DESIGNING AN AFFECTIVE INSTRUMENT TO GAUGE PRACTITIONER
AND RESEARCHER BELIEFS ABOUT GIFTED EDUCATION

Talbot S. Hook, talbot.hook@uconn.edu

INTRODUCTION INSTRUMENT DESIGN PROCESS & RESULTS INITIAL FINDINGS

> Paradigms inform basic assumptions, values, and
acceptable areas of discussion and research (Kuhn,

Exploratory Factor Analysis — Pattern Matrix

Conceptual Framework > Differences between researchers and

Pattern Coefficients Communality . .
2012) B e e T T = _ practitioners across four domains:
Use of two of Dai and Chen’s (2013) - 7 ~— F1= Glftedn;ess o Practitioners more strongly believe that
. e - - as genera : : : _
> Several distinct paradigms operative in gifted paradigms to;reatg 71 initial items 2 0.64 -0.14 0.48 giftedness is categorical (t(543)=2.81,
. . . across seven domains _ _ _
education throughout history (Dai & Chen, 2013; 3 0.80 0.11 0.77 p=.005, d=.82), permanent (t(543)=3.05,
Lo & Porath, 2017) 4 0.72 -0.14 0.62 F2 = Giftedness p=.002, d=1.02), and innate (t(543)=3.18,
o Gifted Child Paradigm S > 014 010 0.50 0.39 as categorical p=.002, d=.76)
- _ Content Validation 5 0.87 0.12 0.74 . e
m Essentialist, permanent, categorical ; ' - o. . O Researchers have higher average belief in
. . . . . 7 75 5 : _
fjlstm.cjuon., exclusive gifted programming with Gt aldaten © o o er A = cifredroce giftedness as developmental (t(543)=-5.37,
identification > Focus groups (3 experts; 3 teachers; YRR 0.64 as permanent p=<.001, d=.58)
O Talent DEVEIOpment Paradlgm . 2 doctoral StUdentS) 10 0.75 0.58 Comparison of Means and Standard Deviations Between Researchers and Practitioners
m Malleable, developmental, contextual, domain 11 0.73 0.53 Construct Dractitioners Resoarchers
specific, programming for more students Quantitative Validation 19 0.63 0.46 't = Giftedness M SD n M SD n
without focus on identification > Expert ratings on category, 13 0.61 -0.12 0.52 o t senera! R
certainty, relevance y 0.77 061 as Innate Categorical** 3.53 0.82 432 3.29 0.83 113
: . ' ' Permanent** 3.01 1.02 432 2.68 1.02 113
> Scholars have called for a conscious paradigm shift > 18 validators: . 15 0.63 0.16 0.55 S 211 o073 232 236 ose 113
toward talent development (e.g., Borland, 2003; - 1#tdc()jct3ral s:ct.udents, 7 experts in gl 0.73 0.55 Developmental*** 375 057 432 408 060 113
. ifted education .
Matthews & Foster, 2005’ Zlegler et aI., 2012) 8 17 0.74 0.61 Domain-specific 4.11 0.58 432 4.22 0.54 113
18 -0.75 0.10 0.12 0.52 *p<.05. ¥*p<.01. ***p<.001.
> A paradigm gap between researchers and ) o >Those who work with gifted students more
titi Id lead t ' Preliminary Instrument reliablity Estimates strongly believe that giftedness is
pr.aC | |oners. COl.J el U girosiing _ & Data Collection Subscale Item Average Inter-item Alpha () Omega (o) . .
miscommunication and further separation between Count  Correlation M (SD) categorical, permanent, and innate, but not
research and practice > 43 items across 7 domains; 5-point Giftedness as general 6 0.56 (0.06) 0.88 0.88 that giftedness is general; they could be
scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = Giftedness as categorial 6 0.53 (0.06) 0.87 0.87 seeing largely domain-specific talents, while
> Many instruments in gifted education for strongly agree Scope of gifted education 7 0.36 (0.12) 0.80 0.80 others only see the gifted succeeding in their
determining assumptions, beliefs, and perceptions; > Demographic questions Giftedness as permanent 3 0.74 (0.01) 0.90 0.90 classrooms and extrapolating general talent.
none for gauging fundamental beliefs about O Practitiéner(researCher Giftedness as innate 3 0.53 (0.04) 0.77 0.77 O All GCP-domain tests were statistically
giftedness or gifted education g \Iilvorkbw'thfg'fted ,S't‘]‘c,dTQtS Giftedness as developmental 5 0.34 (0.09) 0.72 0.72 significant (e.g., categorical, t(543)=8.87,
umper or yeadrs in tie
4 Giftedness as domain-specific 5 0.36 (0.08) 0.74 0.74 p=<.001, d=.77)

O Self-perception as gifted

Subscale Descriptive Statistics . c g :
P > Statistically-significant differences across all

RESEARCH QUESTIONS

Sample Demographics . v (501 1 C;)rrelat';ns Bezween SSUbscaIZS . factors regarding self-perception as gifted:
. , . O Those who see themselves as gifted had
This instrument will allow future research: 546 total responses Giftedness as general 1.83(0.65)  1.00 . . . .
> 432 practitioners (79%) Giftedness as categorial 3.48(0.83) -0.01 1.00 higher average belief that .glftEdness s less
1) To what degree do researchers and practitioners > 113 researchers (21%) Scope of gifted education 3.43(0.38) 017 0.22 1.00 gene.ral, but more categorical, permanent,
adhere to different paradigms of gifted education? > 1 unknown Giftedness as permanent 2.94(1.03) 0.08 0.44 031 1.00 and innate .
O 40% currently work with gifted Giftedness as innate 3.06(0.76) 020 034 035 049 1.00 © Thgse .peo.ple also had higher average
2) What, if anything, predicts adherence to these students Giftedness as developmental 3.83(0.59) -0.20 -0.14 -0.28 -0.31 -0.27 1.00 belief in giftedness as developmental and

paradigms? O 52% consider themselves gifted domain-specific

Giftedness as domain-specific 4.14 (0.57) -0.38 0.09 -0.03 -0.03 -0.07 0.32 1.00
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