete responses 

were returned in time for data analysis. As four respondents each had two children 

enrolled in self-contained first or second grade classes for the gifted, data were 

available for 150 families and 154 children. Nine questionnaires were returned that 

could not be used raising the total response rate to 75 per cent. 

Questionnaires from the Targeted Group (N = 56) and the Nontargeted 

Group (N = 94) were coded and entered into a computer data base. Tables were 

prepared for each item in the questionnaire and chisquare tests of independence 
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between the Targeted Group and Nontargeted Group were run to discover whether 

differences existed between the groups. When difference was found, data were 

converted to percentages and entered into tables for presentation. Data, in 

percentages, from the Terman (1925) Group and from the community population, 

when available, also were entered into comparison tables. In a few cases, such as 

educational attainment of parents and family income, census data for the 1920s is 

included for comparison with the Terman Group. In this chapter, families of children 

from schools targeted for special attention by the cooperating school district are 

identified as the Targeted Group, families of children from schools not targeted are 

identified as Nontargeted Group, and families of children in the 1921-22 California 

research are identified as the Terman Group. 

A group of schools were targeted because of location in high minority and or 

low-income neighborhoods; therefore, hypothesis one is that Targeted Group families 

will differ from Nontargeted Group families in all characteristics related to economics 

and ethnic background. Because this research and the Terman (1925) research are 

separated by seventy years and also by geographic location, hypothesis two is that the 

Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group will differ from the Terman Group in 

most characteristics. Hypothesis three is that families in the Targeted Group and the 

Nontargeted Group will more closely resemble families in the population of their 

home community than they will resemble families in the Terman group. 



Questionnaire items were grouped into four superordinate categories: family 

constellation variables, ethnic and cultural variables, economic variables, and school 

experience variables. Data are presented in these categories and each research 

hypothesis is discussed in that context. 

Family Constellation Variables 

Items grouped in the family constellation category include family size, 

relationship of parents to the gifted child, age of parents at the birth of their first 

child, and several items related to the composition of the gifted groups, such as 

gender ratio. 

Family Size 
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Family size in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups is similar. In each group, 

the number of children per family ranges from one to six. In Targeted Group 

families, the average number of children is 2.4; in the Nontargeted Group, the 

average is 2.2. In the general population, the average number of children per family 

is elusive; the only statistic I found was 1.84 children per family, the 1985 average 

for the United States (World Almanac, 1988). In Terman (1925) family size was 

reported for only 91 "completed" families; the average number of children reported in 

the text was 3.35. The possibility that families of younger parents may have been 

smaller must also be considered. With no apology for using data for "uncompleted" 

families, percentages for each family size are presented in Table 4.1. 
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TABLE 4.1 Family Size 

Number of Children 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Targeted and 19.2 46.0 26.0 5.3 2.0 1.3 
Nontargeted Groups 

Terman Group' 20.9 24.2 17.6 12.1 7.7 17.62 

[ Source: Terman (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Volume 1 
2 Includes nine families with more than six children 

The ratio of families with only children is almost the same in both groups. 

Beyond that point, the greater proportion of families with no more than three children 

in 1993 reflects historical differences between the 1920s and the 1990s. Terman 

(1925) noted that families of children in the main group generally were smaller than 

those of unselected children. No comparable statistic for the general population was 

given, but a table in the 1919 Vital Statistics of the United States shows an average of 

3.4 children per mother. Terman's (1925) conclusion that families of gifted children 

were smaller is not supported by the evidence in the record. Families of gifted 

children in this research are somewhat larger than those in the general population of 

the United States. 

Gender Ratio 

The percentage of gifted boys and gifted girls in the Targeted Group and 

Nontargeted group, with the community population and the Terman group are shown 

in Table 4.2. 
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TABLE 4.2 Ratio of Girls to Boys 

Community 
Targeted Non targeted Population Terman Group2 

Group Group Ages 7 - 91 

Boys 50.0 57.14 49.97 54.7 

Girls 50.0 42.86 50.03 45.3 

J Source: 1990 Census of PopUlation and Housing 
2 Source: Terman (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

In the Targeted Group, as in the general population, the ratio of boys to girls 

is 1 to 1. No efforts were made during the identification process to ensure gender 

balance. In the Nontargeted Group, however, the ratio of boys to girls is 4 to 3, even 

greater than the 11 to 9 ratio in the Terman Group. 

Although the difference is startling, no statistical significance exists (X2 = 

.733). For educators of the gifted, however, I believe the finding is critically 

important. After Terman (1925) discussed the gender imbalance among his gifted 

subjects at length, he concluded that bias in the method of selection probably was not 

responsible for the difference. When an even greater imbalance is found among 

children tested at the age of five or six, I question that conclusion. 
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Parent Configurations 

The proportion of gifted children in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups who 

live with two birth parents is far smaller than the 92.1 per cent of intactl families 

claimed by Terman (1925). At first glance, the Nontargeted Group appears to differ· 

from the Targeted Group. No families in the Nontargeted group were headed only by 

the birth father, so the two single-parent categories were merged for chisquare 

analysis. Results showed no statistical difference (X2 = .404) between the two 

groups. Note that Targeted and Nontargeted Groups resemble each other more than 

they resemble either the community population or the Terman Group. Percentages 

for each group are shown in Table 4.3. 

TABLE 4.3 Parent Configurations 

Targeted Nontargeted 
Group 

Birth Father and Mother3 71.2 

Birth Mother 17.3 

Birth Father 3.8 

Birth Parent and Spouse 7.7 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 
2 Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1 
3 Includes parents of children adopted at birth 

Group 

79.6 

12.9 

0.0 

7.5 

* Information missing: "unknown" status was reported as .8 per cent 

Community Terman 
Population I Group2 

69.0 92.1 

24.8 7.1 

6.2 * 
* * 

I Generally interpreted to mean children living with both birth parents. Information from a later study 
of the Terman group leads me to believe the term was applied to all two-parent families. 
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Comparisons of the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups to the population of the 

local community and to the Terman Group are problemmatic as no information on 

stepfamilies is included in either source. Also, I can do little more than speculate 

that the 7.1 per cent of families in the Terman Group affected by divorce or 

separation were headed by a single mother. 

In ten per cent of Targeted and Nontargeted families in which a gifted child 

lives with two birth parents, at least one parent has children from a prior marriage. 

One in four gifted children in the two groups has experienced the divorce of parents, 

and one in six families includes other relatives. The Targeted Group does not differ 

from the Nontargeted Group (p = .085) or the community population (p = .068). 

The Nontargeted Group, however, differs significantly from the community 

population (p = .001) 

Age of Parents 

Another family characteristic emphasized by Terman (1925) was the average 

age of parents at the birth of the gifted child. He concluded that parents of a gifted 

child generally were older at the time of that birth than were parents of "unselected" 

children. That conclusion, too, may be an artifact of the population sampled. A 

comparison of the Targeted Group, the Nontargeted Group, and the Terman Group 

are shown in Table 4.3. 



TABLE 4.4 Age of Parent at Birth of First Child 

Targeted Group Nontargeted Group 

Mothers 

Fathers 

24.6 

27.4 

I Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

26.6 

29.3 

99 

Terman Groupl 

29.0 

33.6 

Parents in the Nontargeted Group were slightly older than parents in the 

Targeted Group when their first child was born. Age of first-time mothers ranged 

from 15 to 37; age of first-time fathers, from 19 to 41. As Terman (1925) reported 

the age of parents at the birth of the gifted child and, in a few cases, gifted children 

were later-born children in large families, comparison with the two groups in this 

community must be viewed with caution. However, the high percentage of first-born 

children in the Terman Group leads one to surmise that those parents were, indeed, 

significantly older than parents in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups. 

Birth Order of Gifted Children 

The birth order of gifted children in the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted 

group do not differ (}f = 1.823). Birth order among gifted children in Targeted and 

Nontargeted Groups does differ from that in the Terman Group. When the 19.2 per 

cent of only children are not included in calculations, 42.1 per cent of the children in 

the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups are first born, 44.2 per cent are second born, 

10.7 per cent are third born, and 3.3 per cent are fourth born. With only children 
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included in the total, first-born children still account only for 53 per cent of the total. 

Half the children in both Targeted and Nontargeted groups are first born children in 

their families; 38 per cent are first-born in families with two or more children. In a 

finding that contradicts Terman's (1925), a meta-analysis of birth order research 

revealed no correlation between birth order, intelligence, or school achievement 

(Green, 1978). 

The families in the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups are similar in almost all 

other family constellation variables. Three of four children live in the city where they 

were born, one in seven moved from another state, and one in ten immigrated from 

another country. About eighty per cent of children in each group attended preschool, 

although children in the Nontargeted Group are twice as likely to take private lessons 

of some kind. The health of children was rated "excellent" by more than 75 per cent 

of parents in both groups; three per cent were identified as having a health problem 

(e.g. asthma, epilepsy, frequent severe headaches). Approximately ten per cent of the 

children are left handed and about 12 per cent of each group wear glasses. Less than 

five per cent have a condition (e.g.Attention Deficit Disorder, epilepsy, learning 

disability, hearing loss, communicative disorder) that also affects educational needs. 

Ethnic and Cultural Variables 

Characteristics in this category include race or ethnicity, ancestral origin, 

languages, birthplace of parents, and religion. Data are presented only for Targeted 
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and Nontargeted Groups and the community population. Families in the Terman 

Group were more than 99 per cent white (California at that time was 97.5 % white) 

and 99 per cent of European origin. No language preferences were reported. For 

ethnicity and language, separate tables are presented for children and parents as 

percentages for children and adults in the local community differ. 

Race and Ethnicity 

Almost half the students in the cooperating school district are members of an 

ethnic minority, and gifted children in the Targeted Group previously attended schools 

located in areas a high proportion of minority familiess. Percentages are reported in 

categories used by the Bureau of the Census. The 'Other' census category often is 

selected by persons of Hispanic origin as well as by persons of mixed racial 

background. A summary of the data, in percentages, are presented in Table 4.5. 

TABLE 4.5 Race/Ethnicity of Parents 

Race 

White 

African American 

Native American 

Asian American 

Other 

Targeted Group 
Parents 

36.9 

2.9 

3.9 

5.8 

50.5 

1 Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 

Non targeted 
Group Parents 

78.2 

2.4 

2.9 

4.1 

12.3 

Adult Population 
Ages 22 to 491 

75.6 

4.3 

1.6 

2.6 

15.9 
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In both Targeted and Nontargeted Groups, Asian Americans and Native 

Americans are represented in proportions greater than in the general population. The 

percentage of African Americans in each group is smaller than in the general 

popUlation. Actual number of subjects in each of the three specific minority groups 

is small, however, and observed differences may be due to chance. Differences 

between the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group in two racial classifications, 

white and other, are significant (p = .0000). As expected, the representation of 

'other' minorities (mostly Hispanic) is more than three times as great in the Targeted 

Group as in the adult population of the community. The representation of the white 

race in the Targeted Group is less than half that in the community population. In 

contrast, the Nontargeted Group has a racial/ethnic profile similar to that of adults in 

the local population. 

Percentages of children in each race differ slightly from those reported for 

parents for a variety of reasons. When children of mixed racial background are 

enrolled in school, parents select the ethnic code they wish the district to use. Mixed 

marriages, divorce and remarriage of a parent, or adoption of children also may be 

factors. The data for children in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups are presented in 

Table 4.5 with the proportions for children, ages seven to nine, in the local 

community. 
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TABLE 4.6 Race/Ethnicity of Children 

Targeted Group Non targeted Community Population 
Race Children Group Children Ages 7 to 91 

White 37.0 77.9 64.6 

African American 5.6 3.2 5.8 

Native American 5.6 7.4 2.1 

Asian American 3.7 5.3 2.0 

Other 48.1 6.3 25.4 

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 

Differences among children in the Targeted and Nontargeted groups are 

significant (p = .0000). Both Targeted and Nontargeted Groups differ from the 

community population. Approximately four of five children in the Nontargeted Group 

are classified as white compared to three of eight children in the Targeted Group. 

Almost half the children in the Targeted Group are classified as 'other', but only one 

of 16 in the Nontargeted Group is so classified. Note that percentages for African 

American, Native American, and Asian American minorities are greater for children 

than for parents in five of six cases. 

Hispanic Origin 

Two of three children are of Hispanic origin in the Targeted Group, compared 

to one in five of the Nontargeted Group. According to 1990 census data, 42.6 per 

cent of children in the community, ages 7 to 9, are of Hispanic origin, a proportion 
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halfway between the 66.7 per cent of Targeted Group children and the 20.1 percent of 

Nontargeted Group children. 

Ancestral Origin 

This item on the questionnaire apparently was not clear to subjects or, 

perhaps, complexity of an individual's ancestry contributed to a lower response in this 

area. Respondents often included several countries of origin. For that reason, 

ancestral origin is reported, generally, by continent, rather than country; however, 

Mexico is included with Central and South America. When an individual listed 

countries on more than one continent, the reply was coded as mixed. Results are 

summarized in Table 4.6. Census data are detailed, but reported in such a way that 

Targeted and Nontargeted Groups cannot be compared to the community population. 

TABLE 4.7 Continents of Origin 

North Europe Latin Asia & Mixed 
America America Pacific Is. 

Targeted 22.3 17.0 35.1 6.4 19.1 
Group 

Nontargeted 25.3 52.0 4.7 6.7 11.3 
Group 

Unlike the Terman Group, both Targeted and Nontargeted Groups have 

ancestors from all parts of the world. The most striking differences are the low 

percentage of European origin in the Targeted Group and the extremely low 
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percentage of Latin American origin in the Nontargeted Group. The 35.1 percent of 

persons with Latin American origin in the Targeted Group may seem low for that 

sample. However, many families with Hispanic and African ancestors have lived in 

the United States for many generations and are reported as mixed or North American 

origin. 

Language 

In the local community, more than 20 per cent of residents prefer to use a 

language other than English (1990 Census of Population and Housing). In families 

with children in the same age range as the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups, the 

percentage is even higher. The Other category includes a varied mix of mostly Asian . 

and Native American languages. Comparison of preferred language of parents and 

children in Targeted Groups with families of children in the community population is 

presented in Tables 4.8. 

TABLE 4.8 Preferred Language 

Language 

English 

Spanish 

Other 

Targeted Group 

Parents 

72.3 

21.8 

5.9 

Children 

74.1 

22.2 

3.7 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 

Nontargeted Group Community 
Population with 

Parents Children Children, ages 
5-13 1 

92.8 95.8 70.8 

3.6 2.1 26.8 

3.6 2.1 2.4 
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Almost all children and parents in the Nontargeted Group list English as their 

preferred language. In contrast, more than 20 per cent of parents and children in 

Targeted Group and in the general population prefer to use Spanish. A significant 

proportion of individuals in both groups speak more than one language. Comparisons 

are shown in Table 4.9. 

TABLE 4.9 Other Languages 

Community 
___________________ Population with 

Targeted Group Nontargeted Group 

Language Parents Children 

None 38.0 44.4 

English 20.0 22.2 

Spanish 37.0 29.6 

Other 0.0 1.9 

Two or more 5.0 1.9 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 
* Information missing 

Parents Children 

55.1 75.8 

4.7 2.1 

21.3 13.7 

11.8 6.3 

7.1 2.1 

Children ages 
5-131 

80.0 

* 
* 
* 

* 

Families participating in this study are more likely to speak a second language 

than families with children of similar ages in the community population. Three of 

five persons in Targeted Group speak at least two languages. One of two parents and 

one of four children in the Nontargeted Group are bilingual or multilingual. Few 

parents or children in Targeted Group speak a second language other than Spanish or 



107 

English, but 18.8 per cent of parents and 8.4 per cent of children in the Nontargeted 

Group speak one or more Asian or European languages. 

Religion 

The Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group also differ (p = .0000) in 

religious preference. This factor was not addressed by Terman (1925) except in 

reference to a "higher than expected" percentage of persons of Jewish origin among 

the families of the gifted children in his study. A similar finding was reported by 

Barbe (1956) among families of gifted children in the Major Works Program. Very 

few persons in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups listed Judaism as a preferred 

religion; consequently, it is grouped with all religions other than Catholicism or 

Protestant/Christian sects in Table 4.10 below. 

TABLE 4.10 Religious Preference 

None Catholic Protestant Other 

Targeted 4.0 53.0 23.0 20.0 
Group 

Nontargeted 35.4 23.6 32.3 8.7 
Group 

The high percentage of Catholic families in the Targeted Group is not 

surprising; more than half the families in that group are of Hispanic origin. The 

relatively high percentage of Catholics in the Nontargeted Group is surprising in a 

community with a number of Catholic schools. In the Nontargeted Group, more than 
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one third of the parents profess no religion, a finding consistent with the pattern noted 

by Goertzels and Goertzels (1962) in their study of the families of 400 eminent, or 

notorious, persons of the twentieth century. 

Birthplace and Mobility of Parents. 

The Targeted and Nontargeted Groups differ in two other categories: the 

birthplaces and mobility pattern of parents. A majority of parents in the Nontargeted 

Group were born in another state in the United States. Parents in the Targeted Group 

are more likely to have been born in the state of residence or in another country. 

Data on the birthplace of parents are summarized in Table 4.11. 

TABLE 4.11 Birthplace of Parents 

Targeted Nontargeted Community Terman 

Group Group 
Population 1 Group2 

State of Residence 39.2 20.7 34.8 21.8 

Other U.S. State 34.3 66.9 52.6 56.8 

Other Country 26.5 12.4 12.6 21.4 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housmg 
2 Source: Terman(l925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

Parents in the Targeted Group differ significantly (p = .0000) from parents 

in the Nontargeted Group. Differences between the Targeted Group and the 

community population are evident also. Fewer Targeted Group parents were born in 

other states and more emigrated from other countries. The Nontargeted Group and 
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the Terman Group have similar patterns of mobility, especially with the separation in 

time of seventy years. Nearly four out of five parents in the Nontargeted Group 

moved to the state of residence from somewhere else. Parents in the Nontargeted 

Group also move more frequently (p = .0003) than parents in the Targeted Group. 

In both Targeted and Nontargeted Groups, most parents who were born in 

other countries came to the United States as adults. The median age for mothers in 

both groups (N = 29) was 18 years. The median age for fathers in the Targeted 

Group (N = 12) was 21 years and that of fathers in the Nontargeted Group (N = 10) 

was 25 years. 

Economic Variables 

This category includes family income, occupation, the monetary value of the 

family residence, and business ownership. As expected, families in the Targeted and 

Nontargeted Groups differ in all economic variables. 

Family Income 

Families in the Targeted Group differ significantly (p = .0012) from families 

in the Nontargeted Group in this variable. Both groups differ also from 170 families 

in the Terman Group for whom income data were available and also from families in 

the community population. The Bureau of the Census reports information in 

population quintile ranges, each containing 20 per cent of the families in the general 
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population. For this reason, the range in each quintile is reported in the community 

population column. For comparison with incomes in the Terman Group, quintile 

ranges reported for 1929 are used; earlier data are not available. This procedure 

seems reasonable as median income in San Francisco in 1919 was $1,477 (World 

Almanac, 1925), only slightly lower than the $1,606 mean reported for the general 

population in 1929. Percentages for the Terman Group are inferred from income 

ranges reported in Terman (1925) that differ from the quintile means reported in 

census tables. However, the reported mean income for Terman Group families was 

$4,705, almost triple the 1929 mean for the general population. Note that 1929 

ranges for the first and second quintiles show that mean income for 40 per cent of the 

general population was only $745. 

TABLE 4.12 Family Income 

1990 General 
Population 1 

Below $16,000 

$16,001 - 28,000 

$28,001 - 40,000 

Targeted 
Group 

23.5 

23.5 

21.6 

Nontargeted 
Group 

6.6 

12.1 

25.3 

$40,000 - 60,000 21.6 26.4 

Above $60,000 9.8 29.7 
1 Source: World Almanac and Book of Facts, 1992 
2 Source: Tennan (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

3 Source: Historical Statistics of the United States 

Terman 
Group2 

5.0 

15.0 

60.0 

20.0 

1929 General 
Population 

Income Means3 

$ 745 

$ 1,606 

$ 2,252 

$ 6,327 
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The differences between the groups are significant (p = .0000). Almost half 

the families in the Targeted Group had annual incomes in the lower two quintiles; in 

contrast, almost 60 per cent of the Nontargeted Group and 80 per cent of the Terman 

group had incomes in the upper two quintiles. 

Family Residence 

A majority of families in the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups live in single

family homes; only 18.9 per cent of the Targeted Group and 14.9 per cent of the 

Nontargeted Group live in apartments, mobile homes, or duplexes. A majority in 

each group also own their residence. In Table 4.13, comparison of the market value 

of homes is reported in population quartiles for the local community. 

TABLE 4.13 Monetary Value of Family Home 

Population Quartiles1 Targeted Group 

Below $52,200 

$52001 - 66,800 

$66,801 - 85,600 

Above $85,600 

1 Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 

33.3 

23.1 

15.4 

28.2 

Nontargeted Group 

9.1 

16.9 

15.6 

59.7 

Families in the Nontargeted Group differ significantly (p = .001) from those 

in the Targeted Group; both Targeted and Nontargeted Groups differ from the 

community population. Three of four families in the Nontargeted Group reside in 
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homes priced above the median value for the local community. The market value of 

homes in the Targeted Group families more closely resemble the ranges for the 

community population; 56.4 per cent below the mean and 43.6 per cent above. One 

of four families in the Targeted Group rent their residence compared to 15 per cent of 

the Nontargeted Group. No difference exists in rent quartile percentages between the 

two groups although both differ from the general popUlation: 61.5 per cent of each 

group pay rent higher than the city median. Few apartments with two or more 

bedrooms are available at a rental rate below the median for all rentals in the city. 

Occupation of Parents 

The Home Information Blank (Terman, 1925), unlike the questionnaire used 

in this study, had a blank for occupation of fathers only. For that reason, and 

because gender differences do exist in types of positions held, reports for mothers and 

fathers are presented separately. Data for fathers are summarized in Table 4.14. 

TABLE 4.14 Father's Occupation 

Targeted Nontargeted Terman 
Group Group Groupl 

Professional 22.0 50.0 31.4 

Executivel Administrative 9.8 17.9 31.2 

Technical & Business Support 12.2 7.1 18.8 

Industrial and Service 56.1 25.0 18.4 

I Source: Tennan (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1 
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Almost seven of ten fathers in the Targeted Group are employed in an 

industrial or service occupation; only three of ten fathers in that group hold 

professional, executive or administrative positions. The proportions are reversed in 

both the Nontargeted and Terman Groups. The Targeted Group is notably different 

from the Nontargeted and Terman groups. The Nontargeted Group and the Terman 

Group show interesting similarities, but may differ due to historical change. 

Occupation of Mothers 

Terman (1925) did not collect information about occupation of mothers in 

1921-22. Occupational data for working mothers in the Terman Group were obtained 

in 1927 follow-up research on the main group of subjects (Burks et al, 1930). 

TABLE 4.15 Occupations of Mothers 

Targeted Non targeted Terman 
Group Group Groupl 

Professional 33.3 48.7 43.2 

Executivel Administrative 3.7 11.8 4.7 

Technical and Business Support 51.9 30.3 42.2 

Industrial and Service 11.1 9.2 10.0 

Mothers In Work Force 57.5 80.9 21.1 

Mothers Not in Work Force 42.5 19.1 78.9 

I Source: Burks et al (1930). Follow-up studies of a thousand gifted children. 
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More than 40 per cent of the mothers in the Targeted Group are full-time 

homemakers, double the percentage of mothers in the Nontargeted Group. Mothers 

in the Terman group were twice as likely as mothers in the Targeted Group and four 

as likely as mothers in the Nontargeted Group to be full-time homemakers, a 

difference partly due to historical change. Among mothers in the work force, half of 

the Targeted Group hold positions in technical and business support services. One 

interesting difference to note is that, among the three groups, four times as many 

mothers in the Nontargeted Group hold administrative or executive positions. 

Occupational data for the community population are not reported by gender. 

Comparisons of the occupations of working parents in each of the two groups with 

data for the local community are shown in Table 4.17. 

TABLE 4.17 Occupations of Parents in the Work Force 

Professional 

Executive/ Administrative 

Technical & Business Support 

Industrial 

Services 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 

Targeted 
Group 

26.5 

7.4 

27.9 

29.4 

8.8 

Non targeted 
Group 

49.4 

15.0 

18.1 

13.1 

4.4 

Community 
Population 1 

15.7 

10.6 

32.8 

22.7 

18.2 
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The Targeted Group differs significantly (p = .0004) from the Nontargeted 

Group in occupational level. Almost two-thirds of parents in the Nontargeted Group 

hold professional or executive/administrative positions, a rate nearly twice that of the 

Targeted Group and 2.5 times that of the local population. The Targeted Group is 

more similar to the community population with a slightly greater proportion in 

professional occupations. 

Business Ownership. 

Parents in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups are more likely to own a business 

than persons in the community population. The rate of self-employed persons in the 

local population is 6.2 per cent. One of six parents in the Nontargeted Group and 

one of ten parents in the Targeted Group are self-employed. A majority of businesses 

owned by parents in the Nontargeted Group are professional corporations. The 

Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group do not differ in this variable (p = .1024) 

but the Nontargeted Group does differ from the community. 

Educational Experience Variables 

This category includes two variables, educational attainment of parents and 

degrees earned, that can be compared to the Terman Group and the community 

population. Other information is related to parents' experience with gifted programs, 

as teachers, as students, and working or volunteering at a school. 
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Educational Attainment 

A high level of educational attainment by parents frequently is cited (Colangelo 

& Davis, 1991; Olszewski & Buescher, 1987; Stanley, 1988) as characteristic of the 

parents of gifted children. Data were collected separately for mothers and fathers. 

As no gender difference was found in either the Targeted or Nontargeted Group, data 

were combined in Table 4.18 for comparison with the Terman Group and persons 

over the age of 25 in the local population. 

TABLE 4.18 Highest Educational Attainment of Parents 

Level Targeted Nontargeted Cooununity Terman 1920 
Group Group Population' Group2 Population2 

Less than 12 years 16.7 1.1 21.4 47.3 76.1 

H.S. Graduation 16.7 8.3 25.0 22.2 16.3 

Some College 42.1 33.1 32.9 11.9 4.7 

4-year Degree 16.7 21.0 12.7 10.8 2.6 

Advanced Degree 7.8 36.5 8.0 7.8 .3 

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 
2 Source: Terman (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

As expected, the Targeted Group differs (p = .0000) from the Nontargeted 

Group. Differences are greatest at the two extremes. In the Targeted Group, one of 

six parents has not completed high school; in the Nontargeted Group, the ratio is one 

to ninety. One of 13 parents in the Targeted Group has earned an advanced degree; 

more than a third of parents in the Nontargeted Group have earned at least one. The 

Targeted Group more closely resembles the population of persons aged 25 to 44 in the 
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local community. However, two of three parents in the Targeted Group have taken 

some college courses; only half the persons in the local population have done so. 

Comparison of educational attainment of the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups with 

the Terman Group must be done cautiously; in the early twentieth century, fewer 

than one in five persons graduated from high school. The median 12.1 years of 

schooling reported for 1,161 parents in the Terman Group is far superior to the 

median of the 1920 California population. 

Another measure of educational attainment is the highest university degree 

earned. The percentage of parents who have earned degrees in higher education is 

shown in Table 4.19. 

TABLE 4.19 College degrees 

Level Targeted Nontargeted Community Terman 1920's 
Group Group Population l Group2 Population2 

None 66.7 38.1 72.3 81.4 97.1 

Associates 8.8 4.4 7.0 

Bachelors 16.7 19.9 12.7 10.8 2.6 

Masters/Doctorate 7.8 37.5 8.0 7.8 .3 

I Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing 
2 Source: Terman (1925). Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 1. 

As expected, parents in the Targeted Group differ (p = .0001) from parents in 

the the Nontargeted Group. Three of five parents in the Nontargeted Group have at 

least a Bachelor's Degree compared to one of four parents in the Targeted Group and 
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one in five persons in the community population. The probability that a parent in the 

Nontargeted Group will have an advanced degree is almost five times as great as that 

for a parent in the Targeted Group or a person in the community population. 

Differences between the Terman group and the general population are even 

more extreme. One in thirteen parents in the Terman Group had earned an advanced 

degree; in the general popUlation of that time period, the ratio was one in 333. 

Programs for the Gifted 

One of three parents in the Nontargeted Group and one of five parents were 

recognized as gifted when they were children. Special programs for the gifted seldom 

were available however. Only one in five Nontargeted Group parents and one in 

sixteen Targeted Group parents participated in some type of program for gifted 

children. Program types ranged from a few hours per week for one school year 

through acceleration, advanced placement classes and, in one case, a special school. 

Many parents commented that no programs for the gifted were offered in the schools 

they attended. 

Teaching Experience 

Teachers, and others who work in school settings, may have more knowledge 

about programs for gifted children and school district procedures. They also may 

interact with their children differently from parents without teaching experience. 

One of three parents in the Nontargeted Group now teach, or have taught at some 



119 

time in their adult lives, compared to one of nine parents in the Targeted Group. 

Teaching experience ranged from being a faculty member at a university or public 

school to working in a day-care center or conducting training in an industrial setting. 

No formal hypothesis was stated and no comparisons with the general public are 

possible; however the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups differ (p = .0004) on this 

variable. The groups also differ (.0025) in the proportion of parents working full

time or volunteering, at least occasionally, at a school. 

Similarities 

Among other educational experience variables, no statistical differences were 

found for two items: teachers in the family, and continuing education. One-third of 

the Nontargeted Group and one-fifth of the Targeted Group have close family 

members who are, or have been, teachers. 

The proportion of parents who are continuing their own education is similar as 

well. One-fourth of Nontargeted Group parents and one-fifth of Targeted Group 

parents have taken one or more classes in the past year. 

Summary 

The families of gifted children in the two groups who participated in this 

research do, indeed, differ from the families of the "main group" of gifted children 

described by Terman (1925) in the first volume of Genetic Studies of Genius. Just as 

the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups reflect the context of this place and time, the 
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families of the Terman Group reflect the population from which they were selected. 

The Nontargeted Group diverges from the population of the local community in all 

economic variables, although the differences are not as extreme as the differences 

between the Terman Group and the general population in 1921. As expected, the 

proportion of minority families in the Targeted Group is almost double that of the 

general population of the community. 

Hypothesis One, that the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group would 

differ on variables related to economics, ethnic/cultural background, and educational 

attainment is supported. The two groups are not drawn from the same population. 

Although grouped separately from economic variables in this analysis, level of 

educational attainment also is linked closely to economics. The cost of obtaining an 

advanced education, in direct expense and lost earning time, is too great for many 

individuals from low-income groups. At the same time, more lucrative occupations 

generally require advanced degrees. 

Significantly, the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group do not differ in 

family constellation variables. In Table 4.20, differences in economic, ethnic/ 

cultural, and educational experience variables are summarized. 
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TABLE 4.20 Differences between Targeted and Nontargeted Groups 

Variable Probability 

RacelEthnicity .0000 

National Origin .0000 

Preferred Languiage .0000 

Second Language(s) .0000 

Religious Preference .0000 

Birthplace of Parents .0000 

Mobility .0000 

Family Income .0012 

Family home .0019 

Parents' occupation' .0004 

Parents' educational . 0000 
attainment 

Degrees earned .0000 

Teaching Experience .0004 

Recognized as Gifted .0098 

Work at a school or .0025 
volunteer at child's school 

Source of Difference 

50.5 % ofthe Targeted Group is Hispanic 
78.3 % of the Nontargeted Group is White 

17 % of Targeted Group is European 
52 % of the Nontargeted Group is European 

21. 8 % of Targeted Group prefer Spanish 
3.6% of Nontargeted Group prefer Spanish 

62.0% of Targeted Group is bilingual 
44.9% of Nontargeted Group is bilingual 

53 % of Targeted Group prefer Catholicism 
35.4% of Nontargeted Group prefer "none" 

26.5 % of Targeted Group born outside U.S. 
66.9% of Nonta"geted Group born in other state 

33 % of Targeted Group always lived in state 
13.3 % of Nontargeted Group always lived in state 

31.4 % of Targeted Group in top two quintiles 
56.1 % of Nontargeted Group in top two quintiles 

43.6 % of Targeted Group above median 
74.6% of Nontargeted Group above median 

33.9% of Targeted Group are Professional/Exec. 
64.4% of Nontargeted Group are Professional/Exec . 

33.3 % of Targeted Group did not attend college 
9.4% of Nontargeted Group did not attend college 

7.8% of Targeted Group earned advanced degrees 
36.5 % of Nontargeted Group earned advanced degrees 

11.2 % of Targeted Group 
31.6 % of Nontargeted Group 

36.7% of Targeted Group 
63.3 % of Nontargeted Group 

7.4 % of Targeted Group work at a school 
29.5% of Targeted Group volunteer 
16.1 % of Nontargeted Group work at a school 
40.6 % of Nontargeted Group volunteer 
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The continuuing education variable in the Educational Experience category 

shows no difference between Targeted and Nontargeted Groups, but does show a 

gender difference. Among parents who have taken at least one class in the past year, 

the ratio of mothers to fathers is almost 2 to 1. 

Among the family constellation variables, the Nontargeted Group shows a 

higher percentage of children living with two birth parents, but no statistical 

difference exists. In 10 per cent of the families in which a gifted child lives with two 

birth parents, one or both parents had at least one child prior to the current marriage. 

From this information, the assumed divorce (or never married) rate is approximately 

30 per cent. 

One finding, that the gender ratio among gifted children in the Targeted Group 

is 1 boy to 1 girl compared to 4 boys to 3 girls in the Nontargeted Group is not 

statistically significant, but further investigation is needed to see if a similar pattern of 

gender imbalance exists among children enrolled in programs for the gifted at 

different age levels and in different communities. 

Hypothesis two, that the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group will 

differ significantly from the Terman Group, clearly is supported for the Targeted 

Group. A mixed pattern emerges between the Nontargeted Group and the Terman 

Group. Because of historical changes, probabilities were not calculated on differences 

among the three groups. Some observed differences, as predicted, are due to social 

changes in the past seventy years. Some differences, as in family income quintiles, 
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cannot be explained by historical change. A summary of differences, with ratios of 

each group to the relevant general population at the time of the study, is shown in 

Table 4.21. For a few variables, when general population information is not 

available for the Terman Group, comparisons are shown as percentages of the group. 

TABLE 4.21 Differences among Targeted, Non targeted , and Terman Groups 

Targeted Nontargeted Terman Analysis of Difference between 
Variable Group Group Group Nontargeted Group and 

Tennan Group 

Children per family 1.3 to 1 1.2 to 1 1 to 1 Real difference 
Terman Group comparable to 
general popUlation 
Targeted and Nontargeted Group 
families larger than community 
popUlation 

Ratio of boys to girls 1 to 1 1.33 to 1 1.16 to 1 No statistical difference 

Children living with 1.1 to 1 1.25 to 1 1.05 to 1 No difference 
two parents Terman's use of term, 'intact 

families", interpreted to mean 
both birth parents; was probably 
two-parent households 

Children of white race 1 to 1.7 1.2 to 1 1 to 1 Real 
Although Terman purposely 
excluded minorities, California 
population was 95.7% white 

Percentage of 17% 52% 99% Historical and real 
European Origin Terman Group had non-white 

races only in mixed marriages 

Parents born in 2.1 to 1 1 to 1.7 1 to 1.3 Historical 
another country 

Income in top two 1 to 1.3 1.4 to 1 2 to 1 Real 
population quintiles Ratio of Terman Group to the 

Nontargeted Group is 1.4 to 1 
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Targeted Nontargeted Terman Analysis of Difference between 

Variable Group Group Group Nontargeted Group and 
Tennan Group 

Parents in professional 1. 7 to 1 3.1 to 1 10 to 1 Both historical and real 
occupations Fewer professional positions 

existed in 1920 

Ratio of mothers in 1.4 to 1 4.3 to 1 1 to 3.72 Probably historical 
work force to full-time Few Terman Group were in 
homemakers work force unless divorced or 

widowed 

Parents with university 1.2 to 1 2.8 to 1 6.4 to 1 Historical and real 
degrees The percentage of the general 

population with university 
degrees in 1990 is seven times 
that in 1920. 

Ratio of parents with 1 to 1 4.6 to 1 26 to 1 Historical and real 
advanced degrees Terman's popUlation may have 

included an unusually high 
proportion of university faculty 
and staff 

I Source: Terman (1925) GenetIc studIes of Gemus, Vol. 1 
2 Source: Burks et al (1930) Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 3 

Hypothesis three, that Targeted Group and Nontargeted Group families would 

more closely resemble the population of the local community than they would 

resemble the Terman Group is supported for Targeted Group families. The ratios of 

Targeted and Nontargeted Groups to the community population, in Table 4.22 above, 

show that the Nontargeted Group has a pattern more similar to the Terman Group in 

level of educational attainment, advanced degrees earned, professional occupations, 

and family income. Differences in family income between the general population and 



the Nontargeted Group, while significant, are not as extreme as the differences 

between the Terman Group and the general population. 
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Based on careful analysis of the results summarized above, the Terman 

description of a "typical" gifted child may be little more than a description of rich, 

white children who also have high IQ scores. The decision, made by Terman and his 

research assistants, to limit the search for gifted subjects to "better schools" 

(Terman, 1925) is an indication that the profile of the "typical" family of a gifted 

child is typical only for the advantaged populations from which 643 children in the 

"main group" were selected. 
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CHAPTER 5 

A PROFILE OF DIVERSITY 

For seven decades, researchers and administrators of programs for gifted 

children have used identification procedures almost identical to those designed by 

Terman (1925). For seven decades, most researchers have concluded that findings of 

their research with gifted children "agree with Terman". When researchers use 

similar methods and reach similar types of conclusions, "a logical question should be 

raised as to whether there is inherent in the research method a previously 

unrecognized factor that is the cause of the conclusions" (Jacobs, 1970, p. 170). The 

southern families of gifted children, described by Foxworth (1986) and Gay (1989), 

and the Nontargeted Group in this research have socio-economic characteristics 

similar to the profile described by Terman (1925). When the majority of surveyed 

parents of gifted children in three states with large minority populations are white, 

well-educated, professional, and earn incomes significantly above the median of the 

general population, the possibility of a hidden factor in identification procedures must 

be investigated. 

Much of what we "know" about gifted children is the result of research 

conducted by Lewis Terman and his associates. Unfortunately, biased selection 

procedures for the longitudinal Genetic Studies of Genius (5 vol. 1925-1959) and 

blatant prejedice in ranking the "average" intelligence of various socio-economic 
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groups (Terman, 1916) are so deeply embedded in the profile of the "typical" gifted 

child that devising "better" tests or revising nomination forms will not correct the 

inequities in traditional nomination and identification procedures. The pervasive 

influence of the Terman Myth is demonstrated in statewide survey research in 

Mississippi (Foxworth, 1986), Georgia (Gay, 1989) and among families in the 

Nontargeted Group in this research. When traditional identification procedures are 

used, children from divergent populations seldom are nominated for programs for the 

gifted because they differ from the "typical" profile. When a deliberate decision is 

made to expand nomination and selection procedures, however, a different pattern 

emerges. Gifted children then are found among families in very diverse populations. 

Summary of Procedures 

In selected schools, located in areas with a high percentage of minority and/or 

low-income families, administrators of the program for the gifted and talented in a 

large southwestern school district and researchers from the University of Arizona 

have cooperated to implement alternative assessment procedures for the identification 

of gifted children (Rogers & Oppenheimer, 1991) in targeted schools. Other schools 

in the district continued to use traditional identification procedures. As a result, two 

mutually-exclusive groups can be identified: (a) children who attended kindergarten 

in a targeted school and (b) children who did not. 
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A questionnaire, designed to elicit factual information about families of the 

two groups of children, was mailed to parents of 218 children enrolled in ten self

contained first or second grade classes for gifted children. Completed questionnaires, 

returned by more than 70 per cent of the parents of the 218 children in the two 

groups, are the source of data about families in the Targeted Group and the 

Nontargeted Group. Responses were coded, entered into a computer data base, and 

analyzed to discover similarities and differences in the famBies of the two groups. 

Summary of Results 

Families of gifted children in the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group 

were compared on demographic variables in four categories: (a) family constellation, 

(b) ethnic/cultural, (c) economic, and (d) school experience. No differences were 

found between the two groups in the family constellation category. As hypothesized, 

significant differences were found in all variables in the ethnic/cultural and economic 

categories and almost all variables in the school experience category. Differences 

between the groups are summarized in Table 5.1. 



TABLE 5.1 Differences between Targeted and Nontargeted Groups 

Variable Probability 

Race/Ethnicity .0000 

Ancestral Origin .0000 

Preferred Languiage .0000 

Second Language(s) .0000 

Religious Preference .0000 

Birthplace of Parents . 0000 

Mobility .0000 

Family Income .0012 

Family home .0019 

Parents' Occupation . 0004 

Parents' Educational .0000 
Attainment 

Degrees Earned .0000 

Teaching Experience .0004 

Identified as Gifted .0098 

Work at a school, or .0025 
Volunteer at child's school 

Source of Difference 

50.5 % ofthe Targeted Group is Hispanic 
78.3 % of the Nontargeted Group is WhitW 

17 % of Targeted Group is European 
52 % of the Nontargeted Group is European 

21. 8 % of Targeted Group prefer Spanish 
3.6% of Nontargeted Group prefer Spanish 

62.0% of Targeted Group is bilingual 
44.9% of Nontargeted Group is bilingual 

53 % of Targeted Group prefer Catholicism 
35.4% of Nontargeted Group prefer "none" 

26.5 % of Targeted Group born outside U.S . 
66.9 % of Nontargeted Group born in other state 

33 % of Targeted Group always lived in state 
13.3 % of Nontargeted Group always lived in state 

31.4 % of Targeted Group in top two quintiles 
56.1 % of Nontargeted Group in top two quintiles 

43.6 % of Targeted Group above median 
74.6% of Nontargeted Group above median 

33.9 % of Targeted Group are Professional/Exec . 
64.4 % of Nontargeted Group are Prof./Exec. 

33.3 % of Targeted Group has no college 
9.4% of Nontargeted Group has no college 

8 % of Targeted Group have advanced degrees 
58 % of Nontargeted Group have advanced degrees 

11.2 % of Targeted Group 
31.6 % of Nontargeted Group 

36.7% of Targeted Group 
63.3% of Nontargeted Group 

7.4 % of Targeted Group work at a school 
29.5 % of Targeted Group volunteer 
16.1 % of Nontargeted Group work at a school 
40.6 % of Nontargeted Group volunteer 

129 
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Differences were found, also, between the two groups of families who 

participated in this survey and the families of the Terman (1925) subjects. As 

expected, the greatest differences are found between the Targeted Group and the 

Terman Group. Families in the Nontargeted Group exhibit similar patterns to the 

Terman Group in several areas. Some differences are historical; others are a result of 

socio-economic variations in the populations. To improve comparability, data are 

reported as a ratio to the relevant general population whenever possible. Results are 

summarized in Table 5.2. 

TABLE 5.2 Comparison of Targeted, Nontargeted, and Terman Groups 

Targeted Nontargeted Terman Analysis of Difference between 
Variable Group Group Group Nontargeted Group and 

Tennan Group 

Children per family 1.3 to 1 1.2 to 1 1 to 1 Real difference 
Terman families, reportedly 
smaller than general population, 
vvere similarly si~ 

Ratio of boys to girls 1 to 1 1.33 to 1 1.16 to 1 No statistical difference 

Children living vvith 1.1 to 1 1.25 to 1 1.05 to 1 No difference. Terman's use of 
two parents term, 'intact families" probably 

meant two-parent households 

Children of vvhite race 1 to 1.7 1.2 to 1 1.03 to 1 Real 
AlthoughTerman Group 
purposely excluded minority 
races, California population in 
1920 vvas 95.7% vvhite 
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Targeted Nontargeted Terman Analysis of Difference between 
Variable Group Group Group Nontargeted Group and 

Tennan Group 

Percentage of 17% 52% 99% Historical and real 
European Origin Majority of parents in 

Nontargeted Group reported US 
or mixed origin; Terman Group 
excluded non-white races except 
for a few mixed marriages 

Parents born in 2.1 to 1 1 to 1.7 1 to 1.3 Probably historical 
another country 

Income in top two 1 to 1.3 1.4 to 1 2 to 1 Real 
population quintiles 

Parents in professional 1.7 to 1 3.1 to 1 10 to 1 Both historical and real 
occupations Fewer professional positions 

existed in 1920 

Ratio of mothers in 1.4 to 1 4.3 to 1 1 to 3.72 Probably historical 
work force to full-time Few Terman Group mothers 
homemakers were in work force unless 

divorced or widowed 

Parents with university 1.2 to 1 2.8 to 1 6.4 to 1 Historical and real 
degrees Percentage of university 

graduates in the general 
population in 1990 is seven 
times greater than in 1920 

Parents with advanced 1 to 1 4.8 to 1 26 to 1 Historical and real 
degrees Terman's popUlation may have 

included a high proportion of 
university faculty and staff 

I Source: Terman (1925) Genetic Studies of GeOlus, Vol. 1 
2 Source: Burks et al (1930) Genetic Studies of Genius, Vol. 3 



Discussion of Results 

Several elements of the "Terman Myth" are refuted by the results of this 

survey of families of gifted children in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups. 

• Families of gifted children are larger than families with children 

in the general population. 

• The majority of gifted children in both groups live with two 

parents as do the majority of children in the community 

population. In this study, approximately 30 per cent of parents 

of the gifted have been, divorced, a rate higher than the Terman 

Group, but lower than the community population. The 

difference among parents in this research and parents in the 

Terman Group is due to history; the ratio of two-parent families 

in the Terman Group to the general population does not differ 

from that in the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups. 

• Parents in Targeted and Nontargeted Groups were younger when 

their first child was born than were parents in the Terman 

Group when the gifted child was born. The difference may be 

historical and due to few younger children in large families. 
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• One pattern in family constellation variables, not statistically 

different but educationally important, is gender ratio. In the 

Targeted Group and the community population of children ages 

7 to 9, the ratio is 1 boy to 1 girl; in the Nontargeted Group, 

the ratio of boys to girls is 1.33 to 1, is higher than the ratio of 

1.16 to 1 reported by Terman (1925). The possibility of gender 

bias in traditional identification procedures, as early as the age 

of five, deserves further investigation. 
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A clear pattern of difference, in socio-economic variables, exists between the 

Targeted Group and the Terman Group. The Targeted Group closely resembles the 

population of the local community in level of educational attainment, occupational 

status, family income, and market value of homes. Families in the Nontargeted 

Group, like those in the Terman Group, present a consistent pattern of higher levels 

of educational attainment, occupational status, income, and housing than the general 

popUlation. 

Neither the Targeted Group nor the Nontargeted Group is ethnically similar to 

the Terman Group. Among variables in the ethnic/cultural category, the Nontargeted 

Group resembles the population of the local community. As expected, the Targeted 

Group has higher minority representation. Clearly, the Targeted Group and the 

Nontargeted Group are drawn from different populations. Just as clearly, the 



"Terman Myth", that gifted children seldom are found in minority or low-income 

populations, must be rejected. 
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Results cited above provide clear evidence that the Terman (1925) description 

of the characteristics of the family of the "typical" gifted child must be recognized as 

a fiction, an artifact of biased selection procedures (Gould, 1981) and Terman's 

strong hereditarian bias. Based on research with a sample of gifted children drawn 

from "better" schools in "better" neighborhoods, Terman (1925) concluded that the 

parents of gifted children have higher levels of educational attainment, higher status 

occupations, comfortable incomes, and "better" homes than families of unselected 

children. In other words, the conclusions of Terman's (1925) massive study provided 

the "scientific evidence" to support the inevitability of existing social and academic 

hierarchies (Mensh & Mensh, 1991). Yet, conclusions in the first volume of The 

Genetic Studies of Genius (Terman, 1925) cannot be dismissed as passe or naive. 

Effects of Terman's biased selection procedures (Gould, 1981) and "scientific racism" 

(Chase, 1976) continue to plague advocates for differentiated education for all gifted 

children. 

Gay (1989) questioned the rigidity of mandated selection procedures in 

Georgia and expressed concern about the low percentage of African-American and 

lower-income children in programs for the gifted. Family income, home ownership, 

and stable families, characteristics embedded in the "Terman Myth", seem to be 

major factors in the identification of gifted children in Georgia. The differences 
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observed between the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted Group in this research also 

support the charges of cultural bias in procedures used to identify children as gifted 

(Richert, 1987). 

A reasonable conclusion is that the first breakdown occurs in the nominating 

process. One of the most widely used and carefully researched scales for rating 

superior students (Renzulli, Smith, White, Callahan, & Hartman, 1976) lists 85 

characteristics of superior students for teachers to rate. Many of the items are based 

on research conducted by Terman and his associates between 1904 and 1930. A 

restricted definition of giftedness and a subconscious belief in the "Terman Myth" 

may contribute equally to the fact that highly able children from divergent populations 

seldom are referred for possible placement in programs for the gifted. 

Hispanic and African-American parents are less likely to refer a child for 

assessment (Scott, Perou, Urbano, Hogan & Gold, 1992). Parents may have concerns 

about how a gifted child will adapt to a changed learning environment, particularly if 

the program is located in a magnet school some distance away from their home. 

Other parents simply may be unwilling to risk possible rejection by bureaucrats. 

Among the educational experience variables in this survey, one third of parents in the 

Nontargeted Group were found to have some teaching experience compared to one of 

nine parents in the Targeted Group. Also, parents in the Nontargeted Group more 

frequently work or volunteer at a school. Familiarity between parents and school 

systems also may be a factor in placement of children in programs for the gifted. 
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Implications 

No "typical" profile of the families of gifted children in the cooperating school 

district emerged from this research. An expanded definition of intelligence, with an 

emphasis on superior problem-solving ability, contributed to the identification of a 

number of gifted children from targeted schools in high minority and/or low-income 

populations. Children, identified either by traditional procedures or the expanded 

process, were mixed in self-contained classrooms for the gifted. Teachers are 

unaware of the identification process used and have seen no achievement differences 

between the mixed classes and previous classes in which only traditional selection 

procedures were used (Barkan, 1992). As expected, the families of gifted children 

from the targeted schools closely resemble families in the populations around those 

schools The fact that kindergarten teachers in the targeted schools previously had not 

referred children as possibly gifted is evidence that probable bias exists in the referral 

stage, as well as the assessment phase, of traditional identification and selection 

procedures. 

This finding has clear implications for policy makers. Traditional procedures 

used to identify children for participation in programs for the gifted are biased toward 

children from higher socio-economic levels and unfairly discriminate against children 

from divergent populations. The definition of giftedness must be broadened to a 

focus on the ability to use both inner resources (cognitive, motivational, strategic) and 
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external resources to solve a variety of problems in socio-cultural context. Greater 

emphasis also must be given to the ability to solve a variety of complex problems, 

such as those used in this research, for initial assessment in targeted schools. Policy 

makers, who charge that special education for gifted children is elitist, must examine 

whether their own practices contribute to their failure to identify highly competent 

children from lower socio-economic populations. 

Teacher educators, too, must take note of the findings in this research. 

Teacher beliefs, often subconscious, about the characteristics of gifted children may 

be shaped by a stereotype of the "typical" gifted child. Too often, recognition of 

unusual ability hinges on how well a child performs on clasroom assignments or 

standardized tests. A creative child who chooses to do a task in an unconventional 

way or an assertive child who challenges "facts" in a text or lecture with merciless 

logic is more likely to be labeled as a troublemaker than recognized as gifted. The 

child who "solves" the problem of too-easy or already mastered work by refusing to 

turn in assignments is labeled as uncooperative or underachieving. The problem is 

compounded for nonconforming children from divergent groups; they are more apt to 

be referred to special education as behaviorally handicapped than as possibly gifted. 

In too many preservice teacher education programs, information about the 

learning needs of gifted children is presented briefly in one class session of a course 

on exceptional learners or variations in learners. Consequently, too many teachers 

lack strategies for recognizing the needs of gifted learners or developing a differented 
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curriculum. Too frequently, teacher educators recommend a "tried-and-true" method 

that uses a gifted child as a tutor for classmates who have difficulty in mastering a 

concept or skill. This practice has negative cognitive and social consequences. The 

gifted child has no opportunity to work in his or her zone of proximal development 

(Vygotsky, 1978) and cognitive growth is not stimulated. The practice is socially 

destructive because academic differences between the students are emphasized and, as 

a result, informal social interaction is inhibited. Preservice and in service teachers 

must have opportunities and tools to develop flexibility in curriculua and variations in 

learning strategies, essential for gifted children, for use in mainstreamed classrooms. 

Needed Research 

To date, the expanded assessment process has been used successfully at several 

sites in the state of Arizona where the largest minority groups are Hispanic and 

Native American. More research is needed to establish the reliability and validity of 

the assessment process in other contexts. Expanded assessment does require more 

time than traditional identification procedures. However, the failure of traditional 

procedures to identify gifted children from divergent populations, and the apparent 

lack of bias in the problem-solving assessment process used in targeted schools, 

underscores the need for replication of this study in other geographic areas and among 

other ethnic groups. 
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Longitudinal research with the Targeted and Nontargeted Groups is needed to 

discover how patterns, observed among families in these two groups, change over 

time and in what ways socio-economic diversity affects parent-child interaction, 

talent development, and educational achievement. 

Research is needed to develop appropriate teaching/learning models and 

patterns of interaction appropriate for gifted children from divergent groups. When 

children are identified with alternative assessment procedures, they may not succeed 

when the program requires traditionally-valued characteristics such as high verbal 

facility. 

Conclusions 

In this research, no "typical" socio-economic profile of families of gifted 

children was found. The families are as diverse as the populations from which they 

were drawn. Many differences between the Targeted Group and the Nontargeted 

Group are financial. Parents from traditionally poor ethnic groups have not had the 

same opportunities to achieve the level of education required for professional and 

administrative/executive occupations. Other differences are related to ethnicity and 

culture. Despite Terman's (1925) conclusions, superior intelligence is not limited to 

children in upper socio-economic classes. When giftedness is defined as superior 

problem-solving ability and assessed through activities that are not highly dependent 

on verbal ability, the stereotype of a "typical" gifted child cannot be maintained. 
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When officials deliberately choose to ignore the 'Terman Myth', families of identified 

gifted children differ only slightly from families in the community population. 

Based on the results of this research, I assert that the use of expanded 

assessClcnt procedures (Maker, '992) in targeted schools will result in equitable 

identification of highly competent children from divergent populations. Continued use 

of traditional procedures for identification of gifted children is a tacit admission that 

programs for gifted children are, in reality, designed solely for socio-economically 

advantaged populations. 
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APPENDIX A 



Code No. __ _ 

CHARACTERISTICS OF FAMILIES 

Demographic Profile Questionnaire 
Page I 
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OF CllLDREN IN PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED 

Please fill in the information for each child in your family. whether identified as gifted or not. beginning with the 
first-born in column number 1. If you need an additional form, information about the study, or would like assistance 
in completing the form, please call Aleene Nielson at 621-3249 (work) or 325-4497 (home). 

I Child # I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 

Please list Date of Birth 
(Month, Day, Year) 

Please list Place of Birth 
(City, state, country) 

Sex (M or F) 

If child was Dot born in U.S., please list the 
year slbe came to this country. 

Language preferred at home 

Other language{s) spoken 

Please identify adults with whom child lives: 
1. Birth mother 2. Birth father 
3. Stepmother 4. Stepfather 
5. Adoptive mother 6. Adoptive father 
7. Relative{s) (e.g. grandmother) 
8. Adult sister(s) 9. Adult brother(s) 

10. Unrelated person(s) 

If child was adopted, please list the year of 
adoption. 

If child lives with another family during a 
part of the year, please list length of time 
slbe is with the other family. 

If child has half-brothers/sisters who do not 
live with himlber, please list the sex & age 
of those persons. 

If child has experienced death of a parent. 
please list which parent & year of death? 

If child has experienced divorce of parents, 
please list age of child at time of divorce? 

Please list race(s) 
1. White 
2. Black / African-American 
3. Native American 
4. Oriental/Asian-American 
5. Other (Please specify 

Is child of Hispanic origin? 

I 
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~mograpbic Profilc: Quc:stionnam: 

Page 2 

.1 Child II I 1 I 2 I 3 I 4 I 5 I 6 I 
Please list religious preference 

For eacb child wbo is (or was) in a program 
for the gifted, please identify program 
typc(s) 

1. full-time 
2. part-time (less than half-day) 
3. special school (Please specify type) 
4. Other (please specify) 

How docs the child usually get to school'? 
1. Parents drive or carpool 
2. District bus 
3. City bus 
4. Walks or bicycles 
S. Other (Please specify) 

Did (or does) the child attend pre-school? 

Please list private 1C8SODS child takes 

Please characterize the child's health? 
1. ExceUent 
2. Usually good 
3. Has some difficulties or problems 

Please list all additional pbysical. emotional. 
or learning conditions that may affect the 
child's educational n~s 

Is child leftbanded? 

Is child near-sighted? 

The child 
I. has always lived in city whc:re born 
2. has lived c:lsewbc:rc: in the same: slale 
3. has lived in other Slale(s) 
4. has also lived in other country/counlric:s 

In bow many communi lies bas s/he lived? 



Code No. __ _ 

Demo~raphic Prolil~ Qu~stionnair~ 

Page J 
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INFORMATION ABOUT PARENTS OR ADULTS LIVING IN THE HOUSEHOLD 

Please answer the following questions about the adults who live in this household and are responsible for the children. If you an: 
a guardian, rather than a parent. please use the ·other" column and specify your relationship to the gifted child. 

Sometimes more than one answer will be appropriate (for example, more than one race, more than one occupation). In such 
cases, please make your responses as complete as possible. 

I I Mother I Father I Other Other --

Education: 
1. Up to 11 years 
2. Higb school graduate 
3. Some college 
4. CoUege/university graduate 
S. Some post-graduate study 
6. Post-graduate degree 

Please list degree(s) earned. 

Please list ~upation/profession(s) 

Do you own your own business? 

Place of birth (city, state/country) 

If you were not born in the U.S .• 
please list your age at entry? 

Please list your race(s) 

Please list country or countries of 
national origin for your family 

I have 
I. always lived in city where born 
2. lived elsewhere in the state 
J. lived in other states 
4. also lived in other country(ies) 

PII!aSe list number of different 
communities where you have lived 

Please list your preferred language 

Please list other languages you 
speak 

Please list religious preference 



I 
Were you identified as academically 
or artistically gifted? 

Did you participate in a program 
for gifted children? If yes, please 
describe the type of program. 

Are you (or have you been) I 

te&cber or professor? 

If clO6Cly related family members 
have been teac.ben;/professors, 
please list rela1iODBhip(s} to you. 

Hive you been enrolled in classes 
durin, the pest yeal! 

Do you work/volunteer at a scbool? 

Age at the birth of your first child 

I 
Do you plan to have more children? 
I) Yes 2) No 3) UDdecided 

Please circle household income range: 

I Mothc:r 

I 
Father 

145 
Demugraphi.: Profile Questionnrure 

Page 4 

! Other I Other --

I) Under $16,000 2) $16,001-28,000 3) $28,001-40,000 4) $40,OOHiO,OOO 5) $60,001-99,000 6) Above $99,000 

Please circle the phrase that describes your family residence. 

I) single-family bouse, 2) condominium or townhouse 3) apartment 4) mobile home S) other ___ _ 

Please circle the area of the city wbere your borne is 10000ted. 

I) Central 2) Northwest 3) Southwest 4) Southc:ast 5) Northeast 6) Foothills 

If you own your bome, please circle the price range that includes its value. 

I) Below $52.200 2) $52,201·66.800 3) $66.801 ·85,600 4) $85.601 ·200.000 5) Above $200.000 

If you rent your home/apartment. plase circle the: range that includes your monthly rent. 

I) Bdow $ 265 2) $265 • 327 3) $328·406 4) $406· 1.000 5) Above SI.OOO 

Are you willirq: to be contacted in a few y~rs so we can learn about family charq:es as the gifted children grow up? 

1) Yes 2) ~o 

I 
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We need your help. You, as parents of one or more gifted children, can provide 
information about their families in the 1990s. The information you provide will be 
used to create a profile of families of children in full-time classes for the gifted. 

Too many decisions about programs for gifted children are based on a study done in 
California more than seventy years ago. Family patterns have changed dramatically 
in that time, but changes in the families of gifted children have not been documented. 

Each questionnaire has a code number for identification and follow-up surveys in the 
future. Coded address lists and completed questionnaires will be stored in separate 
sites by the primary investigator to assure confidentiality. No information from an 
individual questionnaire will ever b2 released. We hope you will supply all the 
information requested; however, you do have the right to refuse to answer any 
question. 

Please fill in the information for each child in your family. whether eifted or not. 
beeinnine with the first-born in column number 1. 

Some of the responses will be repetitive for parents who have never been 
divorced/widowed, remarried, or adopted children. Please bear with us and fill in the 
requested information for each child in your family. Only parents who have been 
divorced or widowed or who have step-children or adopted children should answer the 
questions in the shaded boxes. 

Parents who participated in a pilot study reported that the form takes only 10 or 15 
minutes to complete. If you need additional space, have questions about the survey, 
or would like assistance in completing the questionnaire, call Aleene Nielson at 621-
3248 (work) or 325-4497 (home). Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Please return the completed form by June 10, 1993, in the enclosed stamped, self
addressed envelope. 

Sincerely, 

Aleene B. Nielson 
Primary Investigator 

P.S. Remember, your response really is important! 
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Dear Parents: 

A few weeks ago, I sent a questionnaire asking you, as the parent of a gifted child, 
questions about your family. Perhaps you have been on vacation or the questionnaire 
got lost. I'm enclosing a duplicate copy to make it easy to respond. 

The information you provide will be used to create a profile of families of children in 
full-time classes for the gifted in the 1990s. Please help make it as authentic as 
possible. 

Each questionnaire has a code number for identification and follow-up surveys in the 
future. Coded address lists and completed questionnaires will be stored in separate 
sites by the primary investigator to assure confidentiality. No information from an 
individual questionnaire will ever be released. We hope you will supply all the 
information requested; however, you do have the right to refuse to answer any 
question. If you choose not to respond, please make a note on the questionnaire and 
return it to me. 

Please fill in the information for each child in your family. whether eifted or not. 
beeinnine with the first-born in column number 1. 

Some responses will be repetitive for parents who have never adopted children, 
divorced, remarried, nor experienced the death of a spouse. Please bear with us and 
fill in the requested information for each child in your family. Only parents who 
have been divorced or widowed or who have step-children or adopted children need 
answer the questions in the shaded boxes. 

Parents who participated in a pilot study reported that the form takes only 10 or 15 
minutes to complete. If you need additional space, have questions about the survey, 
or would like assistance in completing the questionnaire, call Aleene Nielson at 621-
3248 (work) or 325-4497 (home). Thank you very much for your cooperation. 

Please return the completed form as soon as possible in the enclosed stamped, self
addressed envelope. 

Sincerely, 

Aleene B. Nielson 
Principal Investigator 

P.S. Your response is really important. Please return it today! 
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APPENDIX B 



Hum.n SUbIK!' Commltt ... 

THE UMVERSITV OF 

ARIZONA 
HEALTH SCIE"<CES CE';TER 

July 16, 1993 

Aleene B. Nielson, B.S., M.Ed. 
Special Education , Rehabilitation 
College ot Education 
Room 409 
Main Campus 

149 
1b'10 S Wm.n! Bld~. S26B) 
Tucson. Anzon. 8Sn~ 
·b021 b26·bnl or b26·7S7~ 

RII DZHOGRAPBIC CHARACTERISTICS or rAHILIZS 01' CBUDRD PLACED I. 
PROGRAKS rOR TBI GIfTED 1M A LARGI KULTICULTURAL DISTRICT 

Dear Ms. Nielson: 

We received documenta concerning your above cited project. 
Regulations published by the u.S. Department ot Health and Human 
Services (45 CFR Part 46.101(b) (2)] exempt this type ot research 
trom review by our Committee. 

Thank you tor intorming U8 ot your work. It you have any que.tion. 
concerning the above, please contact this ottice. 

Sincerely yours, 

, u.:.lll ..... F:-~~t.W~ .... ~~~ 
Wi~iam F. Denny, M •• 
Chairman, 
Human Subjects Committee 

WFD:sj 

cc: Departmental/College Review Committee 
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