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ABSTRACT

RICHARD A. KILBURN
GIFTED MINDSET: EXAMINING EDUCATIONAL PROFESSIONALS 
Under the direction o f DR. KELLY REFFITT

Demographic categories should not hinder a student’s access to gifted programs, 

as all gifted students should have equal access to gifted education. Unfortunately, 

minority students in Georgia are not fairly represented in current gifted programs. In 

order to explore the beliefs o f educational practitioners regarding gifted education, this 

dissertation study used log-linear and follow-up chi-squared analyses to examine the 

relationship between three dichotomous variables: practitioner level, gifted endorsement 

status, and gifted mindset. After conducting a pilot study to establish reliability and 

validity o f the survey instrument, certified employees o f a central Georgia school system 

were sought for participation.

Statistical analysis failed to reveal a significant relationship between any of the 

research variables. Interpreting these results through the constructs o f change 

management theory and gifted education provides insight into why gifted policy changes 

have had a minimal impact on the underrepresentation o f some student groups. Future 

research should incorporate variables to account for school level (elementary, middle, or 

high) o f  the participant, education level o f the participant, and SES o f the educator’s 

school. A qualitative study further investigating educator beliefs about creativity and 

intelligence is also warranted.



CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Researcher Experiences 

In kindergarten, I had one classmate who was an exceptional reader and was 

moved ahead into the first grade. Other than this one instance, I had no concept o f gifted. 

I never considered that children had different abilities but believed that each o f my 

classmates simply knew different things and were separated by that knowledge. After 

moving to a new state to begin third grade, I was thoroughly confused when I was not 

placed in the same math class as another student after we both received perfect scores on 

the mathematics pre-assessment. It was only later in the school year that I was told that 

the other student was in the gifted program. My mother explained the meaning o f the 

program to me after she received a letter from the school requesting permission to test me 

for acceptance. Sometime after that conversation the recommendation was made, and I 

was tested and qualified for the gifted education program. I always realized that school 

came easily to me, but I never believed that I was any smarter than others. This changed 

when the label o f  gifted was applied. At that moment I was treated, and acted, as if I was 

divinely given something which made me superior to others. I felt as if  I was now part of 

the elite. In that school system, gifted students were only separated for math and science 

through sixth grade. At the beginning o f seventh grade, I transitioned to a junior high 

school. I was placed in gifted classes for all four academic subjects: math, science,

1
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language arts, and social studies. Being in exclusively gifted courses affirmed my belief 

that I was more intelligent than others. Unfortunately my father, who was active duty 

military, received orders to move to Georgia in the middle o f my seventh grade year. Due 

to the lack o f reciprocity, I was not automatically placed in Georgia’s gifted program.

The new school system was structured using a middle school model and only offered 

gifted education in language arts and social studies, areas in which I strive for proficiency 

and certainly do not possess any exceptional ability. I was put through the testing process 

shortly after arriving in the new school system. I will never forget the lead gifted teacher 

telling me that I was “not smart enough to be in gifted.” At that moment I was forced to 

question who I was. The identity I had created for m yself around the label o f  gifted was 

instantly stripped away. I was left out o f gifted until ninth grade when somehow I 

became “smart enough” and was again placed into gifted courses for science, language 

arts, and history for the remainder o f high school; unfortunately, there were no gifted 

classes for math, which was my strongest subject. During that year and a half I learned 

humility, but more importantly I realized how intelligent “regular” students are.

While I am grateful for the lessons I learned about the abilities o f  others during 

my time removed from a gifted classroom, I have always attributed my academic success 

to my inclusion in gifted courses during high school. Growing up in a low- 

socioeconomic household, I began high school with the idea that I only needed to do 

better than the worst student in the class. I am confident this path would have led me to 

grades which were barely passing, if I passed at all. Changing my schedule to include 

gifted courses a few weeks into ninth grade changed my environment immensely. I was
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now attending classes with students who desired to do well and sought perfection. The 

lowest grades in each class were high B ’s. Not having the lowest grade now required 

effort. Despite not deciding until my junior year that I had a desire to do well 

academically, my performance had been high enough to still enable me to graduate with 

honors and attend one o f  the largest universities in the state.

Upon entering the teaching profession, I enrolled in the courses necessary to earn 

a gifted endorsement. After teaching gifted students, it quickly became apparent that 

many o f them ascribed to a similar worldview to the one I had created for myself. While 

this was a little disappointing, it was not surprising as these students were no different 

than I was at that age. For me, the most surprising aspect o f  teaching gifted students has 

been conversations with other teachers who possess a gifted endorsement. Teachers have 

frequently told me that some students who qualify for gifted education have no business 

in their gifted classes, as they believe those students are not “truly” gifted.

In addition to experiencing gifted education as a student and teacher, I now have a 

son in elementary school. Each o f my child’s three teachers, in grades pre-kindergarten 

through first grade, assured me that my son is gifted after only knowing him for a short 

time. However, the screening assessment instrument (which was created by the school 

system and for which neither validity nor reliability has been established) used in his 

school during his kindergarten year failed to allow him to even begin the testing process. 

Only after I made repeated requests were the tests administered to my son. He qualified 

for gifted education by scoring high enough in creativity, achievement, and motivation,
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but failed to attain a qualifying score in the one area which his teachers considered to be 

most important: cognitive ability.

Educational professionals have made similar claims that my daughter, who is still 

a toddler, is gifted based on her clear speech and extensive vocabulary. These comments 

make it obvious that these educators are not aware o f the research which indicates that 

vocabulary development in children is influenced by parental education and socio

economic status (Arriaga, Fenson, Cronan, & Pethick, 1998; Hoff, 2003). Despite my 

initial feelings o f  pride at hearing these comments, I am convinced her speech is more a 

function o f her experiences than her genetic good fortune.

This study derives from the culmination o f all o f these experiences in my life.

The statements o f  teachers and administrators, and more importantly the messages behind 

them, reveal the necessity o f understanding what educational professionals in public 

schools believe about giftedness o f  students, particularly from where it originates, how it 

is manifested, and how long it lasts.

Background o f the Study 

Giftedness is often viewed as a magical entity which some students are lucky 

enough to possess (Reis & Renzulli, 2009). Even the title o f Gifted and Talented implies 

that some students have received ‘gifts’ which others have not. From this standpoint, it is 

quite understandable that society searches for those children who have talents and expects 

them to accomplish more. In an attempt to seek and serve exceptional children, many 

school districts have started gifted education programs. Providing the atomic bomb to 

end World War II, winning the space race, and the government link between national
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security and enhanced education o f the National Defense Education Act (Pinar,

Reynolds, Slattery, & Taubman, 2008) has given society the impression that the brightest 

students will be the ones to solve future problems. However, contemporary scholars 

(Brown, Renzulli, Gubbins, Siegle, Zhang & Chen, 2005; Louis, Subotnik, Breland, & 

Lewis, 2000; Matthews & Folsom, 2009; Reis & Renzulli, 2009) actively conducting 

research about the nature o f abilities, particularly intelligence, suggest this is not the case. 

A tension is left between those who believe gifted programs are designed for the common 

good and those who accuse such programs o f elitism, racism, and other types of 

discrimination (Matthews & Folsom, 2009). The response to these criticisms frequently 

depends upon the underlying design o f the program.

Diverse opinions about gifted education have resulted in equally diverse policies 

from states regarding gifted education. As shown in Table 1, o f  the fifty states and 

Washington, D.C., thirty-five states mandate gifted programs (Davidson Institute for 

Talent Development, 2014). O f these, only four states, Georgia among them, fully fund 

such programs and twenty-three states provide only partial funding (Davidson Institute 

for Talent Development, 2014). Thus eight states are required to implement gifted 

programs with no funding (Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 2014). It should 

be noted that six states offer funding for gifted programs but do not mandate they be 

implemented, and ten states do not mandate or provide funding for gifted education 

(Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 2014). The existence o f a variety o f policies 

is not surprising when one considers the various accounts o f best practices to identify and 

serve gifted students. However, the assumptions behind the multiple interpretations of
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giftedness ought to be questioned in order to ensure that all students have equal 

opportunities despite an individual’s or group’s biases.

Table 1

Number o f  States That Fund or Mandate Gifted Education

Funding/Mandating Status Number o f States

Fully Funded/Mandated 4

Partially Funded/Mandated 23

Not Funded/Mandated 8

Funded/Not Mandated 6

Not Funded/Not Mandated 10

(Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 2014)

As Matthews and Folsom (2009) describe, a traditional view o f gifted education 

relies on intelligence and academic performance measurement data and holds that, 

“Gifted children are special, superior to others in an innate, categorical, and global way” 

(p. 18). Reis and Renzulli (2009) suggest several reasons why stakeholders in gifted 

education may maintain the traditional view o f giftedness; among them is a lack of 

understanding, expediency, and personal beliefs. The resulting tension has led gifted 

education to a volatile state in which many scholars (Ford, 1998, 2013; Frasier, 1997;
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Naglieri & Ford, 2003; Reis & Renzulli, 2009; Renzulli, 1976; Richert, 1987) refute the 

traditional view of giftedness but most programs still operate within the traditional use of 

norm-referenced tests.

It may appear that the answer is as simple as implementing new policies which 

reflect current research into the nature o f abilities. However, this solution lacks the 

foresight to effectively resolve the issues o f underrepresentation within gifted education. 

Mandating policy changes in an organization without stakeholder support is rarely 

effective (W oodman & Dewett, 2004). As Cavallo (2004) explains, “It is rather obvious 

that in any large organisation, when compliance is compulsory results suffer; people 

either ignore the new programme, comply minimally, waiting until the furvour passes, or 

even undermine the new initiative” (p. 104).

School systems are educational organizations. Effectively altering gifted 

identification procedures to address the problem o f underrepresentation would require 

changing the educational organization; therefore, the researcher has used change 

management theory to frame this study. The tenets o f change management theory 

suggest that policy changes would be insufficient to significantly alter the course o f 

gifted programs (Tummers, 2011). The implication being that everyone involved with 

gifted education, including but not limited to teachers, administrators, counselors, and 

curriculum specialists must agree with the foundational values o f  any policy in order for 

it to achieve the desired results. The notion that employees must support policy is well- 

founded in research conducted on the change within business organizations and 

government agencies.
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Conceptual Underpinnings for the Study 

A basic tenet o f change management theory, a framework within public 

administration theory, is that without employee support, policy will not produce the 

desired change within an organization (Tummers, 2011). Change management theory 

addresses the complexities o f organizational change by focusing on four main constructs: 

the motivations for change, efficient methods o f change, reasons for employee resistance 

to change, and the effects o f change on an organization (Grunberg, Moore, Greenberg, & 

Sikora, 2008). Change management theory posits that employees must support change; 

consequently, insights into the beliefs o f those responsible for administering educational 

policy should be examined before the regulations regarding gifted education programs 

are altered (Grunberg et al., 2008). In order for new policies to be successfully designed 

and implemented, any existing misconceptions practitioners may have about giftedness 

should be identified and addressed (Tummers, 2011).

Describing the beliefs and perceptions o f any individual is a daunting task. Doing 

so for a large group o f  people is nearly impossible without a clearly defined construct.

For this study, the researcher adopted the dichotomous classification o f mindset theory 

(Dweck, 2006). Rooted in motivational theory, mindset theory classifies individuals as 

either having a “fixed” or “growth” mindset (Dweck, 2006; Dweck & Leggett, 1988). 

Understanding the beliefs educational professionals hold about giftedness provides 

insight into why the problems within gifted education have remained despite policy 

attempts to address them. This study explores the beliefs o f  educational practitioners 

about the origins and implications o f giftedness.
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Statement o f the Problem 

Motivated by the controversies within gifted education, academic work exists 

regarding several different areas: achievement, personality, program evaluation, 

environment, and identification criteria (Ziegler & Raul, 2000). Gifted identification 

criteria has been the topic o f copious amounts o f research related to social justice (Brown 

et al., 2005; Callahan, Lundberg, & Hunsaker, 1993; Cramond, 2011; Ford, 2013; Frasier, 

1997; Krisel & Brown, 1997; Lohman, 2005; Richert, 1985; Reis & Renzulli, 2009; 

Tyler-Wood & Carri, 1991; Van Tassel-Baska, 1986). While a debated topic, there is a 

consensus among scholars that a gap in the representation o f  minority students, students 

with learning disabilities, and students o f low socioeconomic status (SES) exists 

compared with the percentages o f these groups in the total population (Carman & Taylor, 

2010; Ford, 1998; Grantham, 2001; McBee, 2006, 2010; Naglieri & Ford, 2003, 2013; 

Reis & Renzulli, 2010; Richert, 1987).

It is interesting that very little empirical evidence exists to justify the gap in gifted 

identification. Ford (1998) states, “Few articles...described in detail the extent and 

nature o f minority student underrepresentation in gifted education” (p. 5). While these 

few articles (Andrews, 2009; Maker, 1996; McKenzie, 1986) demonstrate that a gap 

between the percentage o f advantaged and disadvantaged students in gifted programs 

does exist, McBee (2010) explains, “Descriptive data describing the degree to which low 

SES students are underrepresented in gifted programs are hard to find. The issue is so 

widespread, however, that it is taken as a truism” (p. 284). Policy attempts to amend the 

issue that disadvantaged and minority students are less likely to be recommended for and
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identified as gifted have failed (Krisel & Brown, 1997; McBee, 2010). Table 2 shows the 

estimated representation o f each ethnicity o f  the total US student population for select 

years in recent history. National and state data are not available to investigate the 

disparity in representation percentages o f low-SES or learning disabled gifted students.

Table 2

Estimated Representation o f  Each Ethnicity in Total Student Population in the U.S.

Ethnicity 2000 2004 2006 2009

American Indian/ 
Alaska native

1.16% 1.23% 1.24% 1.27%

Asian/
Pacific Islander

4.14% 4.50% 4.81% 5.18%

Hispanic 16.13% 18.94% 20.41% 22.58%

Black (non-Hispanic) 16.99% 16.88% 17.13% 16.70%

White (non-Hispanic) 61.58% 58.45% 56.42% 54.94%

Total Enrolment 46,306,355 48,139,804 48,497,767 48,273,920

(U.S. Department o f  Education, n.d.)

Juxtaposing this information with the estimated representation of each ethnicity of 

the US student population enrolled in gifted and talented programs (see Table 3) reveals 

that underrepresentation exists and offers further support to claims o f failed policy.
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These failures have been blamed on over-simplification o f the issues (Callahan, 2005), 

unfair or improper use o f measurement instruments (Ford, 2013; Frasier, 1997; McBee, 

2006; Richert, 1985), and the comfort and efficiency o f  established methods (Reis & 

Renzulli, 2009). While scholars (Frasier, 1997; Reis & Renzulli, 2009) suggest that the 

failure o f policy may be the result o f policymakers, there is a gap in the literature 

addressing the beliefs o f  educational professionals.

Table 3

Estimated Representation o f  Each Ethnicity in Total Student Population Enrolled in 
Gifted and Talented Programs in the U.S.

Ethnicity 2000 2004 2006 2009

American Indian/ 
Alaska native

0.48% 0.97% 0.97% 1.17%

Asian/
Pacific Islander

12.93% 8.05% 9.40% 9.58%

Hispanic 8.73% 12.33% 12.79% 15.44%

Black (non-Hispanic) 6.98% 8.99% 9.15% 9.86%

White (non-Hispanic) 70.88% 69.67% 67.69% 65.00%

Total Enrolment 2,926,034 3,202,761 3,236,992 3,209,670

(U.S. Department o f  Education, n.d.)
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In order to explore employee beliefs, it is important to distinguish the mindset 

with regard to gifted education (referred to in this study as gifted mindset) o f employees 

with and without a gifted endorsement as obtaining this endorsement is supposed to 

imply expertise on the part o f the educator in working with gifted students. It is also 

important to distinguish the mindset o f teachers from non-teachers since teachers often 

lack the authority to write or implement policy. For the purposes o f this study all school 

and system level administrators, curriculum specialists, guidance counselors, facilitators, 

subject coaches, and media specialists will be classified as non-teachers.

According to organizational change theory, educational professionals must first 

accept the need for and motivation behind policy changes before those policies can be 

effective (Ewalt & Jennings, 2004). Change management theory suggests that policy 

changes alone are insufficient to bring about the desired modifications in gifted 

identification (Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994). An examination o f the perceptions and 

beliefs o f employees o f  an educational organization is necessary in order to understand 

how policy will be interpreted and implemented. Applying mindset theory to educational 

practitioners suggests that acceptance o f  radical policy changes is much more likely if 

those employees have a growth mindset with regard to gifted education and the reasons 

behind the proposed changes are sound.

Purpose o f the Study

The purpose o f this study was to examine the relationship between practitioner 

level (teacher or non-teacher), gifted endorsement status, and gifted mindset. This 

research explored whether the gifted mindset o f gifted endorsed practitioners is
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significantly different than that o f non-gifted endorsed practitioners and whether the 

gifted mindset o f  teachers is significantly different from that o f non-teachers.

Research Question and Sub-Questions 

The following question and sub-questions guided this study:

What is the relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and gifted 

mindset?

1. Is the gifted mindset o f gifted endorsed practitioners significantly different 

than that o f  non-gifted endorsed practitioners?

2. Is the gifted mindset o f  teachers significantly different from that o f non

teachers?

Hypotheses

HO: There is no relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and 

gifted mindset.

H I : There is a relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and 

gifted mindset.

HI a: The gifted mindset o f gifted endorsed practitioners is significantly different 

than that o f non-gifted endorsed practitioners.

H lb: The gifted mindset o f teachers is significantly different from that o f non

teachers.

Rationale

Gifted education has spent several decades mired in a debate o f policy (Cramond, 

2004; Marland, 1971; Reis & Renzulli, 2010; Renzulli, 1976). Multiple dimensions of
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gifted education programs, including the definition, identification procedures, and 

implementation methods, have been contested by scholars (Cramond, 2004; Reis & 

Renzulli, 2010). What has not changed in that time is the underrepresentation o f minority 

and socioeconomically disadvantaged students participating in these programs (Ford, 

2013; McBee, 2006; Reis & Renzulli, 2010). Reis and Renzulli (2010) suggest this is 

because of the difficulty o f changing research into policy. The failure o f  policy to change 

the status quo leads to questions o f practitioner beliefs. Considering the basic assumption 

of change management theory which claims employee beliefs are pivotal to successful 

policy implementation (Tummers, 2011), one might wonder about the perceptions o f 

educational practitioners in regards to gifted education. This study addresses this issue 

by beginning an examination o f these perceptions using the classification set forth in 

mindset theory (Dweck, 2006).

Significance

The educational institution in America has constantly been moving toward 

providing an equitable education for all students (Urban & Wagoner, 2009). Despite the 

efforts o f many, gifted education programs are still divided by race and SES (Andrews, 

2009). Using the combined lenses o f  organizational theory (Grunberg et al., 2008; 

Tummers, 2011) and mindset theory (Dweck, 2006), a possible explanation for this 

failure lies within the beliefs o f the educational professionals entrusted with the 

implementation o f policy. The chronic inability o f policy changes to adequately address 

the underrepresentation o f students from minority and low SES backgrounds in gifted 

programs warrants investigation o f practitioner beliefs.
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Maker (1996) states, “The first step toward changing beliefs and stereotypes is to 

examine them” (p. 47). An examination of the beliefs o f practitioners involved with 

gifted education must take place so that it can be known if  changes are necessary. 

Understanding the relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and 

practitioner mindset may help explain the failure o f policies which were designed to 

address the identification gap within gifted education.

Mindset theory divides individuals’ beliefs into two classifications: fixed mindset 

and growth mindset. According to Dweck (2006), individuals who maintain a fixed 

mindset believe that ability is pre-determined, exerting effort demonstrates a lack of 

ability, assessments are used to measure ability, and challenges should be avoided in 

order to prevent negative appearances. Individuals with a growth mindset believe that 

ability is changeable, effort leads to improvement, assessments are used to identify the 

areas in need of improvement, and challenges should be accepted in order to foster self- 

improvement (Dweck 2006).

Applying mindset theory to gifted education, the researcher introduces the 

concept o f a gifted mindset based upon Dweck’s (2006) work. For the purposes o f this 

study, a fixed gifted mindset among practitioners indicates a general agreement with a 

traditional view o f giftedness which depends upon a single, inherent construct. In 

contrast, the researcher proposes that a growth gifted mindset among educators indicates 

alignment with a contemporary view o f giftedness that allows for multiple paths to gifted 

identification. This study may direct further research by helping scholars understand
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whether educator beliefs about gifted education present an obstacle to correcting the 

problem o f underrepresentation.

Methodology

This quantitative study was designed to examine if a relationship exists among 

three categorical variables: practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and gifted 

mindset. Practitioners were classified as either teacher (involved with direct classroom 

instruction) or non-teacher (supports students through non-classroom role). Practitioners 

who have a gifted endorsement attached to their teaching certification were considered 

gifted endorsed, and those who lack a gifted endorsement were considered non-endorsed. 

Practitioners were also divided as having a growth or fixed gifted mindset using a 

researcher-created survey instrument based on the work o f Blackwell, Trzeniewski, and 

Dweck (2007), Dweck (2007a), Hong, Chiu, Dweck, Lin, and Wan (1999), and Mangels, 

Butterfield, Lamb, Good, and Dweck (2006).

Data collection involved surveying practitioners from a single school system in 

central Georgia containing a mixture o f  both rural and suburban schools. Depending on 

principal preference, every certified employee within the school system was either sent a 

recruitment email containing a hyperlink which took participants to an introduction to the 

study and a consent form, or given a paper copy o f the same. After giving consent, 

participants were asked to complete a 16-question, researcher-created survey that was 

designed to measure the three variables pertinent to this study. A log-linear analysis 

(Field, 2009) was used to determine the relationship among these variables. A follow-up 

chi-squared analyses was then performed in order to determine if  a significant
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relationship existed between gifted mindset and gifted endorsement status or between 

mindset and practitioner level.

Limitations

There were two major limitations to this study:

1. As the survey instrument is new, validity and reliability must be considered 

despite the support provided in the pilot study.

2. Entering data from paper surveys was done by hand. Incorporating this technique 

increased the possibility o f mistakes, which could result in corrupted data. 

However, the researcher minimized this risk by comparing the data after several 

independent entries in order to ensure accuracy.

Delimitations 

There were three major delimitations to this study:

1. Participants were employed by a single school system in central Georgia. This 

delimitation was necessary in order to complete the study in a timely manner and 

due to the limited access to teachers o f other systems on the part o f the researcher.

2. The measurement o f mindset with regard for gifted education excludes motivation 

and achievement, two o f Georgia’s four criteria for gifted identification. These 

parameters were not considered because they are traditionally associated with all 

students and not solely signs o f giftedness.

3. Participants with average gifted mindset scores between 3.25 and 3.75 were 

omitted from this study as the mindset o f participants whose scores fall between
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these values cannot be determined. This practice aligns with Dweck’s (2006) 

work on mindset theory.

Assumptions 

Several major assumptions underlie this study:

1. The gifted mindset o f practitioners can be measured.

2. The attitudes o f practitioners affect successful policy implementation.

3. Practitioners employed in school systems with similar environments will have 

similar beliefs about gifted education.

Definition o f  Key Terms 

The following terms are pertinent in the context o f  this study:

Change management theory addresses the reasons why and manner in which 

organizations change (Grunberg et al., 2008; Wanberg & Banas, 2000). The field itself 

has changed from focusing solely on planned change (Higgs & Rowland, 2005) and now 

incorporates emergent change as well (Tummers, 2011).

A contemporary view o f  gifted education is the combination o f the emerging 

philosophy (Brown et al., 2005), specific skills theory (Louis et al., 2000), and mastery 

model (Matthews & Folsom, 2009). This perspective o f giftedness considers many 

factors, including experiences, exposure, and multiple avenues for the expression o f 

ideas, in order to determine giftedness as it is not believed to be present for an 

individual’s entire lifespan (Brown et al., 2005, Reis & Renzulli, 2009). Those holding a 

contemporary view o f gifted education believe that giftedness may not be universal, 

meaning giftedness may not apply to all areas (Reis & Renzulli, 2009).
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An entity theory o f  knowledge is a set o f  propositions which claim knowledge is 

inherent to an individual (Dweck, 1986). As such, knowledge, or academic ability, 

cannot be gained or lost (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

Fixed mindset refers to the adherence to an entity theory o f knowledge, the view 

that challenges will demonstrate a lack o f knowledge, the acknowledgement that failure 

o f a task reflects a lack o f  ability, and the acceptance that exerting effort is only necessary 

in the absence o f ability (Dweck, 2006).

g Theory is the belief that intelligence consists o f a single construct, g, and can be 

measured by an intelligence test (Louis et al., 2000; Rushton, 1998).

A gifted education program  is any specifically designed program within 

education to academically challenge high ability students. These programs have 

requirements in order for students to be involved and are often mandated and/or funded 

by state law. The state o f  Georgia both mandates and funds these programs and uses 

multiple criteria in order to identify students (Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 

2014).

Gifted endorsement refers to the completion o f the requirements set forth by the 

Georgia Professional Standards Commission with regard to gifted students that reflects 

on the teacher’s professional license and allows for that teacher to instruct courses 

included in the gifted program (Kames & Nugent, 2004).

Gifted mindset is the mindset, fixed or growth, a practitioner holds with regard to 

gifted education. The researcher developed the term gifted mindset for this study based 

on Dweck’s (2006) seminal work in mindset theory. In the context o f  this study, a fixed
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gifted mindset aligns with the traditional view o f gifted education, and a growth gifted 

mindset aligns with the contemporary view o f gifted education (Matthews & Folsom, 

2009).

A gifted student is one who displays a “high degree o f intellectual and/or creative 

ability(ies), exhibits an exceptionally high degree o f motivation, and/or excels in specific 

academic fields, and who needs special instruction and/or special ancillary services to 

achieve at levels commensurate with his or her abilities” (Barge, 2011, p. 6).

Growth mindset refers to the adherence to an incremental theory o f knowledge, 

the view that challenges will produce further knowledge, the acknowledgement that 

failure o f a task does not reflect ability, and the acceptance that exerting effort will allow 

for increased mastery (Dweck, 2006).

An incremental theory o f  knowledge is a set o f  propositions which claim 

knowledge and ability can change (Dweck, 1986). Proponents o f  this theory hold that 

effort can improve achievement (Dweck & Leggett, 1988).

The intelligent quotient (IQ) is the value given from the Stanford-Binet 

intelligence test created by Terman (National Association o f Gifted Children [NAGC], 

2008b). The test was designed so that the mean IQ score is 100 (Leslie, 2000).

Mindset theory categorizes individuals by their perception o f the origin o f ability, 

view o f  assessments, response to challenges, and their understanding o f the reason for 

effort (Dweck, 2006). Individuals are determined to have either a fixed or growth 

mindset although this distinction has been shown to be malleable (Dweck, 2007a, 2007b).
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In the context o f this study, a non-teacher is any practitioner not involved with 

direct classroom instruction. This category includes all school counselors, subject 

coaches, facilitators, curriculum specialists, media specialists, and both school and 

system administrators. Non-teachers may or may not possess a gifted endorsement.

A practitioner is any employee of the central Georgia school system who 

currently holds a teacher or leadership certification issued by the Georgia Professional 

Standards Commission. This term is synonymous with a certified employee.

A teacher is any practitioner involved in direct classroom instruction. This 

category includes employees involved with both regular and special education. Teachers 

may or may not possess a gifted endorsement.

A traditional view o f  gifted  education is the combination o f the historical 

philosophy (Brown et al., 2005), g  theory (Louis et al., 2000), and mystery model of 

giftedness (Matthews & Folsom, 2009). This view is one in which giftedness is defined 

in terms an inherent ability (Brown et al., 2005). Proponents o f  this view explain that 

giftedness may be measured if  provided with the proper instrument and does not change 

throughout life (Matthews & Folsom, 2009).

Summary

Gifted education theorists (Ford, 1998, 2013; Frasier, 1997; Naglieri & Ford, 

2003; Reis & Renzulli, 2009; Renzulli, 1976; Richert, 1987) have called for and policy

makers have attempted to increase access to gifted programs for underrepresented 

students. These efforts have been marginally successful at best (U.S. Department o f 

Education, n.d.). Applying the principles o f  change management theory (Grunberg et al.,
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2008; Tummers, 2011) to gifted education suggests the beliefs and perceptions o f the 

employees directly responsible for implementing policy, namely teachers and non

teachers (Ford, 2013), are vitally important to policy success. Evaluating these 

perceptions within the framework of mindset theory (Dweck, 2006) may help to explain 

the failure o f  existing policy and suggest actions that will help guide future policy 

implementation.

This quantitative study examined educational professionals’ perceptions o f gifted 

education. Chapter 1 included the background o f the study, the conceptual framework, 

and the purpose o f the study, along with the research questions, rationale, significance, 

and definition o f key terms. Chapter 2 includes a review o f relevant literature addressing 

the history o f  gifted education along with the constructs o f organizational change and 

mindset theory which are used to frame this study. Chapter 3 describes the methodology 

used to conduct both the pilot study and the full study. Chapter 4 presents the analysis of 

data, and Chapter 5 discusses the results and implications o f this study.



CHAPTER 2 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

History o f Gifted Education 

As is evidenced by the stories o f  heroes o f  antiquity and modem fairy tales, the 

possession o f great abilities is celebrated. Each society has defined what abilities are 

valued and sought to identify people with those traits. Social convention in America has 

relinquished responsibility for the identification and development o f  academically 

exceptional students to educational professionals. Dai and Chen (2014) observe, “The 

very notion o f ‘giftedness’ is socially constructed to serve practical ends, for good or ill” 

(p. 151). While it appears a good idea to let experts make the educational decisions 

regarding those most capable o f academic success, both the ideals o f the American 

educational system and the purposes it serves have evolved over the years (Urban & 

Wagoner, 2009).

The notion o f giftedness in America began with the publication o f Galton’s 

Hereditary Genius (see Table 4). Galton, Darwin’s cousin, believed heredity to play an 

important role in predetermining ability (Pinar et al., 2008). Galton’s ideas o f giftedness 

played an important role in the development o f  g  Theory: the belief that intelligence 

consists o f a single construct, g, and can be measured by an intelligence test (Louis et al., 

2000; Rushton, 1998).
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Significant Events in Gifted Education
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Year Event

1869 Galton’s Hereditary Genius is published (NAGC, 2008b)

1916 Stanford-Binet test published (NAGC, 2008b)

1917 US Army begins using intelligence tests (Urban & Wagoner, 2009)

1921 Termin Longitudinal Study Begins (NAGC, 2008b)

1950 National Science Foundation Act

1954 National Association o f  Gifted Children is founded (NAGC, 2008b)

1957 Sputnik (Pinar et al., 2008)

1958 National Defense Education Act (Pinar et al., 2008)

1971 The M arland Report is published (NAGC, 2008b)

1976 Joseph Renzulli presents the Enrichment Triad M odel (Renzulli, 1976)

1983 A Nation at Risk  is published (Gardner, 1983)

1988 Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education Act (NAGC, 2008b)

1990 National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented is created (NAGC, 
2008b)

1993 US DOE issues The Case fo r  Developing A m erica ’s Talent (NAGC, 
2008b)

1998 NAGC publishes gifted standards (NAGC, 2008b)

2002 No Child Left Behind (Urban & Wagoner, 2009)

2004 A Nation Deceived: How schools hold back Am erica's brightest students 
is published (NAGC, 2008b)
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It was during the development o f g  theory that Terman modified the Binet-Simons 

intelligence test in order to create the Stanford-Binet test. Publishing this test in 1916, 

Terman developed the Intelligence Quotient (IQ) and gave g  theorists the very tool they 

needed to identify gifted students (NAGC, 2008b). The United States’ entry into World 

War I in 1917 mandated the rapid expansion o f the army. The US Army agreed to use 

intelligence tests in order to quickly identify potential officers (Urban & Wagoner, 2009). 

This series o f  events gave credibility to intelligence tests and g  theory. These events also 

introduced the public to a basic tenant o f g  theory, the idea that abilities originate in 

qualities inherent to individuals (Louis et al., 2000).

Due to the popularity o f IQ tests, Terman began a longitudinal study o f highly 

precocious youth in 1921 seeking to dispel the stereotype o f the weak, frail intellectual 

(NAGC, 2008b). Publishing his first book on the subject in 1925, Terman declared gifted 

children to be as healthy and well-adjusted as others (Leslie, 2000; Terman, 1925). 

Terman gave the impression in his thirty-five year follow-up that gifted children are more 

likely to be successful and educated (Leslie, 2000).

After several decades, contemporary scholars began to question Terman’s 

conclusions. Kaufman (2000) supports the claim that Terman’s subjects were more 

likely to achieve a college education; however, Leslie (2000) demonstrates that the youth 

in Terman’s study were less accomplished as academicians than other scholars o f the 

time. Additional questions o f Terman’s claims arise when one considers the 

environmental factors involved. Demographic identifiers, particularly race and SES, 

favored the children in Terman’s study and perhaps predicted their success without
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consideration o f intelligence (Leslie, 2000). Nevertheless, Term an’s ideas, specifically 

the genetic origin o f  intelligence and the implied superiority o f those who score high on 

intelligence tests, took hold in American society by the 1930s (Kaufman, 2000).

After Terman’s ideas regarding the nature o f intelligence were accepted, little was 

done about gifted education until the Soviet Union launched the satellite Sputnik in 1957 

(NAGC, 2008b; Pinar et al., 2008; Urban & Wagoner, 2009). This singular event led to 

nationwide sensationalism in the media and allowed for the passing o f the National 

Defense Education Act (NDEA) (Pinar et al., 2008; Urban & Wagoner, 2009). By 

linking federal education funding to national defense, this piece o f legislation allowed for 

a new focus on advanced curriculum, particularly in math and science (Urban &

Wagoner, 2009).

Georgia was caught up in this sensationalism, as shown in Table 5. The state of 

Georgia was the first state to implement legislation which requires all school systems to 

offer gifted education programs (A. Cash, personal communication, February 28, 2014). 

In 1958, Georgia created an administrative position within the Georgia Department of 

Education designed to assist school systems with the design and implementation o f such 

programs (A. Cash, personal communication, February 28, 2014). Change with regard to 

gifted education continued in Georgia including the creation o f  the residential summer 

enrichment program, Georgia Governor’s Honors in 1964 and the approval o f a gifted 

add-on endorsement by the state department in 1970 (Kames & Nugent, 2004). The 

gifted add-on endorsement requires a sequence o f courses including characteristics of 

gifted learners, curriculum and gifted program development, and assessment and program
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implementation (Georgia Professional Standards Commission [GAPSC], n.d.). Usually 

completed over an academic year, the courses are offered by school systems, through 

regional educational service agencies, and universities either for credit toward an 

advanced degree or as an add-on for endorsement only (GPSC, n.d.)..

Table 5

History o f  Gifted Education in Georgia

Year Event

1950s Georgia is first state to mandate gifted education (A. Cash, personal 
communication, February 28, 2014)

1958 Georgia hires gifted consultant (later termed gifted coordinator) 
within the Department o f Education (Karnes & Nugent, 2004)

1964 Creation o f Georgia Governor’s Honors summer program (Kames & 
Nugent, 2004)

1970 Creation o f gifted add-on endorsement (Kames & Nugent, 2004)

1995 Georgia implements multiple criteria for gifted identification (Krisel & 
Brown, 1997)

The trend o f gifted education changes seen in Georgia did not continue 

nationwide. As fear produced by the launch o f Sputnik abated, the state o f gifted 

education again entered a stagnant period until The M arland Report was published in
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1971 and included the first federal definition o f giftedness (McClellan, 1985). The report 

claimed that:

Gifted and talented children are those identified by professionally qualified 

persons who by virtue o f  outstanding abilities, are capable o f high performance. 

These are children who require differentiated educational programs and/or 

services beyond those normally provided by the regular school program in order 

to realize their contribution to self and society. Children capable o f  high 

performance include those with demonstrated achievement and/or potential ability 

in any o f  the following areas, singly or in combination:

1. general intellectual ability

2. specific academic aptitude

3. creative or productive thinking

4. leadership ability

5. visual and performing arts

6. psychomotor ability (Marland, 1971, p. ix)

This definition, like every subsequent definition, was accepted by some and 

resisted by others. Renzulli (1976) countered the Marland definition by publishing the 

Enrichment Triad Model which allowed giftedness to be measured using multiple criteria. 

This work offered an alternative to g  theory and allowed for a broader definition o f gifted 

education. During this time, the debate focused on identifying and defining the magical 

entity known as giftedness, not whether it existed.
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Georgia underwent a transformation o f ideas in the early 1990s. As social justice 

became a more prominent political topic, gifted education was forced to address the issue 

o f representation gaps in certain populations o f gifted identified students. In 1991, six 

school systems in Georgia began conducting research about underrepresented populations 

in gifted education (Krisel & Brown, 1997). The result o f this research was Georgia’s 

adoption o f multiple criteria for gifted identification (see Table 6) in 1995 and state-wide 

implementation in 1997 (Krisel & Brown, 1997). While the initial motivation for this 

transition was social equality, it has not achieved the desired goal. The U.S. Department 

o f Education estimates student demographic data every few years.

Table 7 shows estimated representation o f each ethnicity within Georgia’s student 

population and Table 8 shows the estimated representation o f each ethnicity in Georgia’s 

gifted and talented population. Comparing the corresponding entries o f these tables 

reveals that there is much work still to be done to balance the representation o f gifted 

students in Georgia schools.
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Georgia Gifted Identification Eligibility
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C ategory O ption A
Student must have a 
qualifying score in the 
mental ability and 
achievement categories

O ption B
Students must qualify in three o f  the four 
categories

Mental
Ability

Grades K-2: 99th 
percentile composite 
score on a nationally 
normed mental ability test 
Grades 3-12: > 96th 
percentile composite 
score on a nationally 
normed mental ability test

Grades K-12: > 96th percentile composite score on 
a nationally age normed mental ability test

Achievement Grades K-12: > 90th 
percentile Total Reading, 
Total Math, or Complete 
Battery on a nationally 
normed achievement test

Grades K-12: >  90th percentile Total Reading, 
Total Math, or Complete Battery on a nationally 
normed achievement test
Grades K-12: Superior product/performance with 
a score o f  >90 on a scale o f  1-100, as evaluated by 
a panel o f  three or more qualified evaluators

Creativity Evaluation data required Grades K-12: >  90th percentile on composite score
on a nationally normed creativity test
Grades K-12: Rating scaled used to qualify student
must equate to the 90 th percentile
Grades K-12: Superior product/ performance with
a score o f  >90 on a scale o f  1 -100, as evaluated by
a panel o f  three or more qualified evaluators

Motivation Evaluation data required Grades 6-12: Two year average o f  a 3.5 GPA on a 
4.0 scale in regular core subjects o f  mathematics, 
English/language arts, social studies, science, and 
full year world languages.
Grades K-12: Rating scaled used to qualify student 
must equate to the 90 th percentile 
Grades K-12: Superior product/ performance with 
a score o f  >90 on a scale o f  1 - 100, as evaluated by 
a panel o f  three or more qualified evaluators

(Barge, 2011)
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Table 7

Estimated Representation o f  Each Ethnicity in Total Georgia Student Population

Ethnicity 2000 2004 2006 2009

American Indian/ 
Alaska native

0.16% 0.15% 0.15% Not Available

Asian/
Pacific Islander

2.28% 2.65% 2.95% Not Available

Hispanic 4.81% 7.66% 8.84% 11.60%

Black (non-Hispanic) 38.80% 40.25% 39.76% 38.99%

White (non-Hispanic) 53.96% 49.29% 48.30% 45.89%

Total Enrolment 1,413,899 1,537,452 1,625,594 1,662,560

(U.S. Department o f Education, n.d.)

Table 8

Estimated Representation o f  Each Ethnicity in Georgia Student Population Enrolled in 
Gifted & Talented

Ethnicity 2000 2004 2006 2009

American Indian/ 
Alaska native

0.10% 0.13% 0.16% 0.32%

Asian/
Pacific Islander

4.17% 5.62% 6.14% 7.56%

Hispanic 1.17% 2.27% 2.97% 4.93%

Black (non-Hispanic) 14.65% 16.68% 17.50% 17.14%

White (non-Hispanic) 79.91% 75.30% 73.24% 68.96%

Total Enrolment 113,036 136,621 150,677 171,525

(U.S. Department o f  Education, n.d.)
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Advocates o f multiple criteria gifted identification sought more than true social 

equality; they also "envisionfed] the day when Georgia’s identification process would 

focus less on labeling and more on diagnosis o f students’ outstanding abilities” (Krisel & 

Brown, 1997, p. A l). The transition from a categorization to a child-centered approach 

was important as it “helped move [Georgia] away from reliance on a single IQ score 

toward a commitment to develop profiles o f student’s strengths and interests” (A. Cash, 

personal communication, February 28, 2014). While this change moves Georgia toward 

a contemporary view o f giftedness (Brown et al., 2005; Ford, 2013; Louis et al., 2000), 

testing for the sake o f applying a label still places these procedures into the traditional 

realm o f giftedness (Brown et al., 2005; Frasier, 1997; Matthews & Folsom, 2009).

Gifted Definition

Few contemporary scholars agree on what constitutes a gifted child and what 

procedures are required to identify him or her. This is evident by the variety in existence, 

funding, and structure o f  gifted programs within the United States. There is at least as 

much variability in the definition o f giftedness. Cramond (2004) explains, “The fact that 

even the federal definition has gone through at least three iterations in 30 years indicates 

that defining giftedness will probably continue to be a dynamic process” (p. 16). 

Beginning with the definition included in The M arland Report, the federal definition of 

gifted has evolved into the current definition:

Students, children, or youth who give evidence o f high achievement capability in 

areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or in specific



33

academic fields, and who need services and activities not ordinarily provided by 

the school in order to fully develop those capabilities. (NAGC, 2008a, p. 1)

This definition appears general enough to work in every circumstance; however, 

each state also has the authority to define giftedness to fit the design o f the programs 

offered within that state. While many states use the federal definition as a model, there is 

no guarantee that each definition interprets the federal definition the same way. For 

example, Georgia defines giftedness as:

A student who demonstrates a high degree o f intellectual and/or creative 

ability(ies), exhibits an exceptionally high degree o f motivation, and/or excels in 

specific academic fields, and who needs special instruction and/or special 

ancillary services to achieve at levels commensurate with his or her abilities. 

(Barge, 2011, p. 6)

It is significant that both the federal and Georgia definitions are based on the 

concept o f ability, yet both definitions completely avoid any definition or discussion 

about the origin o f  those abilities. By ignoring this topic, the policies which have 

evolved from the definitions o f ability have been left to the interpretation, based on 

individual beliefs and perceptions, o f the practitioners who are responsible for policy 

implementation (Grantham, 2001). The plethora o f options, definitions, and practices 

indicates that there is little consensus among scholars and practitioners regarding gifted 

education (Cramond, 2004; Delisle & Renzulli, 1982; Grantham, 2001; McBee, Peters, & 

Waterman, 2014).
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The path gifted education has traveled to arrive at the current locale is not linear. 

However, according to Delisle and Renzulli (1982), “The underlying assumption that a 

reservoir o f gifted children exists somewhere in the general population remains the same 

despite the number and variety o f identification instruments used’7 (p. 89). While 

scholars cannot agree that a consensus on the definition o f giftedness is even necessary 

(Cramond, 2004; Grantham, 2001), the continual development o f  gifted education is 

motivated by the notion that unidentified gifted children exist. Cramond (2004) suggests 

that scholarly disagreement will generate a dialogue and produce growth within the field 

o f gifted education. However, this dialogue has failed to productively solve the problems 

within gifted education in the last three decades (McBee et al., 2014). A possible 

explanation for the lack o f success can be found in change management theory.

Organizational Change

Schools have experienced constant change in structure, mission, and social 

expectations since their formation (Urban & Wagoner, 2009). Many policy makers have 

proposed to “fix” education; however, few o f the solutions have been effective (Pinar, 

2012; Ravitch, 2010). Although the motivations for changes within businesses are often 

fiscal rather than social, examining business theories o f  organizational change provides a 

possible explanation as to why many o f the changes in schools have failed to accomplish 

the goals for which they were implemented.

Business Change

In order to stay competitive in a global market, organizations today are 

undergoing more change than at any other point in history (Grunberg et al., 2008;
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Wanberg & Banas, 2000). For three decades, beginning in the 1950s, organizational 

change was studied under the framework o f planned change theory which posits that 

organizations only change in intentional ways through well-developed plans (Higgs & 

Rowland, 2005; Tummers, 2011). The development o f emergent change theory in the 

1908s, which explains that organizations evolve and change in ways which are not 

predetermined, provided another construct through which to view organizational change 

(Tummers, 2011). While the literature situated within each o f these models differs in 

how organizational change is viewed, proponents o f both planned change and emergent 

change theory focus on four principle areas: the motivations for change, efficient 

methods o f change, reasons for employee resistance to change, and the effects o f change 

on an organization (Grunberg et al., 2008).

Many motivations for change are addressed by scholars, among them are 

efficiency (Sattler & Nagel, 2010), technological advancements (Jiao & Guozhen, 2013), 

and politics (Grunberg et al., 2008). Nevertheless, Grunberg et al. (2008) suggest that 

undergoing organizational changes (positive or negative) distances employees from their 

organizational commitments. The longer employees spend in an organization, the less 

likely they are to accept policy change (Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). Hargreaves and 

Goodson (2006) posit many reasons for the lack o f reception, among them are the 

employee’s understanding that any new policy will soon be replaced by another with 

similar promises and the notion that an employee cannot maintain the energy level 

needed to continually implement new policy.
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Because organizational leadership decides the reasons for and goals o f change 

(Grunberg et al., 2008), the overwhelming majority o f  literature in the arena o f 

organizational change is about efficient methods o f establishing change (Wanberg & 

Banas, 2000) and eliminating employee resistance (Tummers, 2011). Higgs and 

Rowland (2005) and Wanberg and Banas (2000) posit that change is best accomplished 

by enabling employees to be involved with the process. However, Grunberg et al. (2008) 

challenge this declaration by stating that a more effective method requires only honest, 

timely information provided to employees. Lam and Robertson (2012) suggest creating a 

supportive culture is the most effective way in which to accomplish change. What 

becomes evident is that the methods discussed do not deal directly with the change, but 

rather detail how to ensure employee cooperation.

The most important o f the four areas o f research about organizational change is 

employee willingness to accept or resist change (Grunberg et al., 2008). Two different 

models emerge from the literature to discuss how employees evaluate whether to support 

or reject a new policy. Miller et al. (1994) posit that the social information model (SIM) 

explains how attitudes are influenced by information and social interaction. The SIM 

considers all social pressures used to influence employees. Tummers (2011) explains, 

“Public professionals, as members o f professional communities or associations, also have 

to accommodate professional norms and standards” (p. 561). Tummers, Steijn, and 

Bekkers (2012) agree with this assessment by extolling the importance o f social pressures 

in the willingness o f  professionals to accept change.
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In contrast, the job characteristics model contends that employees consider their 

own needs when making a policy decision (Miller et al., 1994). Within the understanding 

of individual needs are the beliefs and perceptions o f each employee (Miller et al., 1994). 

Tummers et al. (2012) explain, “Three meaninglessness factors (societal, client, and 

personal) have the strongest influences on willingness to change” (p. 730). Miller et al. 

(1994), Sattler and Nagel (2010), and Tummers (2011) agree that the perceived benefits 

to society at large, the clients with which an employee interacts, and for the individual 

employee are the most important indicators o f employee acceptance o f change. This 

common conclusion was reached by these scholars while working in very different 

domains: M iller et al. (1994) studied Midwestern business professionals, Sattler and 

Nagel (2010) studied German farmers, and Tummers (2011) and Tummers et al. (2012) 

were studying Dutch mental healthcare professionals. What is most important in these 

conclusions is that the actual effects o f  the policy are irrelevant to the employee; 

acceptance or resistance to the policy depends upon that employee’s perceptions of the 

benefits. Woodman and Dewett (2004) support the importance o f  employee beliefs by 

stating:

It is axiomatic that changing individual knowledge, attitudes, and behavior is key 

to effective organizational change. That is, it is not possible for the organization 

to change in meaningful ways unless employees change— people must believe 

differently, they must think differently, and they must behave differently, (p. 32) 

These authors do not deny that other factors may influence an employee’s decision, but 

suggest that any other factor is o f much lower importance.
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When considering employee resistance to change from this vantage point, it is 

easier to understand Tummers’ (2011) statement, “Public professionals often seem 

unwilling to implement new policies” (p. 556). Perhaps the tension lies in the tendency 

o f employees to focus on their perception o f the benefits o f  a policy while policymakers 

often focus on the actual benefits, which are usually economic (Sattler & Nagel, 2010; 

Tummers, 2011). Regardless o f the theory used and the particular way in which the 

measures are constructed, one common factor is vital to successful policy 

implementation: employee cooperation (Ewalt & Jennings, 2004; May & Winter, 2009; 

Miller et al., 1994; Tummers et al., 2012; Wanberg & Banas, 2000).

Educational Change

Within schools, much like within business organizations, change is usually 

constituted in a top-down model (Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). As Cohen, McCabe, 

Michelli, & Pickaral (2009) state, “Educational policy shapes practice” (p. 205). Much 

like the business claims o f employee empowerment proposed by Higgs and Rowland

(2005) and Wanberg and Banas (2000), Ballet and Kelchtermans (2008) claim that 

providing teachers a voice in change efforts increases the effectiveness o f those changes. 

Cohen et al. (2009) posit that a supportive school culture is beneficial to successful policy 

implementation; this finding resonates with the conclusions o f Lam and Robertson

(2012). Change management theory scholars concur with Ballet and Kelchtermans 

(2008), Cohen et al. (2009), and Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) in that they all stress 

the importance o f practitioner support for policy.
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Echoing the conclusions o f business scholars, Ballet and Kelchtermans (2008) 

and Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) conclude that teacher willingness to adopt 

educational policy lies in a teacher’s perception o f  how that policy will affect school 

communities (society), teachers (individual), and most importantly students (clients). 

Hargreaves and Goodson (2006) suggest that the generational mission o f teachers, 

otherwise stated as the goals to which teachers have dedicated their careers, plays an 

important role in a teacher’s reaction to policy. However, by examining factors which 

address school climate, Cohen et al. (2009) explain that the attitudes o f teachers are not 

reflected in school policy. In fact, Ingersoll (2001) suggests that the restricted role o f 

teachers’ opinions in school policy is one o f the primary reasons that education has such 

a high rate o f teacher attrition. The researcher is interested in how teacher attitudes about 

policy may explain the ineffectiveness o f such policy, including gifted education policy. 

For this reason, the researcher used change management theory to help frame this study.

Applying change management theory to schools and then aligning it within the 

context o f gifted education makes clear that any policy implemented to address inequities 

in gifted identification or gifted programs must first consider the perceptions and beliefs 

o f those practitioners who will be implementing that policy. Ballet and Kelchtermans 

(2008) posit that teachers will implement changes that align with their beliefs and resist 

changes with do not. Frasier clarifies how this applies to gifted education by stating:

Even if  you have the best test and the best procedures in mind for getting referrals 

and nominations, there are those ingrained attitudes about the abilities o f poor and
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minority children that will somehow thwart the efforts you want to make.

(Grantham, 2001, p. 50)

Therefore, the current study is necessary to understand the perceptions 

practitioners hold about gifted education in order to determine how these beliefs interact 

with current and suggested policy. This study may also suggest reasons current or 

previous policy detailing gifted identification procedures have not achieved the goals for 

which it was designed. First, a framework must be developed through which one can 

gain an understanding o f how the beliefs o f educational experts affect their motivation.

Motivation

The theory o f motivation has a past o f confusion and controversy, often changing 

drastically in response to the same events which affected gifted education. Beginning 

with James’ (1890/2007) idea o f self-esteem, motivational theory supported the child- 

centered education movement which dominated curriculum theory in the early 1900s 

(Pajares, 2002; Pinar et al., 2008; Urban & Wagoner, 2009). However, the notions of 

internalization and progressive education became overshadowed by the ideas o f external 

control, most notably behaviorism, around the time o f America’s involvement in World 

War I (Pajares, 2002; Pinar et al., 2008). Behaviorist scholars such as Thorndike (1911), 

Watson (1913), and Skinner (1938) proposed that human behavior could be explained by 

examining external stimuli. Despite Freud’s (1923/1960) proposition o f the Id, Ego, and 

Superego, which claimed the notions o f  motivation, development, and knowledge were 

internal to an individual (Dimitriadis & Kamberelis, 2006), behaviorist theory dominated 

education in the following decades.
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The pendulum o f academically accepted ideas starting moving away from 

behaviorist thought after World War II. Beyond failing to account for the thoughts or 

beliefs o f an individual, behaviorism fails to even acknowledge thoughts and beliefs are 

within the realm o f science (Pajares, 2002; Martinez, 2010). Scholars appealed to the 

Freudian traditions o f psychology and soon began to propose ideas which allowed for 

understanding motivation as something that comes from within an individual (Martinez, 

2010). M aslow’s (1968) suggestion o f a hierarchy o f needs blended these two extremes 

by accounting for the internal reactions of an individual to respond to the external stimuli. 

M aslow 's (1968) work paved the way for the next generation o f  scholars.

DeCharms (1972) continued the melding o f ideas by examining the differences in 

the perception o f causation. DeCharms (1972) was particularly interested in whether 

individuals considered themselves controlling agents or reactionary agents, that is 

whether causation was, “within or external to the individual” (M aehr & Midgley, 1991, p. 

401). According to Maehr and Midgley (1991), “ [DeCharms’] concern with the 

perceived source o f causation was an important contribution to the development of a 

social-cognitive perspective on motivation” (p. 401).

Following DeCharm’s work, Bandura published his seminal work on self- 

efficacy. Bandura (1977) contends that self-efficacy explains behavior by affecting 

effort, persistence, and response to challenges. Elaborating on these ideas led Bandura 

(1986) to the creation o f social cognitive theory. As Bandura (1986) explains:

In the social cognitive model o f interactive agency, persons are neither 

autonomous agents nor mechanical conveyers o f animating environmental forces.
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Rather, they serve as a reciprocally contributing influence to their own motivation 

and behavior within a system o f reciprocal causation involving personal 

determinants, action, and environmental factors, (p. 12)

Schunk (2012) writes, “Bandura ...discussed human behavior within a framework 

o f triadic reciprocality, or reciprocal interactions among behaviors, environmental 

variables, and personal factors such as cognitions” (p. 119, italics original). In social 

cognitive theory, Bandura not only completed the meld o f internal and external locus of 

motivation but expanded the idea by allowing for human behavior to both influence and 

be influenced by motivational factors.

Adapting DeCharms’ framework for motivation to the theory o f intelligence, 

Dweck (1986) clarifies the competing terms of learning goals and performance goals. 

Learning goals are those “in which individuals seek to increase their competence, to 

understand or master something new” (Dweck, 1986, p. 1040), while performance goals 

are those “in which individuals seek to gain favorable judgm ents o f their competence or 

avoid negative judgm ents o f their competence” (Dweck, 1986, p. 1040). Dweck (1986) 

demonstrates that students who seek performance goals often hold an entity theory o f 

intelligence while those students who seek learning goals often demonstrate an 

incremental theory. Dweck (1986) posits that the learning goals to which students aspire 

affect their pattern o f behavior, including effort, persistence, and response to challenges 

and failure. Dweck and Leggett (1988) extend this idea by demonstrating the connection 

between student theory o f intelligence, goal orientation, behavioral response, and
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perceived ability. Mindset theory connects these four characteristics in the tradition of 

reciprocity started in social cognitive theory.

Mindset Theory

Mindset theory, particularly an individual’s belief about the origin o f abilities, 

provides an alternative to the traditional view o f gifted education. In Mindset: The New  

Psychology o f  Success, Dweck (2006) posits that an individual holds either a “fixed” or a 

“growth” mindset (see Table 9). According to Dweck (2006), individuals who maintain a 

fixed mindset believe that ability is pre-determined, exerting effort demonstrates a lack o f 

ability, assessments are used to measure ability, and challenges should be avoided in 

order to prevent negative appearances. Dweck (2006) juxtaposes this by explaining that 

individuals with a growth mindset believe that ability is changeable, effort leads to 

improvement, assessments are used to identify the areas in need o f  improvement, and 

challenges should be accepted in order to foster self-improvement.

Table 9

Comparison o f  Fixed and Growth Mindset

Fixed Mindset Perspective Growth Mindset Perspective

Ability is inherent to an individual Ability is developed by an individual

Effort is only needed when ability Effort is used to produce a greater ability
is absent

Assessments measure ability Assessments measure areas o f  weakness

Challenging material reveals a lack Challenging material allows for growth
o f ability

(Dweck, 2006)
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Dweck’s classifications are not without academic support. Cimpian, Arce, 

Markman, and Dweck (2007) claim that the mindset held by young children can impact 

the effort exerted when faced with negative criticism. Hong et al. (1999) and Mangels et 

al. (2006) demonstrate the same is true for university students by asserting that the effort 

given is largely dependent upon the student’s mindset, fixed or growth. Nussbaum and 

Dweck (2008) provide evidence that the mindset o f university students determines 

whether assessments are perceived to measure ability or are used to identify areas o f 

weakness in order to promote growth. These studies demonstrate that the effort teachers 

seek from students is largely dependent upon which side o f  the mindset divide a student 

is operating.

Mindset is also linked to student achievement. Blackwell et al. (2007) state, “The 

belief that intelligence is m alleable.. .predicted an upward trajectory in grades over the 

two years o f junior high school, while a belief that intelligence is fixed... predicted a flat 

trajectory” (p. 246). Grant and Dweck (2003) concur that a student’s mindset affects his 

or her future course performance as well as his or her response to poor performance.

Rheinberg (as cited in Dweck, 2007a) posits that teachers have an impact on the 

mindset o f students. In direct support o f this assertion, Dweck (2007a, 2007b) reports 

that the manner in which a child is praised can influence the mindset developed by that 

child as well as determine the type o f challenges chosen by the child. Kamins and 

Dweck (1999) demonstrate that this phenomenon holds for five and six year old children, 

and Mueller and Dweck (1998) reach the same conclusion when studying fifth grade 

students. These findings place a burden on teachers to be aware o f  language choice and
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the reasons for which they offer praise to students. Additionally, Blackwell et al. (2007) 

and Good, Aronson, and Inzlicht (2003) posit that teachers can create environments 

which can affect a student’s mindset. Solutruck (2013) concluded that by leading 

conversations, incorporating Brainology, and explicitly showing students how effort can 

lead to increased performance an after-school program for at-risk elementary students 

had a significant effect on the number o f students with a growth mindset. Developing 

appropriate instructional methods can create classroom atmospheres that assist in 

development o f a growth mindset for students in community colleges as reported by 

Auten (2013).

In an attempt to provide educators with efficient access to mindset theory, Dweck 

(2006) reports on the creation o f the Brainology software program. According to Dweck

(2006), the program follows two popular middle school students who are struggling in an 

academic area. The program explains the basic biology o f the brain and how student 

actions influence the brain’s ability to grow. Although Dweck (2006) provides examples 

o f the positive effects o f  the program and Fegley (2010) develops a blueprint for 

transitioning high school students towards a growth mindset which includes the 

incorporation o f Brainology, Baldridge (2010) suggests that the program alone might be 

insufficient to improve student performance.

Antink (2010) cautions that mindset is not the panacea o f education by providing 

one example in which several actions were taken to address student mindset and no 

significant difference in student achievement, as measured by standardized test scores, 

could be demonstrated. Chaucer (2013) demonstrated that the mindset o f school



46

principals has no statistical effect on student growth scores but failed to describe how the 

growth scores were calculated. The lack o f effect o f mindset on performance shown by 

Antink (2010) and Chaucer (2013) may be explained by the failure o f standardized tests 

to adequately measure the concepts found most important by proponents o f a growth 

mindset.

While student mindset has been the primary focus of literature, practitioner 

mindset has been briefly explored. In addition to the investigation o f the mindset of 

principals by Chaucer mentioned above, Boden (2012) and Gero (2013) have each 

considered the mindset o f  educational practitioners. Boden (2012) suggests the 

importance o f a growth mindset within university professors when developing new 

teaching techniques and strategies, and Gero (2013) demonstrates the predictive power of 

mindset within teacher professional learning. While each of these studies directly 

involves the mindset o f educators, literature directly addressing educator mindset about 

student ability or about the classification o f giftedness is missing.

Gifted Philosophies

In parallel to the dichotomous relationship o f mindset theory, the perspective of 

gifted practitioners can be divided between two philosophical camps: contemporary and 

traditional (Brown et al., 2005; Dau & Chen, 2014; Ford, 2013; Louis et al., 2000; 

Matthews & Folsom, 2009). Table 10 illustrates these two gifted mindsets. Although 

scholars label the philosophies differently, each essentially describes the same dichotomy 

o f ideas. The two ideologies differ in four distinct ways: origin o f ability, duration o f 

ability, area of ability, and educational needs o f the child (Matthews and Folsom, 2009).
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Particulars o f each definition may not align perfectly, but some or all o f  these differences 

exist in the following categorizations: historical philosophy and emerging philosophy 

discussed by Brown et al. (2005), g  theory and specific skills theory suggested by Louis 

et al. (2000), and mystery and mastery proposed by Matthews and Folsom (2009). For 

the sake o f  clarification, this research will combine the historical philosophy, g  theory, 

and mystery ideologies into the traditional view o f gifted education and the emerging 

philosophy, specific skills theory, and mastery ideologies into the contemporary view.

Table 10

Comparison o f  Contemporary and Traditional Views o f  Giftedness

Topic Contemporary Traditional

Origin of 
ability

incremental, developed through 
effort and interest (Matthews & 
Folsom, 2009)

Inherent, gained through genetics 
(Louis et al., 2000)

Duration o f
advanced
ability

“A particular point in time” 
(Matthews & Folsom, 2009, 
p. 19)

Life-long (Louis et al., 2000)

Area o f 
giftedness

Domain-specific, advanced 
ability may only occur in one 
area (Matthews & Folsom, 
2009)

Universal, advanced in all areas 
(Brown et al., 2005)

Educational
needs

Change as child grows and 
develops, differentiation 
(Matthews & Folsom, 2009)

Grouped by ability, accelerated and 
more difficult curriculum
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Because o f  the fundamental differences in these two views o f giftedness, the 

applicable differences in schools has centered on identification procedures (Ford, 2013). 

The traditional perspective views “giftedness as genetic superiority that might be 

measured at birth if only we had the right psyochometric instrument” (Matthews & 

Folsom, 2009, p. 19). Jensen (as cited in Rushton, 1998) takes this idea further by 

claiming that intelligence, as measured by IQ, is solely determined by heredity. The 

desire o f gifted practitioners with this belief is to apply a label o f  gifted or non-gifted to 

all students (Brown et al., 2005; Frasier, 1997; Matthews & Folsom, 2009). Brodnick 

and Ree (1995), Frey and Determan (2004), and Louis et al. (2000) discuss singular 

measures o f intelligence, be that IQ or g , and ways they may be used to determine 

giftedness. To these scholars, giftedness is inherent, and the goal o f gifted identification 

is reduced to finding the elusive measure.

The fixed nature o f intelligence is not universally accepted. Ironically, Binet, 

who created the IQ measure, “believed that children’s intelligence could be transformed 

and enhanced through education” (Dweck, 2007a, p. 6). Many contemporary scholars 

(Brown et al., 2005; Cramond, 2004; Matthews & Folsom, 2009; Reis & Renzulli, 2009) 

conclude that while intelligence was once considered hereditary it is now viewed as a 

dynamic individual characteristic.

A singular measure for gifted identification is also opposed for social reasons. 

Rushton (1998) posits that acceptance o f a single measure o f intelligence promotes 

racism as it provides a cheap excuse to not address the racial achievement gap. Ford

(2013), in addition to questioning the accuracy of intelligence tests, states “when the all
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or nothing approach is adopted, the outcome is frequently underrepresentation among 

[culturally different] students in gifted education” (p. 46).

Questioning the design and use o f intelligence tests is common in the literature. 

Richert (1985) asserts the need for pluralistic assessment and expounds the problems of 

gifted identification practices by charging that quantifiable tests are not used properly, 

contain bias, and do not allow for continuous evaluation. Ford (2013) is adamant that the 

tests used for gifted identification are biased against culturally different students and 

should not solely determine a student’s identification. She states, “Such.. .criteria are 

grounded in the assumption that giftedness is synonymous with intelligence and that 

intelligence can be measured accurately and effectively by standardized tests” (Ford, 

2013, p. 39). Tyler-Wood and Carri (1991) demonstrate that all cognitive ability tests are 

not the same. These researchers show that slightly less than twenty-five percent o f the 

gifted students tested would have qualified for gifted based on all five o f  the intelligence 

tests used in the study (Tyler-Wood & Carri, 1991). This finding supports Van Tassel- 

Baska’s (1986) conclusion that students just under a cut-off score perform as well as 

students just above that score when re-tested.

Reis and Renzulli (2009) counter the traditional view o f giftedness by claiming,

“There is no single homogeneous group o f  gifted children and adults, and giftedness is 

developmental, not fix ed  at birth'’’’ (p. 233, italics original). Contemporary scholars, 

including Brown et al. (2005), Frasier (1997), and Matthews and Folsom (2009) call for 

gifted identification not to be a labeling process but rather to be used to enhance the 

learning experiences o f students with special abilities. These scholars (Brown et al.,
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2005; Ford, 2013; Louis et al., 2000) want identification to depend upon more than a 

single score or instrument. Richert (1985) calls for an end to the sole use o f academic 

measures and demonstrates that only subjective instruments have promise for identifying 

disadvantaged gifted students. McBee et al. (2014) caution that the use o f several 

standardized tests is insufficient for gifted identification. These scholars claim that 

policies can drastically alter the size and characteristics o f the identified population even 

when multiple criteria are used (McBee et al., 2014).

Brown et al. (2005) state, “Several researchers, including Sternberg...and 

Sattler.. .believe that intelligence and achievement tests are so similar that a quest to 

broaden conceptions o f giftedness by including achievement is halted” (p. 69). A simple 

probability calculation strengthens this argument. If one assumes the four criteria used 

for gifted identification in Georgia (creativity, motivation, achievement, and aptitude) are 

independent, then 0.22% o f students (roughly one out o f 500) should be identified gifted, 

which is drastically lower than approximately eight percent who are actually served (A. 

Cash, personal communication, February 28, 2014).

Despite the commendable efforts o f Georgia policy makers to combine the ‘and’ 

and ‘o r’ rules o f  multiple measures discussed by McBee et al. (2014), the authors’ use o f 

simulations to combine multiple standardized scores demonstrates flaws in Georgia’s 

identification policies. Coupling these findings with Fraser’s (1997) challenge to gifted 

identification procedures by suggesting that multiple measures implies the use o f more 

than multiple objective tests contradicts Georgia’s use o f the term ‘multiple measures.’
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Summary

Conspicuously absent from the literature is any discussion o f the mindset of 

practitioners regarding student abilities. That teachers, through their actions, words, and 

lessons can guide a student’s mindset is established. That mindset affects the effort a 

student exerts towards mastery o f academic material and consequently academic 

performance is also accepted. It must be asked why the mindset o f  practitioners has not 

been considered. This study seeks to partially address this shortcoming by considering 

the mindset o f practitioners as it applies to gifted education.

The dichotomy o f mindset theory is shown by Matthews and Folsom (2009) to be 

similar to the differences in the traditional and contemporary views o f giftedness. As 

such, the mindset o f  educators is important. The mindset o f these practitioners can 

determine not only how they view gifted education, but when combined with the 

conclusions o f change management theory, may help explain whether policy changes will 

be effective. The belief that all students, gifted and non-gifted, can improve their 

performance through effort is foundational to the American school system. Each day 

teachers ask students to face new challenges, not only because those challenges are 

required, but because teachers desire for students to improve in ways which might not be 

reflected on high stakes tests. However, these same students experience a school system 

determined to categorize students and apply labels (e.g. gifted, special needs, college 

prep) which rarely change. The ideas behind, including the privileges and limitations 

associated with, these categorizations are transmitted to students.
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Programs which directly apply and use such labels are open to charges o f 

entitlement, advanced academic opportunities, and special privileges. Before changes 

which provide equity o f opportunity can be advocated for and implemented in gifted 

education, the beliefs o f  those adults working within gifted education must be 

understood. Although history indicates that changes to gifted education occur in 

response to social situations, true changes can only take place in the classroom when 

practitioners agree with the decisions.

Gifted education is in a time of multiple ideas, but it is also a time when great 

gains can be made. Throughout the history o f gifted education in the United States, there 

have been short periods o f  radical change followed by periods o f relative stagnation. 

Education in the United States has recently been subject to many reforms. However, few 

o f  these reforms have drastically changed the educational experiences o f gifted students 

despite the advances in the understanding o f intelligence. While McBee (2010) may be 

correct in his assessment that “the true nature o f ability distribution is currently 

unknown” (p. 109), the identification for gifted programs should rely on multiple 

methods instead o f a single measurement. Frasier (1997) warns, “Using multiple criteria 

demands an increased reliance on human judgm ent” (p. A5). Ford (2013) states, “The 

undeniable and quintessential factor in the successful identification o f gifted [culturally 

different] students is teacher/educator attitudes, beliefs, and values— who, how, and what 

they value as gifted” (p. 88). If gifted education in Georgia is to rely on the judgment of 

practitioners as Frasier (1997) suggests, the beliefs these educational experts hold about 

giftedness become o f utmost significance.



CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction

Gifted education is in a period o f change driven by multiple ideas, definitions, and 

practices (Cramond, 2004; Marland, 1971; Reis & Renzulli, 2010; Renzulli, 1976).

Gifted identification procedures are o f  particular concern (Andrews, 2009; Ford, 1998, 

2013; Maker, 1996; McBee, 2010; McKenzie, 1986; Naglieri & Ford, 2003; Reis & 

Renzulli, 2010; Richert, 1987). The researcher studied educators’ perceptions o f gifted 

education in order to examine whether the mindsets o f educational professionals may 

cause a hurdle to policy implementation that could address the disparity o f representation 

o f some student groups in gifted education.

In this quantitative study, the researcher explored the relationship between three 

bifurcated variables: practitioner level, gifted certification status, and gifted mindset. 

Surveying certified employees within a single central Georgia school system, the 

researcher gathered data to determine if a significant relationship exists between these 

variables. Project approval was obtained at the school level, system level, and through 

Mercer University’s Institutional Review Board (IRB).

Problem and Purpose Statement Overview

Understanding the relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement 

status, and gifted mindset is an important step in determining how the field o f gifted

53
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education proceeds. Scholars have spent the decades since Renzulli (1976) proposed the 

triad model as an alternative to the traditional intelligence-based view o f gifted 

individuals mired in a debate about the appropriate policies regarding the definition of 

giftedness, identification procedures, and appropriate educational delivery models for 

gifted education (Cramond, 2004; Louis et al., 2000; Van Tassel-Baska, 1986). As the 

performance on achievement assessments o f  students with learning disabilities and from 

low SES or minority backgrounds has become better understood (Arriaga et al., 1998; 

Hoff, 2003; Hoff-Ginsberg, 1998), the necessity to locate and provide services for gifted 

students from underrepresented populations has become paramount (McBee, 2006). 

Policy changes which attempt to address the disproportionate percentages o f students 

who are successfully identified for gifted education programs have not eliminated the 

disparity in representation (Andrews, 2009; Ford, 1998, 2013; Maker, 1996; McBee, 

2010; McKenzie, 1986; Naglieri & Ford, 2003; Reis & Renzulli, 2010; Richert, 1987). 

The inability o f  existing policy to reduce the disparity in gifted representation provides 

justification for the current study into the perceptions o f those who interact with gifted 

students.

Change management theory, which suggests that successful policy 

implementation depends on the beliefs and perceptions o f those who are tasked with 

implementing the policy, offers one possible explanation for failed policy (Miller et al., 

1994; Tummers, 2011; Tummers et al., 2012). Applying change management theory to 

the current state o f gifted education suggests that the beliefs o f the practitioners involved 

directly with gifted education policy ought to be investigated. The purpose o f this study
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was to examine the perceptions o f educational professionals who are directly responsible 

for implementing gifted policy.

Research Question and Sub-Questions

The following question and sub-questions guided this study:

What is the relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and 

mindset?

1. Is the mindset o f  gifted endorsed practitioners significantly different than that 

o f  non-gifted endorsed practitioners?

2. Is the mindset o f teachers significantly different from that o f non-teachers?

Research Design

The log-linear analysis (Field, 2009) performed in this quantitative study allowed 

the researcher insight into the relationship between three independent, categorical 

variables: practitioner level, gifted certification status, and gifted mindset. For the 

purpose o f this study, practitioners were separated into groups labeled teacher and non

teacher. Teachers were defined as any certified employee o f the school system who is 

responsible for direct classroom instruction on a daily basis. This category was 

comprised primarily o f regular and special education teachers. Non-teachers were all 

certified system employees who are necessary to support classroom instruction, but are 

not teachers. This category was extended to include all school counselors, subject 

coaches, facilitators, curriculum specialists, media specialists, and both school and 

system administrators. Gifted endorsement status was determined by whether the 

participant has completed the requirements set forth by the Georgia Professional
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Standards Commission to receive an add-on endorsement to their teaching certificate, 

which enables the practitioner to teach gifted education courses. The gifted endorsement 

was introduced by Georgia in 1970 (Karnes & Nugent, 2004). Gifted mindset was 

measured by a survey comprised o f a series o f Likert scale questions. The questions were 

scored and an average o f these scores were used to classify the participant as having 

either a fixed or a growth mindset.

Participants

With the exception o f four schools, every certified employee o f a single school 

system in central Georgia was invited to participate in this study. The school system was 

comprised o f  eight high schools, eight middle schools, and 23 elementary schools, both 

suburban and rural. O f the four schools omitted from this study, one served as the site for 

the pilot study. The other three omitted schools are alternative schools that do not serve 

gifted students. Two principals, one elementary and one high school, elected to remove 

the faculty o f  their schools from the study.

The school system targeted for this study employs approximately 2,150 faculty 

members that possess a teaching or leadership certification. Approximately 77% o f these 

employees are classified as teachers and 23% are non-teachers. Approximately 18% of 

the certified employees currently hold a gifted endorsement and 82% do not. As every 

certified employee o f the school system, with the exception o f the six schools mentioned 

above, was invited to participate, the researcher’s expectation was that the participants 

varied in age, gender, ethnicity, and socioeconomic level. However, demographic data 

about the participants was not collected but may be o f interest to future researchers. This
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study had 446 participants. O f these, four were removed because they did not answer at 

least seven o f the mindset questions, one failed to answer the question determining gifted 

endorsement status, and one failed to answer the question pertaining to practitioner level. 

Table 11 shows how the remaining 436 participants o f this study were distributed by 

practitioner level, gifted mindset, and gifted endorsement status.

Table 11

Classification o f  Participants

Practitioner Level Gifted Mindset Gifted Endorsement Status

Yes No Total

Teacher Fixed 16 47 63

Growth 60 144 204

Undeterminable 28 72 100

Non-Teacher
Fixed 2 12 14

Growth 8 29 37

Undeterminable 3 15 18

Instrumentation

In order to address the research question and sub-questions, a survey instrument 

(see Appendix A) o f 20 questions was created. The first eight questions ask participants
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to identify demographic information regarding their practitioner level (teacher or non

teacher), gifted endorsement status (endorsed or non-endorsed). The remaining 12 

questions were used to measure the gifted mindset status (fixed or growth) o f the 

participant. Gifted mindset in this study was particularly focused on the participants’ 

beliefs regarding aptitude and creativity. Four gifted mindset questions were removed 

after the pilot study was conducted leaving a survey instrument o f 16 questions (see 

Appendix B).

While Georgia also includes measures o f  motivation and academic performance 

within the definition o f giftedness and gifted identification procedures (Barge, 2011), 

these components were left out off o f the survey for two reasons. First, it is well 

established in existing literature that motivation (Ames, 1982; DeCharms, 1972) and 

academic performance (DeCharms, 1972; Greenwald, Hedges, & Laine, 1996;

Leithwood & Mascall, 2008) can be changed by school and teacher interventions. 

Educators have been made aware o f these findings and may report what they have been 

told rather than what they believe. While this was a possibility with mindset theory also, 

the dissemination o f mindset theory is much less likely than research on changing student 

motivation and achievement. Second, giftedness has historically been more closely 

associated with aptitude and artistic creativity (Brown et al., 2005; Cramond, 2011). 

Despite the transition in the academic lexicon to include other concepts o f  giftedness, this 

change may not be completely accepted within the vernacular o f  schools. Ford (2013) 

points to the reliance on aptitude and creativity (and the failure to mention motivation and 

academic achievement) in the 1971 federal definition o f giftedness as a possible
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explanation for the continued reliance on these constructs. Due to the consideration that 

motivation and performance are not uniquely gifted attributes, any mention o f these 

characteristics may have altered the results o f the survey as participants may have 

considered all students instead o f focusing solely on gifted students.

The survey instrument consisted o f both growth and fixed mindset questions. 

Excluding growth mindset questions altogether was considered. Leggett (as cited in 

Gero, 2013) indicates that, for reasons o f social acceptance, respondents will slowly 

agree with items which depict an incremental theory (growth mindset). A researcher can 

simply interpret disagreement with a fixed gifted mindset as agreement with a growth 

mindset. However, growth mindset questions were included in order to identify 

acquiescence response bias (Gero, 2013). The eight questions used to measure gifted 

mindset were therefore divided into two sections, intelligence and creativity, with each 

section consisting o f equal numbers o f growth mindset and fixed mindset questions. 

Validity and reliability o f  the survey instrument were addressed by conducting a pilot 

study.

Procedures

Prior to beginning any phase o f the study, IRB approval o f the procedures was 

sought (see Appendix C). Once IRB approval was gained, the research was conducted in 

two phases: a pilot study and the full study. The pilot study was used to establish 

evidence for the validity and reliability o f the survey instrument, and the full study 

consisted o f the collection and analysis o f the data in order to answer the research 

question and sub-questions.
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Pilot Study

To obtain site permission for the pilot study, the researcher met with the principal 

o f the selected school in order to explain the study and ask the principal to encourage 

staff participation. The researcher then sent an email to the principal, which was then 

forwarded to each certified employee within the school. A link within the email took 

participants to an online survey that began with an electronic consent form and was 

followed by the twenty-question survey, created by the researcher.

The pilot study was necessary in order to determine the validity and reliability of 

the survey instrument. Validity was assessed using a principal component analysis on the 

12 survey items measuring mindset (Creswell, 2012; Mertens, 2010). Previous studies 

show loadings o f  all items onto a single variable with growth mindset questions having 

negative loadings (Gero, 2013). However, negative loadings o f  the six growth mindset 

questions were avoided due to the reverse scoring o f these questions. The researcher then 

anticipated the items to load onto two variables that could be used to provide evidence of 

convergent validity.

Although the number o f questions was positively correlated to internal 

consistency reliability, Dweck, Chiu, and Hong (1995) demonstrate the internal reliability 

o f previous instruments with few questions to determine mindset. Across multiple 

studies, Cronbach’s alpha ranged from .85 to .98 (Dweck et al., 1995). Using a two week 

time-span, test-retest reliability for intelligence theory was .80 (Dweck et al., 1995). In 

this study, the researcher sought internal consistency reliability in order to establish 

reliability for the survey instrument. Using the results o f the pilot study, Cronbach’s
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coefficient alpha was calculated and reported (Creswell, 2012; Mertens, 2010). Based on 

the results o f the pilot study, four items were deleted to increase these psychometric 

properties.

Full Study

The procedures for data collection o f the full study were similar to that o f the pilot 

study. The researcher addressed every school principal within the school system, except 

the intentionally excluded schools, in order to gain support for the study and increase 

participation. Only ten o f  the 35 principals returned the mail correspondence granting 

permission to conduct the survey. Because o f this low return, the researcher visited the 

remaining 25 principals to seek permission. During these meetings, several principals 

decided they were more comfortable with a paper copy administration o f the survey and 

two principals opted not to allow their faculty to participate. After amending the IRB, the 

researcher either delivered paper copies o f the survey to the school or sent a recruitment 

email to the principal, which was then forwarded to the faculty. A link within the email 

took participants to an introduction to the study followed by a consent form. After giving 

consent, participants were able to complete the 16-question survey through 

surveymonkey.com.

The first eight questions o f the survey gathered information about participants’ 

position in education, gifted endorsement status, and years o f experience. The final eight 

questions o f the instrument included a six level Likert scale and were used to measure the 

participant’s gifted mindset. Measurement o f gifted mindset followed the procedure 

introduced by Dweck et al. (1995) and continued by Blackwell et al. (2007), Dweck
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(2007a), Gero (2013), and Hong et al. (1999). The fixed questions were scored with 

"‘strongly agree" yielding six points down to “strongly disagree” yielding one point. The 

growth questions had the same Likert scale; however, these questions were reverse 

scored. Participants with an average mindset score greater than 3.75 were deemed to 

have a fixed mindset while an average mindset score o f  less than 3.25 was understood to 

indicate a growth mindset. Participants whose average score was greater than or equal to 

3.25 and less than or equal to 3.75 were omitted as the instrument provided an 

inconclusive measure o f mindset in that range.

Reasons for deviating from the classification procedures established by Dweck et 

al. (1995) were multifaceted. With any independently scored event, increasing the 

number o f iterations will cause the average o f those scores to tend toward the mean. In 

order to classify mindset as fixed or growth, Dweck et al. (1995) used the average score 

o f six questions and excluded any average score that fell between three and four. Due to 

the use o f eight questions in this study the average scores were closer to the mean o f 3.5, 

so a modified range for exclusion was generated.

The average mindset score was not a truly continuous variable. That is, because 

the sum o f the scores from the mindset questions must be an integer there were only a 

fixed number o f possible average scores. For example, summing the mindset scores from 

each question may yield a total score o f 24 which would give an average mindset score of 

exactly 3. Increasing the total score by one point, to 25, would give an average mindset 

score o f 3.125. Likewise, a total score o f 32 gives an average score o f 4 while a total 

score o f 31 gives an average score o f 3.875. As such, adjusting the excluded scores from
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those between three and four to those between 3.1 and 3.9 would have no effect as 

average mindset scores between 3 and 3.1 (and 3.9 and 4) are impossible.

In order to modify the range o f unacceptable average mindset scores to account 

for the increased number o f questions while respecting the average mindset score 

possibilities the researcher first considered the total mindset score from Dweek’s (2006) 

work. Using six questions, Dweck (2006) excluded five total score values (19, 20, 21,

22, and 23) as these total scores would result in average mindset scores larger than 3 and 

less than 4. Instead o f  predetermining the range o f average mindset scores which would 

be excluded, the researcher adopted the method o f excluding a range o f total mindset 

scores. Basing the decision on Dweck et al.’s (1995) work of excluding five total 

mindset scores, the researcher excluded the total mindset scores values o f  26, 27, 28, 29, 

and 30 which correspond to average mindset scores greater than or equal to 3.25 and less 

than or equal to 3.75.

The need to translate these scores back into average mindset scores becomes 

apparent when one considers participants who do not answer all eight mindset questions. 

The researcher accepted surveys with seven o f the eight mindset questions answered.

This decision made operating solely in total mindset score insufficient. The inclusive 

interval of 3.25 to 3.75 was therefore used as the range o f average scores which would be 

excluded from the study.

The researcher provided a certain amount o f time for principals to distribute the 

surveys. The data collection period was not extended because more than the required 325 

(Krejcie & Morgan, 1970) participants completed the survey. The survey data was stored
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on the researcher’s password protected computer. The survey results were entered into 

Statistical Package fo r  the Social Sciences (SPSS), which was used to perform all 

statistical analyses. Field (2009) suggests following a non-significant log-linear analysis 

on three variables with a chi-squared analysis o f two variables while holding the third 

variable constant. Because the log-linear analysis returned a non-significant result, four 

chi-squared analyses were conducted. The first two were performed on each level o f the 

practitioner variable, thus examining the difference in gifted mindset and gifted 

endorsement status, in an attempt to answer the first research sub-question. The second 

research sub-question, addressing the relationship between mindset and practitioner level, 

was addressed by performing two chi-squared analyses on each level o f the gifted 

endorsement variable. By performing the follow-up chi-squared tests, the researcher 

addressed the pairwise relationship o f the variables due to the lack o f  a significant 

relationship in by the log-linear analysis.

Limitations and Delimitations 

This study contains two principle limitations. This study was limited by the 

survey instrument used to measure the practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and 

gifted mindset o f  the participants. The researcher anticipated valid and reliable results 

when classifying practitioner level and gifted certification status as these variables are 

rather concrete. The classification o f mindset posed questions o f reliability and validity 

despite conducting a pilot study to address these psychometric measures.

To ensure the accuracy o f the data not collected electronically, the researcher 

numbered each paper survey and entered the data three separate times. Each data entry
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period was at least two days removed from the previous entry. Then using the 

capabilities o f Microsoft Excel, the researcher subtracted all o f the corresponding cells 

from each pairwise groupings o f the file to ensure the agreement o f  corresponding cells. 

Any cell which showed a non-zero value was then manually checked.

Three delimitations were included in this study. First was the restriction of 

participants to those employed by a single school system in central Georgia. Despite this 

system employing a large number o f certified employees, only rural and suburban 

schools were represented in this study. While necessary provided the limited time and 

access available to the researcher, the restriction o f the sample to schools in a single area 

may prevent other scholars from applying the results o f  this study in a general manner.

Secondly, the scoring method employed to measure gifted mindset, and the 

subsequent removal o f any participants with scores between 3.25 and 3.75, could cause 

concern. This was done in order to account for the increased number o f questions used to 

determine gifted mindset yet preserve the integrity o f mindset theory as presented by 

Dweck (2006). The number o f participants removed because o f  unusable scores was not 

excessively large, yet may lead some to question the results o f  the study.

Lastly, the decision of the researcher to exclude the gifted identification factors o f 

motivation and achievement when categorizing gifted mindset, despite the reasons given 

for this decision, may lead scholars to question the findings o f the study. Based on the 

historical association o f giftedness with creativity and intelligence, the researcher decided 

these parameters would be best to determine teacher perceptions o f gifted education.
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Data Analysis

Participants for whom a viable gifted mindset score was calculated were classified 

by three different categorical variables: practitioner level, gifted certification status, and 

gifted mindset. Field (2009) deems the appropriate method to determine if a statistical 

relationship exists between more than two categorical variables is a log-linear analysis. If 

a two-tailed probability level is less than the academic standard alpha o f .05 (Field, 2009) 

then a significant relationship was reported. A two-tailed test was used because the 

alternate hypothesis did not suggest a direction o f the difference in expected values in the 

three-way frequency table. A log-linear analysis only revealed significant interactions on 

two variables if the highest-order interaction, in this case the interaction o f all three 

categorical variables, was not significant (Field, 2009).

Field (2009) and von Eye and Mun (2013) do not completely agree on what 

assumptions must be addressed for a log-linear analysis. Field (2009) states that the cells 

o f  the contingency table must be independent and that no more than twenty percent o f the 

fields can have an expected value o f less than five while maintaining that each field has 

an expected value o f more than one. Von Eye and M un (2013) agree that these 

assumptions are needed, but also require a homogenous population.

Based on how the practitioner level, gifted certification level, and mindset with 

regard to gifted education are defined in this study, it was not possible that any 

participant fell into multiple cells. Although the influence o f  one participant may be 

evident in the response o f another on the mindset variable, von Eye and Mun (2013)
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suggest that the independence assumption is met as long as no participant goes into the 

contingency table more than once.

Because three dichotomous variables were used in this study, there are eight cells 

in the three-way frequency table. Field’s (2009) twenty percent provision allows for one 

o f the cells to have an expected value o f less than five. However, because o f the 

sampling technique, anticipated sampling size, and target population, the researcher 

anticipated an expected value greater than five in each cell.

In school systems which have a designated school for gifted students, students 

participating in International Baccalaureate or Advanced Placement programs, or for low 

performing students, the assumption o f homogeneity may be questioned. The system 

involved in this study did not have a single location for high-achieving students. There 

were three schools (one served students that are academically delayed, one was for 

technical education, and one was an alternative school for students with discipline issues) 

in the system that did not serve gifted students. In order to fulfill the assumption of 

homogeneity, these schools were removed from the study.

Summary

This chapter described the methodology that was employed in conducting this 

study. The motivation behind the study was provided, the population and expected 

sample size discussed, and the variables defined. A detailed description o f  the 

procedures along with a justification for those procedures was included. The analytical 

methods, including the assumptions o f the analysis and how they were addressed, was 

explained and justification given for this choice o f  analytical method.



CHAPTER 4 

DATA ANALYSIS AND RESULTS 

Introduction

The purpose o f this quantitative study was to determine the nature o f the 

relationship between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and gifted mindset of 

educational practitioners in one central Georgia school system. The study began with a 

pilot study to establish evidence for the reliability and validity o f  the researcher-created 

survey instrument. After these psychometric properties were addressed, data were 

collected in order to employ the capabilities o f SPSS  to conduct a log-linear analysis on 

three bifurcated variables. The survey allowed each participant to be classified by gifted 

endorsed status (possessing or not possessing), by practitioner level (teacher or non

teacher), and by gifted mindset (fixed or growth). In order to adequately address the two 

research sub-questions, four chi-squared analyses were also conducted using SPSS: one 

on each level o f  the gifted endorsement variable between the practitioner level and gifted 

mindset variables and one on each level o f the practitioner variable between the gifted 

endorsement and gifted mindset variables. The results o f  these data collection and 

statistical analyses follow.

Pilot Study

A single elementary school was chosen as the site o f  the pilot study. This school 

was chosen because it opened in the fall o f 2014 with a faculty composed o f teachers who

68
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had previously worked at several different schools in the system. Due to this diversity 

there was a greater chance that the views o f the faculty would be more representative of 

the entire system instead o f the traditions o f a single school. Approximately 29% (n=l 1) 

of the certified employees o f this school responded to the survey. Admittedly, this is a 

small sample size and falls well short o f the sample size suggested by Field (2009) to 

perform a principal component analysis (PCA). All findings should be interpreted with 

this consideration.

Validity was checked by performing an initial PCA on the 12 mindset questions 

with oblique rotation (direct oblimin) in order to obtain eigenvalues for each component 

in the data. SPSS  failed to generate a Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure o f sampling 

adequacy or a value for Bartlett’s Test o f  Sphericity because there were more variables 

than participants. Four components had eigenvalues over Kaiser’s criterion o f one and in 

combination explained 91.96% o f the variance. The scree plot showed inflections that 

would justify retaining four components. Neither mindset theory nor the gifted 

constructs (creativity and intelligence) supporting this study can explain four components 

and so further investigation was warranted.

Analyzing the output o f the component matrix revealed that questions 14 and 16 

loaded strongly onto only the third component, .802 and .832, respectively. While 

question 20 loaded onto the first component (.463), it loaded more strongly onto the third 

component (.772). These three questions were the only ones to load positively onto the 

third component. Because they loaded solely onto the third component, these questions 

were removed from the survey instrument. Question nine was also removed to preserve
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the symmetry o f the survey instrument between intelligence and creativity. As questions 

14 and 16 corresponded to each other, no concessions were necessary to address the 

symmetry with these questions.

A second PCA was conducted on the remaining eight items with oblique rotation 

(direct oblimin). The KMO measure again highlighted the problem with the sample size, 

KMO=.37 (below the minimum according to Field, 2009), and no KMO values for 

individual items were greater than .5, which was cause for concern (Field, 2009). 

Bartlett’s test o f  sphericity j 2(28) =  75.68, p <  .001, indicated that correlations 

between items were sufficiently large for a PCA. An initial analysis was run to obtain 

eigenvalues for each component in the data. Two components had eigenvalues over 

Kaiser’s criterion o f one and in combination explained 79.48% o f the variance. The 

screen plot was ambiguous and showed inflections which justified retaining two or four 

components. Additionally, removing these questions resulted in an increase in the 

Cronbach alpha from a  = .78 to a  =  .82. While Field (2009) claims alpha values 

greater than .7 to be acceptable, he recommends a value greater than .8. This value 

becomes more impressive when the small sample size used in the pilot study is 

considered as sample size is positively correlated to alpha value (Field, 2009).

Two components were retained in the final analysis based on the convergence of 

the scree plot and Kaiser’s criteria. Table 12 shows the correlation coefficients between 

each variable and factor, and Table 13 shows the regression coefficients for each variable 

on each factor. The items that cluster on the same components suggest that component 1 

represents a growth mindset and component 2 represents a fixed mindset.
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Table 12

Summary o f  Principal Component Analysis fo r  Gifted Mindset Questionnaire: 
Correlation Coefficients

Question Number Growth Mindset Fixed Mindset

Question 19 .94

Question 15 .93

Question 12 .84

Question 13 .82

Question 10 .91

Question 11 .86

Question 17 .86

Question 18 .54 .80

Table 13

Summary o f  Principal Component Analysis fo r  Gifted Mindset Questionnaire: 
Regression Coefficients

Question Number Growth Mindset Fixed Mindset

Question 19 .94

Question 15 .90

Question 12 .87

Question 13 .81

Question 10 .94

Question 11 .88

Question 17 .85

Question 18 .43 .73
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The limited sample size had an impact on these results. Scholars recommend 

between five and fifteen times as many participants as variables (Kass & Tinsley. 1979; 

Nunnally, 1978). However, Guadagnoli and Velicer (1988) posit that a factor with four 

or more loadings greater than 0.6 is reliable regardless o f sample size. These authors 

investigated the relationship between the number o f variables and participants and never 

indicated that a sample as small as the one in this pilot is sufficient. Nevertheless, their 

conclusions provide some support for the researcher’s use o f these analyses.

Full Study

Based on the results o f the pilot study, questions 9, 14, 16, and 20 were removed 

and the questions renumbered (see Appendix B). A total o f  442 surveys were returned 

for a response rate o f approximately 20.5% which far exceeds the 325 that Krejcie and 

Morgan (1970) recommend for a population o f approximately 2150. Six o f  these surveys 

were not usable for data analysis as one omitted the question allowing for gifted 

endorsement classification, one omitted the question regarding educational role and so 

could not be classified as a teacher or a non-teacher, and four failed to answer seven or 

more o f the gifted mindset questions. Removing these six participants left a sample of 

436.

When classifying gifted mindset, Dweck et al. (1995) declare that no more than 

15% o f the average mindset scores should be excluded. Given the increased number of 

questions a greater percentage o f excluded scores was understandable. Using the 

modified classification criteria o f values less than 3.25 considered growth and greater 

than 3.75 considered fixed, 118, or 27%, o f the respondents had average mindset scores
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which prevented alignment into either the growth or fixed mindset category. Removing 

these participants from the study yielded a sample o f  318. While this number is slightly 

less than the recommended 325 (Krejcie & Morgan, 1970), it was deemed sufficiently 

close. Table 14 shows the three-way frequency table o f the data collected in this study.

Table 14

Three-Way Frequency Table

Practitioner Level Gifted Mindset Gifted Endorsement Status

Yes No Total

Teacher Fixed 16 47 63

Growth 60 144 204

Total 76 191 267

Non-Teacher
Fixed 2 12 14

Growth 8 29 37

Total 10 41 51

Analyzing these data revealed that 26.8% o f the respondents possessed a gifted 

endorsement and 73.2% did not. This was a slightly different distribution than the 

population, which was split approximately 18% gifted endorsed and 82% non-gifted
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endorsed. The distribution between teacher and non-teacher was also slightly different 

between the sample and the population. In the school system used in this study, 

approximately 77% o f these employees were classified as teachers and 23% were non

teachers. The sample contained 84.2% teachers and 15.8% non-teachers.

Statistical Results 

The assumptions o f a log-linear analysis were met in this study. The 

independence o f the fields o f  the frequency table (Field, 2009; von Eye & Mun, 2013) 

was met by the definition o f the variables. It was impossible for any participant to fall 

into more than one o f the eight cells in the three-way frequency table. The assumption of 

a homogeneous population (von Eye & Mun, 2013) was met by the removal o f  the three 

alternative schools in the target school system. The only assumption left to address was 

that o f the expected values o f each field. Field (2009) and von Eye and Mun (2013) 

agree that no field can have an expected value less than one and that a maximum of 

twenty percent o f the fields can have an expected value o f less than five. Because this 

study used a three-way frequency table with eight cells, the twenty percent assumption 

allowed for only one cell to have an expected value less than five. Table 15 shows the 

expected value o f each cell in the frequency table. Although only two participants were 

classified as non-teacher, gifted endorsed, and fixed gifted mindset yielding an expected 

value o f 3.3, the assumption o f expected values was met as every other cell has an 

expected value greater than 10.
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Table 15

Expected Values fo r  the Three-Way Frequency Table

Practitioner Level Gifted Mindset Gifted Endorsement Status

Yes No

Teacher Fixed 14.7 48.3

Growth 57.6 146.4

Non-Teacher
Fixed 3.3 10.7

Growth 10.4 26.6

The three-way log-linear analysis produced a final model that retained the 

individual effects but removed the main effect and all two-way interactions. The 

likelihood ratio o f this model w a s j2(0) =  0, p =  1. The highest-order interaction 

(practitioner level x gifted endorsement x gifted mindset) was not significant, j 2( l )  = 

0.11, p =  .74. Additionally, all two-way interactions were non-significant, j 2(4) =  

2.89, p  =  .58.

In order to further investigate the nature o f  the relationship between gifted 

endorsement status and gifted mindset and to address the first research sub-question, a 

chi-squared analysis was performed on each practitioner level. For the teacher level, 

there was a non-significant relationship between gifted endorsement status and gifted
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mindset, / 2(1) =  0.38, p =  .48. On the non-teacher level, there also was a non

significant relationship between gifted endorsement status and gifted mindset, J 2( l )  = 

0.35, p  =  .56. In combination these results clearly indicated that the variables gifted 

mindset and gifted endorsement status were not significantly related; however, odds 

ratios indicated that the odds o f  a growth gifted mindset was 1.29 times higher in 

practitioners who possess a gifted endorsed than those who do not.

Similar action was taken to determine the relationship between practitioner level 

and gifted mindset. For those teachers who held a gifted endorsement, there was a non

significant relationship between practitioner level and gifted mindset, X 2iX) =  0.006, 

p =  .94. For those who were not gifted endorsed, there was likewise a non-significant 

relationship between practitioner level and gifted mindset, ^ 2(1 ) =  0.39, p =  .53. In 

combination these results clearly indicated that the variables gifted mindset and 

practitioner level were not significantly related. Nevertheless, odds ratios indicated that 

the odds o f a growth gifted mindset was 1.23 times higher in teachers than in non

teachers. In conjunction, the two follow-up chi-squared analyses supported the non

significant results o f the two-way interactions o f the log-linear analysis.



CHAPTER 5

INTERPRETATIONS, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS 

This research study sought to determine whether a relationship exists between 

gifted endorsement status, practitioner level, and gifted mindset by examining the 

perceptions o f practitioners in one central Georgia school system. Understanding this 

relationship is one step toward addressing the disparity in representation o f minority and 

low-SES students in gifted education. This chapter presents an interpretation o f the 

results o f the statistical analyses and provides considerations for future studies.

Summary of the Study 

Gifted education scholars (Brown et al., 2005; Ford, 2013; Frasier, 1997; Louis et 

al., 2000; Matthews & Folsom, 2009; McBee et al., 2014; Richer, 1985) posit that policy 

changes for gifted identification can address the underrepresentation o f minority 

populations in gifted education. However, other scholars (Ballet & Kelchtermans, 2008; 

Higgs & Rowland, 2005; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) have discussed the importance o f 

employee agreement with new policy in both business and educational organizations. 

Because certified educators are employees o f these educational organizations, change 

management theory indicates that the beliefs o f educational employees are important 

when addressing policy (Tummers, 2011). The researcher adapted Dweck’s (2006) 

mindset theory to gifted education based on existing divisions in the literature (Matthews

77
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& Folsom, 2009). This provided the researcher with a theoretical framework with which 

to investigate educator perceptions o f gifted education.

The researcher sought to understand the nature o f the relationship among three 

dichotomous variables: gifted mindset, gifted endorsement status, and practitioner level. 

After creating a survey and conducting a pilot study in order to establish the 

psychometric measures o f  reliability and validity, a log-linear analysis was conducted.

As suggested by Field (2009), follow-up chi-squared analyses were conducted between 

two variables on each level o f the remaining variable.

Findings and Conclusions 

This study sought to answer a single research question: What is the relationship 

between practitioner level, gifted endorsement status, and gifted mindset? The absence 

o f any significant interactions (main effect and all two-way interactions) in the log-linear 

analysis suggests that there is insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis.

Expanding upon this question, the researcher addressed two research sub

questions:

1) Is the mindset o f gifted endorsed practitioners significantly different than that 

o f non-gifted endorsed practitioners?

2) Is the mindset o f teachers significantly different from that o f non-teachers? 

Partitioning the research data by practitioner level allowed the researcher to

perform a chi-squared analysis to compare gifted mindset and gifted endorsement status 

for both teachers and non-teachers. Likewise, partitioning the research data by gifted 

endorsement status enabled the researcher to perform a chi-squared analysis to compare
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the gifted mindset and practitioner level for both gifted endorsed and non-endorsed 

participants. The lack o f  a significant result for all four o f these chi-squared analyses also 

suggests that there is insufficient evidence to reject the null hypothesis. Therefore, the 

researcher cannot definitively conclude that there is a significant relationship between 

any o f the research variables. Possible explanations, interpreted through existing 

literature, for this lack o f relationship are addressed below.

Implications and Relationship to Literature 

One way scholars have addressed the issue o f underrepresentation o f some 

student populations in gifted education is by considering the effect educators may have 

on the enrollment o f  students in gifted programs (Grantham, 2001; McBee, 2006). The 

actions o f educational professionals can be linked to their belief systems (Ballet & 

Kelchtermans, 2008; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). Adapting mindset theory provides a 

framework through which to address the beliefs o f  educators (Blackwell et al., 2007; 

Dweck, 2006). Nevertheless, very little literature exists that considers the mindset o f 

educators (Chaucer, 2013) or analyzes gifted education using mindset theory (Matthews 

& Folsom, 2009).

It is therefore not possible to determine if  the results o f  this study contradict or 

confirm the work o f other scholars. Instead, the results o f the study were interpreted 

through the lenses o f  gifted education and change management theory, individually, with 

the intent o f  illuminating possible ways in which scholars can move forward to address 

the issue o f underrepresentation in gifted programs. As educator beliefs o f intelligence 

and creativity are pertinent in all aspect o f education, the researcher also considered the
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implications o f gifted mindset beyond gifted education into the broader realm o f teacher 

education.

Gifted Education

The introduction o f a gifted endorsement as an add-on to a teaching certification 

by the Georgia Professional Standards Commission in 1970 was intended to adequately 

prepare teachers for the tasks o f identification and instruction o f gifted students by 

requiring these teachers have exposure to current theories regarding gifted identification, 

instructional techniques, and assessment (Karnes & Nugent, 2004; GAPSC, n.d.). One 

would expect that the gifted endorsement, coupled with Georgia’s adoption o f a multiple 

criteria model in 1997 (Krisel & Brown, 1997), would address this change in thinking 

and encourage educators toward a more contemporary view o f gifted education.

Initial inspection o f the data was encouraging as 78.9% o f gifted endorsed 

teachers possess a growth gifted mindset compared to only 75.4% o f non-gifted endorsed 

teachers. The results for non-teachers was even more encouraging with 80.0% o f gifted 

endorsed holding a growth gifted mindset compared with 70.7% for non-gifted endorsed. 

These initial indications led the researcher to believe that the gifted endorsement process 

may have an impact on the gifted mindset o f educators.

The first research sub-question was designed to investigate this connection by 

exploring the relationship between gifted endorsement status and gifted mindset. 

However, the lack o f significant results in the log-linear analysis or the follow-up chi- 

squared test on the two practitioner levels lacks sufficient evidence to reject the null 

hypothesis. As the gifted mindset of those educators without a gifted endorsement cannot
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be stated to be significantly different from those educators who possess an endorsement, 

it is possible that the gifted endorsement process is not affecting an educator’s gifted 

mindset. Provided the basis for mindset theory and the construction o f the survey 

instrument, it is possible that educators are no more or less likely to possess a growth 

gifted mindset after obtaining a gifted endorsement than before. Given that the 

experiences required o f educators in order to obtain a gifted endorsement are different, 

(GAPSC, n.d.), it is not surprising that all gifted endorsed educators do not share a 

common mindset.

If the call o f  gifted education scholars to end the reliance o f gifted identification 

on standardized tests and academic measures (Brown et al., 2005; Ford, 2013; Louis et 

al., 2000; McBee et al., 2014; Richert, 1985) is to be answered, policy makers have to 

ensure a process in which the beliefs o f educators do not prohibit the equal opportunities 

o f all students. If the subjective measures which Richert (1985) show to hold promise for 

the identification o f underrepresented populations are to be used, the courses required for 

gifted endorsement must address the beliefs o f  those practitioners responsible for the 

gifted instruction. As mindset, and by extension gifted mindset, is a malleable construct 

(Dweck, 2006), the tenets o f a growth gifted mindset should be incorporated into the 

classes required to receive a gifted endorsement.

The most effective method may be providing aspiring educators and those who 

are obtaining a gifted endorsement with experiences which counter a fixed mindset. By 

improving in their own abilities or witnessing students drastically change, those with a 

fixed gifted mindset may be forced to reevaluate their belief system. The hurdle for
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policy makers is that successful completion o f a course (or sequence o f courses) does not 

ensure the proposed beliefs are accepted by educators. Nevertheless, education is often 

suggested as the method which has the best chance o f doing so (Tummers et al., 2012; 

Wanberg & Banas, 2000).

Change Management Theory

Change management theory attempts to explain multiple facets surrounding the 

changes faced by organizations. Most importantly, change management theory addresses 

the reasons why employees may resist new policies. Any examination o f change 

management literature quickly reveals that the motivation behind policy changes is often 

a determining factor in employee response (Cohen et al., 2009; Grunberg et al., 2008; 

Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006). The social information model, which appeals to the 

professional norms and behaviors o f educators along with the social pressure of 

conformity to ensure policies are followed (Miller et al., 1994; Tummers et al., 2012), is 

often used by schools to implement policy. For policy to be successfully implemented 

within this model, teachers must trust the motivations o f non-teachers with regard to 

policy creation (Miller et al., 1994). This is particularly relevant in light o f the contention 

that the perception o f employees regarding policy is o f  equal or more importance than 

reality (Sattler & Nagel, 2010; Tummers, 2011).

The researcher’s initial inspection o f the data in this study indicated a different 

result than was found after the final statistical analysis. While not immensely large, there 

is difference in the percentage o f non-teachers and teachers who were classified as having 

a growth gifted mindset. Almost 4% more non-teachers than teachers were categorized
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as having a fixed gifted mindset. Examining these data differently, one can find a larger 

disparity. O f the non-teachers without a gifted endorsement, 29.2% were identified as 

having a fixed gifted mindset. The majority (80%) o f non-teachers in the sample do not 

possess a gifted endorsement; therefore, it is possible that a fixed gifted mindset is well 

represented in conversations regarding policy. In contrast, only 21.1% o f gifted endorsed 

and 24.6% o f non-gifted endorsed teachers hold a fixed gifted mindset. Juxtaposing these 

statistics demonstrates that teacher beliefs about the origin and malleability o f creativity 

and intellect may differ from those on non-teachers.

These numbers may also provide a reasonable explanation for teacher mistrust o f 

the motivations o f non-teachers as changes to gifted policy may not reflect teacher 

attitudes despite the lack o f a significant difference between gifted mindset and 

practitioner level for either o f the gifted endorsement classifications (Cohen et al., 2009). 

Changes to policy, and the reasons behind them, are often decided by organizational 

leadership (Cohen et al., 2009; Grunberg et al., 2008; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006).

The researcher has witnessed such ulterior motives in the form o f changing gifted models 

from a one day a week pull-out to a full time gifted classroom. This change was spurred 

for fiscal reasons (so schools would be credited with gifted students on every FTE count) 

and essentially reintroduced tracking in elementary schools for high-achieving students. 

Additionally, administrator discussions o f giftedness frequently revolve around the 

traditionally academic subjects with little regard to individuals gifted in fine arts.

Despite the tendency o f school leaders to employ the social information model to 

implement policy, Miller et al. (1994) posit that teachers operate using the job
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characteristics model instead. Grundberg et al. (2008), Higgs and Rowland (2005), and 

Wanberg and Banas (2000) indicate that honest communication is paramount when 

attempting to convince employees to adopt policy changes. Operating under the job 

characteristics model (Miller et al., 1994), teachers are less likely to adopt policy changes 

based solely on threats to job security or pay without regard to student benefit (Ballet & 

Kelchtermans, 2008; Hargreaves & Goodson, 2006).

Complicating matters further are the 20-30% o f educators who have a fixed gifted 

mindset. As a fixed and growth mindset hold opposite beliefs about intelligence and 

creativity, it is impossible to create policy with which proponents o f both mindsets would 

agree. Employee resistance to policies that contradict personal beliefs will likely always 

be a reality (Hargreaves and Goodson, 2006; Tummers, 2011). Implementing the tenets 

o f change management theory to this problem suggests that these educators may need a 

forum through which to reveal their ideas and allow for dialogue (Lam & Robertson, 

2012). Simply ignoring their concerns will only increase the zeal with which they resist 

(Lam & Robertson, 2012).

Teacher Education

Intelligence and creativity are not constructs which exist solely in the domain of 

gifted education despite their traditional use for gifted identification. Intelligence and 

creativity are areas which are needed, and should be encouraged, in all areas of 

education. Due to this connection, this study has implications beyond gifted education. 

The existence o f educational professionals with a fixed gifted mindset is a potential 

concern for all o f  education. Several opportunities exist within the current structure of
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public education to address this problem: teacher preparatory programs, system or school 

based training, and professional development schools.

As the accountability movement continues to control more o f education, 

educators are often faced with the choice o f teaching what they believe is right or 

teaching for a test. The existence o f Council for the Accreditation o f Educator 

Preparation is now presenting university professors with this choice. If university faculty 

yield to the pressure and focus solely on the future test scores o f children who will be 

taught by their current students then a fixed mindset may very quickly develop for both 

the faculty and pre-service teachers. However, if  university faculty remain steadfast to 

the principles of education which are often trumpeted from these same universities, then 

pre-service teachers may come to understand that all learners can improve through effort 

and may carry those beliefs into their classrooms.

Ultimately, no single process can act against a fixed gifted mindset. Teacher 

education programs, training sessions, and professional development ought to include 

exposure to situations that counter a fixed gifted mindset. For pre-service and 

professional educators alike, presenting theories and research which challenge a fixed 

mindset will require adjustments to preconceived notions. Offering actual classroom 

experiences in which students develop a greater ability to observe student growth can 

counter fixed mindset ideas, and providing teachers the opportunity to learn about 

conditions which may make children seem as if they "don't have it" can reveal the reality 

that those children simply learn differently.
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Discussion

The conclusion of any research study requires a retrospective examination o f all 

methodologies. The sampling technique for this study was appropriate as the entire 

population was provided the opportunity to participate. However, the distribution o f 

participants between non-teachers versus teachers and gifted endorsed versus non-gifted 

endorsed practitioners differed slightly from the population. These differences may have 

contributed to the absence o f a significant result in the log-linear analysis or any o f the 

follow-up chi-squared analyses.

The survey instrument was also appropriate. The use o f  factor analysis to ensure 

the questions aligned with mindset theory and the relatively large value for Cronbach’s 

alpha do not indicate any problems with validity or reliability. The use o f both electronic 

and paper surveys may have introduced an unforeseen complication to the study. The 

schools whose principals chose to distribute paper copies had much higher response rates 

than those that participated electronically. As all o f these schools were elementary 

schools, the researcher cannot know how the differing collection techniques may have 

affected the results.

Participant bias must also be addressed. It is impossible to know how many o f the 

participants responded with truthful answers or marked answers which align with current 

educational mantras such as, ‘all children can learn’ and ‘failure is not an option.’ 

Eliminating the growth mindset questions would have removed the tendency o f 

participants to agree with questions based on social acceptance (Gero, 2013). However,
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doing so would also have introduced acquiescence bias as participants who chose the 

same level for all questions would not have been eliminated from the study (Gero, 2013).

The statistical procedures chosen for this study were appropriate. All assumptions 

o f the chosen statistical analyses were met by the sample. Moreover, a log-linear 

approach is justified when investigating three dichotomous variables (Field, 2009; von 

Eye & Mun, 2013) and should be followed by chi-squared analyses on each value o f the 

remaining variables (Field, 2009).

Most encouraging to the researcher was the relatively low number o f participants 

who were deemed to hold a fixed gifted mindset. Only 24.2% o f  all classifiable 

participants were categorized as having a fixed gifted mindset. This perhaps suggests 

that a majority o f educational professionals already hold an incremental belief o f 

creativity and intelligence.

Suggestions for Future Research

Understanding the beliefs o f educational professionals is an important piece o f 

solving the puzzle o f gifted underrepresentation. Based on the experiences o f this study, 

the research suggests three types o f future research in this area. The first is a repeat of 

the current study with a different sample or population. The lack o f any significant 

results may be related to the sample selected for this study rather than a reflection o f the 

variables.

Second, the researcher suggests adding variables regarding four areas: school 

level in which a practitioner works, education level o f the practitioner, teacher 

experience, and student SES. It is plausible that teachers with limited pedagogy may be
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more likely to blame a student’s lack o f ability once those teachers have exhausted their 

known instructional techniques. In the researcher’s experience, the level o f instruction in 

pedagogical methods received by pre-service teachers decreases as the school level 

increases. That is, the number o f courses centered on instructional techniques for a 

typical course o f study decreases as one moves from elementary education to middle 

grades education to secondary education. Perhaps this is due to the increased difficulty 

o f content knowledge for educators o f higher grades. In addition to taking more classes 

addressing instructional methodology, elementary teachers are also more likely to 

encounter a student who makes great strides and is more open to learning than many high 

school students who have defined themselves academically and are not as open to new 

ways o f learning. Understanding whether gifted mindset differs among teachers at 

different grade or school levels may answer questions as to why minority and low-SES 

students are never identified for gifted programs.

The analysis o f  gifted mindset and education level could enable policy makers to 

understand if  further education plays a role in determining a practitioner’s beliefs towards 

gifted education, and perhaps education in general. This understanding may offer support 

to the policy o f many universities that eliminated secondary education degrees and 

require aspiring high school teachers to obtain a content area degree with a M aster’s of 

Arts in Teaching. It would also be interesting to examine the relationship between the 

years o f experience o f educators and gifted mindset. The researcher cannot speculate 

what effect this may have as it is as plausible that more experienced teachers are set in
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their beliefs as it is that they have witnessed more situations which do not align with a 

fixed gifted mindset.

Understanding whether giftedness is viewed differently by teachers who work in 

predominantly poorer schools would also contribute to literature in this area. One way to 

address this last suggestion would be to determine if  a significant relationship exists 

between gifted mindset and the distinction o f whether a teacher works in a Title 1 school 

or a non-Title 1 school. A study o f this nature could yield interesting results as Title 1 

schools contain a larger percentage o f minority and low-SES students and in the 

researcher’s experience have fewer identified gifted students.

Thirdly, and most importantly, future research is needed regarding gifted mindset. 

The use o f paper surveys enabled limitations o f the instrument to be revealed. 

Approximately 20 o f  the participants left comments regarding intelligence and creativity 

on the surveys which were ignored in this study. However, the desire o f participants to 

further explain their thinking indicates the survey instrument was insufficient to 

accurately portray how they perceive the origins and malleability o f intelligence or 

creativity. The number o f other participants that had similar concerns but did not address 

them or completed the electronic survey and did not have the opportunity to add further 

comments cannot be known. Nevertheless, the existence o f these comments suggests the 

need for research o f a qualitative nature. Open-ended questions on a survey instrument 

or in interviews would allow for the refinement o f questions regarding educator beliefs o f 

creativity and intelligence. This type o f  study would also allow an investigation into 

which experiences have most impacted the mindset o f  educators.
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Lastly, a qualitative study would allow for an investigation into determining if the 

researcher’s reasons for removing motivation and achievement from gifted mindset were 

appropriate. All o f these finding would result in a better understanding o f participants’ 

thoughts regarding gifted education, which was the entire point o f this study.
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1. Do you agree to participate in the survey?
 Yes
 No

Please choose the answ er w hich applies to you.

2. At what level are you employed in the educational system?
 Primary School (P-2)
 Elementary School (3-5)
 Middle School (6-8)
 High School (9-12)
 System Level

3. What is the highest degree you have achieved?
 Bachelor’s
 M aster’s
 Specialist
 Doctorate

4. What is your role within the school?
 Regular Education Teacher
 Special Education Teacher
 Counselor
 Instructional Coach
 Media Specialist
 Subject Coach
 Facilitator
 Curriculum Specialist
 Building Administrator
 System Administrator

5. What is your gifted endorsement status in Georgia?
 I currently hold a gifted endorsement
 I am (or have) taken some courses towards endorsement but have not completed it
 I do not have a gifted endorsement

6. How many years o f teaching/administrative experience (counting the current school
year) do you have?
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7. How did you obtain your gifted endorsement?
 I do not have an endorsement
 Through Houston County
 Through a RESA
 Through a university
 I am not sure

8. How long have you had your gifted endorsement (counting the current school year)? 

Please choose the option which BEST corresponds with your opinion.

9. A student has a certain amount o f natural intelligence, and she really can’t do much to 
change it.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

10. To be honest, a student can’t really change how creative she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

11. How much creativity a student has is something about her that she can’t change very 
much.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

12. A student can always substantially change how intelligent she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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13. No matter who the student is, she can significantly change how creative she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

14. A student can learn new things, but she can’t really change her basic intelligence.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

15. No matter who the student is, he can significantly change his intelligent level.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

16. A student can learn new techniques, but he can’t really change his basic creativity.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

17. To be honest, a student can’t really change how intelligent he is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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18. A student’s intelligence is something about him that he can’t change very much.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

19. A student can always greatly change how creative he is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

20. A student has a certain amount o f natural creativity, and he really can’t do much to 
change it.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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1. Do you agree to participate in the survey?
 Yes
 No

Please choose the answer which applies to you.
2. At what level are you employed in the educational system?
 Primary School (P-2)
 Elementary School (3-5)
 Middle School (6-8)
 High School (9-12)
 System Level

3. What is the highest degree you have achieved?
 Bachelor’s
 M aster’s
 Specialist
 Doctorate

4. What is your role within the school?
 Regular Education Teacher
 Special Education Teacher
 Counselor
 Instructional Coach
 Media Specialist
 Subject Coach
 Facilitator
 Curriculum Specialist
 Building Administrator
 System Administrator

5. What is your gifted endorsement status in Georgia?
 I currently hold a gifted endorsement
 I am (or have) taken some courses towards endorsement but have not completed it
 I do not have a gifted endorsement

6. How many years o f  teaching/administrative experience (counting the current school 
year) do you have?
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7. How did you obtain your gifted endorsement?
 I do not have an endorsement
 Through Houston County
 Through a RESA
 Through a university
 I am not sure

8. How long have you had your gifted endorsement (counting the current school year)? 

Please choose the option which BEST corresponds with your opinion.

9. To be honest, a student can’t really change how creative she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

10. How much creativity a student has is something about her that she can’t change very 
much.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

11. A student can always substantially change how intelligent she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

12. No matter who the student is, she can significantly change how creative she is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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13. No matter who the student is, he can significantly change his intelligent level. 
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

14. To be honest, a student can’t really change how intelligent he is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

15. A student’s intelligence is something about him that he can’t change very much. 
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree

16. A student can always greatly change how creative he is.
 Strongly Agree
 Agree
 Mostly Agree
 Mostly Disagree
 Disagree
 Strongly Disagree
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Analyze Descriptive Statistics -> Crosstabs
> Place Practitioner Level variable into Rows
>  Place Gifted Endorsement Status variable into Columns
> Place Gifted Mindset variable in Layers

Statistics
> Everything unchecked

Cells
> Counts

o Observed and Expected
> Percentages

o Row, Column, and Total
> Residuals

o Standardized
> Noninteger Weights

o Round cell counts

Format
> Ascending

OK

View table to ensure that no more than one category has an expected count less than 5 
(and no cell has expected count less than 1)

Analyze -> Loglinear Model Selection 
>  Place required variables into Factors

Define Range
> Define minimum and maximum values 
Continue

Options
>  Display

o Frequencies and Residuals
> Display for Saturated Model

o Parameter estimates and Association table
>  Model Criteria

o Maximum iterations: 20 
o Convergence: Default 
o Delta: 0.5 

Continue
OK


