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Contesting Conceptions of Giftedness

Felicity Haynes, The University of Western Australia

Abstract: Mary’s story exemplifies conflicting conceptions of giftedness which militate against the success of gifted students in educational institutions geared towards accountability, and achievement of standardised outcomes. Even when identified as gifted, children are subject to a conception which through its practices of identification, curriculum, rewards, constructs docile and passive bodies, excluding those who resist its implications of conformity to stated outcomes, leading some academics to call for the removal of the concept of giftedness entirely. But even when some children meet the normed criteria of giftedness they are pathologised. This paper examines some implications of the essentially contested conceptions of giftedness.

Let me begin with a true story about Mary because it illustrates in a personal context many of the inherent contestations involved in dealing with gifted children in an educational institution.

Mary crawled at 6 months of age and walked one day past her first birthday. She spoke her first word at five months, was speaking in sentences at 12 months and with conversational ease at the age of 18 months. Mary followed her sister to a Montessori school at 3 years of age and was literate and numerate by 4 years of age. She shared with other profoundly gifted children their characteristics of alertness as an infant, long attention span, early motorskill development and early language development. Her mother says:

At 12 months of age she decided she did not need to hold my hand to cross roads or anything and point blank refused to ever again. This and other equally stubborn little quirks made parenting a little challenging. Most people thought I was just pathetic but they didn’t see that you needed to reason with this baby or it was just so much harder. She approached everything intellectually needing to know why how etc before doing something. At 2 and 1 month of age started to harass me stupid as she wanted to learn to read. I had no idea how to do this so didn’t but she was read about 40 to 50 stories a day (sounds excessive but it did shut her up).  

She attended kindergarten and preschool for 2 years in an individual learning system at Perth Montessori and there she was described as very bright and a pleasure to teach. Mary was clustered with 3 to 6 year olds and loved school. She reached developmental milestones with ease. Her verbal skills were particularly advanced in comparison to her same-aged peers.  

If such precocity was challenging to a parent, it was equally challenging for teachers. In 1996 she entered grade one in a traditional system of education at Cresta Beach Primary School where she deteriorated academically and socially over the next 3 years. The first grade teacher complained that Mary did not like group work, understandable where Mary was forced to display a different level of cognition from her peers without academic support, and clearly disbelieved the parents’ report that Mary had precocious academic skills.

By 1999 Mary had become reluctant to attend school and she complained of stomach aches. She had such difficulty coping with the slow pace of education that she would often fall asleep in class, was morose, lacked friends. Her third grade teachers wanted to test her for learning disabilities because in class she was achieving an average to below average academic attainment (the bottom 30 to 40% on NSW University testing and about average on school testing). The parents approached the teachers to suggest that the school needed attention, not their child. Her class teachers described her as a child of average ability and felt the parents’ concerns were unfounded. 

Performance-based giftedness

The parents had Mary assessed by a clinical psychologist outside the education department. The testing revealed a very superior intelligence level and did not show any learning disorders or affective abnormalities. The testing results showed her to be operating at the 99.7th percentile on the full scale IQ, the 99.9th percentile on the verbal IQ and the 99th percentile on the performance IQ. On the Verbal Comprehension Index, the Perceptual Organisation Index, the Freedom from Distractability Index and the processing Speed index of the WISC-III, she ranked Very Superior. At the chronological age of 8.3 years she had a spelling age equivalent of 10 years as measured by the Schonell graded spelling test.

The clinical psychologist indicated in her report that she felt the Education Department was unwilling to recognise Mary’s giftedness, saying  

The private school system may be more suitable to Mary’s needs than the state school education system. Accelerated learning may also be an option, but may be a difficult option to substantiate in light of Mary’s consistent history of mediocre academic performance.

The classroom teacher was sceptical. When the Neale’s analysis put Mary’s reading age 3+ years above her chronological age, the teacher commented “I find that difficult to believe as I tested Mary recently and I know that she doesn’t understand what she reads.”  Trained in outcomes-based education, her evaluation was grounded in student performance, so she disregarded the abstract information that Mary had achieved results in the top few percent (99.9 percentile on WISC III) in WA’s reading comprehension literacy test of year three children, higher than the children recognised as gifted in the class. The parents then sought special provisions for Mary through the District Office who referred the matter back to the school principal.

The principal at Cresta Beach told the Departmental Coordinator of Student Services that the parents had made eleven demands for Mary and that most were able to be met by the school. Although not actually writing up an individual education plan, the school agreed to 

· give Mary extension work in a small group,

· focus on self-esteem

· do portfolio assessment

· goal setting work

· develop challenging activities within the classroom

· not do repetitive work

· program at her ability level and have regular feedback meetings every two weeks with the parents

Mary did not make progress and the parents repeated their request at District Office level for an Individual Education Plan (IEP). EDWA utilised its most senior gifted and talented staff in Western Australia, all of whom have no formal training in gifted education but many years’ experience as PEAC teachers, to write an IEP for Mary. On evaluation, this IEP was later described by an academic qualified in gifted education as suitable for any child of Mary’s chronological age but conceptually inadequate for Mary. Moreover there seemed to be a general attitude of resentment towards Mary’s parents for making what the school considered to be unreasonable demands for special attention. 

On December 13th 1999 Mary’s parents wrote a formal complaint to the State Ombudsman about Cresta Beach Primary School and Hillston District Office in the handling of Mary’s educational needs. The Education Department was also criticised for its lack of professional development about gifted for all teachers, the lack of recruitment of teachers who were themselves gifted, the disdainful dismissal by schools and school psychologists of parental information and external psychological testing:

As a result of insurmountable problems with the school we were finally left with no choice but to withdraw our child and place her into the private system at considerable cost. The appended notes and appendices explain how the school and Hillston District Office failed in its duty of care to provide proper educational services. (Letter to Ombudsman December 13th 1999)

The Ombudsman considered the matter over some months, calling in external experts and consulting with the Education Department, finally determining that while the Education Department was at fault in not being able to meet Mary’s need, they were not in breach of their fairly complex policy on the gifted and were doing the best they could with limited resources. EDWA’s conception of gifted could not include someone who was not clearly performing along a normed standard of intellectual development on the Gagne line and therefore does not take into account masking or underachieving gifted. Such a conception would also exclude artistically gifted or the athletic elite

Differentiated curriculum

Mary was relocated a small private primary school even though the parents had to move, at great cost, to the local area. The principal of the private school was ideologically opposed to the classification of “gifted” and preferred to treat all children with a differentiated curriculum at their zone of proximal development (Vygotsky, 1978). But the genuinely differentiated curriculum offered at this school successfully broke the underachievement cycle because it targeted the underachievement’s root causes of lack of challenge (Chaffey, 2004) and subsequent lack of motivation to concentrate and engage with the task. In effect Mary completed the year 6, 7 and 8 maths curriculum in one year successfully with a high level of achievement, though it involved additional parental coaching in maths at home. However, at the finish of the 2002 school year Mary’s parents were told at a formal meeting that the teaching staff had decided that the 1999 WISC III testing was unreliable, out of date and that Mary was not gifted as she did not display giftedness in the class room. The new principal at the school stood firm on this classification. Her judgement leading to Mary’s removal from the individual programme ignored the independent testing and the opinions of gifted education experts, but  “was based on the hundred years’ teaching experience at the school”. In other words, traditional prejudices which were antagonistic to a concept of an “elite” gifted overrode the “objective” measures of the clinical psychologist and declared the set of “gifted children” null, in this case ignoring the performance which was the required criterion of the teachers at Cresta Beach. 

Mary was about to enter secondary school, and her mother gave the private school, which advertised special attention to the needs of gifted children, a lengthy statement of Mary’s treatment over the last seven years, to try to convince them to give Mary a differentiated programme. Her letter read in part:

There appear to be four generalised, strongly held beliefs that have prevented teachers from implementing appropriate curricula, consistently and continuously for the past 7 years.

1. That all children need to learn in a step-by-step manner and demonstrate competency before moving to another stage.

That one must demonstrate high academic performance to be recognised as gifted and gain appropriate provision.

2. The belief that underachievement is a problem belonging to the child or child’s parents. Mary needs conceptually advanced curricula, to engage her and develop strong learning behaviours. 

3. A school’s curriculum presentation is simply not questioned in the process of understanding the discrepancy between ability and performance and the child is often considered to be immature or otherwise at fault and parents who become critical usually tend to be seen as at fault as well. 

4. A refusal to believe that extremely gifted children can be developmentally many years different to their age peers and require very different learning strategies/curricula. The usual response to the suggestion that Mary is adult like in conceptual learning is met with disbelief and dismissal (Mary’s (2002) mental age from the SB LM is 20.5 years).

At the secondary school Mary was forced to sit in classroom with her chronological peers though one mentor teacher provided her with the possibility of pursuing her own challenges in the context of normal classes. She seemed happy to be considered a normally bright student.

Underachievement and outcomes 

As Mary’s mother indicates above, Mary’s main problem in the primary state school was that she could not be identified as gifted by her teachers because she was not demonstrating competency at an above average level in the classroom. It is difficult to prove underachievement which is by definition the absence of overt achievements of which the child is believed to be capable. In Mary’s case she had achieved the stated outcomes at home, but was either unwilling or unable to do so at school. In most of the cases of underachievement noted in the literature (Alsop, 1992; Spevak & Karmel, 2001; Supplee, 1990), most psychologists blamed poor motivation and encouraged an incentive programme which rewarded hard work and successful completion of tasks with praise (Rathvon, 1996, 2003) However, this pathologises the child, placing the responsibility on the child to become more motivated to reach school outcomes, without addressing the issues of inappropriate outcomes (Chaffee, 2004). It is an example of Foucault’s notion of bio-power (knowledge in which control is embedded through practices and discourses to subjectify the self), which makes the self conform to institutionally embedded subjectivities. 

In “gifted” discourse, Mary’s lack of demonstrated competence is sometimes referred to as “masking”. Many gifted students feel the need to 'dumb down’ and partly camouflage their abilities for peer acceptance. Some may become 'class clowns’ or even deride other gifted students in an attempt to gain popularity with the class. Mary’s clinical psychologist reported “masking”, linked to a cognitively mismatched teaching situation.  In her words:

It is my impression that Mary is acutely aware of both her intellectual abilities and the social constraints that such a gift may place upon her. Mary’s teachers have identified that it is particularly in peer-based activities that Mary hesitates to perform. Mary is not an anxious, depressed, socially phobic or learning disabled child. She is a child with profound intellectual ability and social insight who has made a decision about how to behave in the school environment so that she fits in. (Norton, 1999, p.4)

Is there any evidence that educational politics imposes such constraints on the gifted? Silverman (2006) claims that school in America at least has become an unsafe place for gifted children. Developmentally advanced children, as much as developmentally delayed children, are at risk in a society that prizes sameness. There is not room here to develop the case against the prevailing democratic practices of equity which give advantages to the disadvantaged and deny recognizing the needs of another group at educational risk, namely exceptionally gifted students, but the handicapping of the gifted so savagely satirized in Vonnegut’s Harrison Bergeron is revealed in Bush’s educational “reform”, No Child Left Behind . This 2001 Act led to Federal spending expected to top $4 billion in 2006. But the bulk of that is geared towards raising the level of those with learning disadvantages to a “normal” level  and implements this pathologisation of the exceptional by insisting on accountability and results, and requiring states to implement statewide accountability systems based on state standards in reading and mathematics, annual testing of students in grades 3-8, and annual statewide progress objectives ensuring that all students reach proficiency within 12 years…”School districts and schools that fail to make adequate yearly progress toward statewide proficiency goals will, over time, be subject to improvement, corrective action and restructuring measures”. Only $11 million is targeted towards gifted and talented programs exemplifying negative discrimination against children of high ability on the grounds that they do not need special assistance to meet such standards. 

Would acceleration have helped Mary fit the school system more easily? Logically if she was mentally advanced over those of her chronological age she should have been able to meet the standards set for older children and be challenged enough by them to motivate her. But under the normalizing process summarized above, acceleration is out of the question. Teachers locked into a statistical expectation of the norms being “normal “seem to view the prospect of a child deviating from the one-grade-per-year lockstep “not simply as a modification of a somewhat arbitrary administrative convenience but rather as a contravention of the laws of nature.” (Borland, 2003b) Some see it as a contravention of a higher law than that. As one gifted girl said, her school’s attitude was that if God wanted her to be a ninth grader, He would have made her be born a year earlier (Davidson & Davidson 2003, p.141). Besides, she had not shown that she could complete tasks at the normal level, let alone an advanced one.

Borland (2003a) describes the traditional view of evaluating any educational programme  as one of learning what the goals of the program were and determining the extent to which the programme meets those goals, as if it were free of a social political and moral construction that embodied the different (and often conflicting) interests and values of stakeholders. Even within the gifted segment there is a highly “normalized” notion of giftedness which will exclude elite athletes, artistically gifted, gifted girls, indigenous gifted (Senate Report 2001).  Mary was not only masking in order to appear normal. She was underachieving because the programme was not designed to meet her personal needs. Her mother comments about her continuing underachievement in the private high school: 

She has little interest in a lot of tasks as so much of school is repetitive and cognitively boring. Mary zones out. Most of her math classes are very boring and repetitive with the emphases on drill. Mary is only aware that she zones out with hindsight. She does not necessarily learn sequentially. She needs the end game for many things first and if necessary work her way back otherwise she goes off on tangents and may miss the main point. In summary Mary learns well individually or independently but is often a poor student in a class. Mary doesn’t intentionally underachieve. 

Scientific academic giftedness

Ironically for a system prizing its scientific assessment of students, Mary’s giftedness lay in the area of scientific theoretical curiosity
.  She developed an early curiosity about nature. Her mother says (personal communication, July 31st 2005):

At 3 she would sit in a sand pit and notice the little things like the shape of the grains of sand or how it flowed and how it behave when it was dry compared to wet. By 5 she would set up little experiments around the house that made everything messy but was a delight to watch. Mary is not a great reader. Her preference is to read fast and a little of it and then ponder. She’s very active although does not play organized sport. Loves indoor rock climbing, fast and exciting games like quasar, camping, swimming and has just learnt to sail. Has just recently started reading more – books about spies and the like if there’s a lot of action. We’re all sci fi nuts (except the dad. He tolerates us though). At a recent science interview with her teacher she asked when she was going to get something to learn. He said you already have heaps. Mary said no – I mean something to LEARN not just new interesting facts. 

That about sums up her attitude to highschool science. Sharing the attitude that schools were ignoring the peculiar talents of the gifted and contesting the inequitable Federal funding for gifted programmes, the Davidson family gave $15 million dollars to the University of Nevada to fund The Davidson Academy, a new public school for profoundly gifted children, scheduled to open later this year and open to “those who test in the 99th percentile on IQ and achievement tests and share an insatiable desire to learn”. About half the money will be used to build a separate facility for the academically gifted inside the university’s planned $50 million math and science centre. The other half will go toward the construction of the math and science centre itself. Mary would probably benefit from such a school. But gifted artists who rely like her on individual imagination and wonder are still largely ignored by funding and standardized identification procedures for the gifted and may not qualify for entry into the new academy.

General intelligence

Another conception of giftedness is generated by the traces of Spearman’s little g intelligence, in assuming giftedness is an inherited trait unlikely to change and general in its application. Because her teachers considered Mary to have learning disabilities in reading, and social skills, her identification as gifted could not merely rest on IQ tests for giftedness, but required a general level of intelligence which crossed all levels. The test results were deemed inadequate, because they did not fit the preconception of what a gifted child SHOULD look like. Ironically the standardized literacy and numeracy tests prescribed by the Federal Government at Years 3,7, and 10 also appear to place priority on test results but in Mary’s case the psychological test results are discounted because they were taken out of school and show her to be so far above the norm, that they contradict her observable classroom behaviour.  When the “profoundly gifted” test results conflict with teacher perceptions, the parents are pathologised for being “pushy”.

Mary’s level of giftedness is relatively rare, around 1 in 10,000 ( Senate Report, 2001 p. 27) which means that statistically there are less than 40 school children (primary and secondary) in this ability range in W.A. Most teachers/psychologists would have little if any experience or training to perceive or programme for this ability level. Mary was caught in a catch 22 for all of her primary schooling because her teachers were unable to consider evidence that contradicted their own expectations of and observations of Mary as being “slightly above average” in general intelligence. The Education Department’s stated policy of balancing teacher’s opinions with parental and peer opinion and external test results was designed precisely to counter this. But as with enterprise bargaining, the power levels between the individual and the institution are not equal.

Dominant presumptions in the identification of the gifted:

Francoys Gagné’s (1995) distinction between giftedness and talent is to be found on most departmental gifted websites. It is naturalized, empirical, behavioristic and highly conservative. One is born with gifts, and through a concatenation of environmental catalysts, including the school and individual teachers, they student may be trained through disciplines and areas of study to develop talents. 

In the K-12 Western Australian context, it is tightly tied to outcome-based education within key learning areas.

Gifted and talented students may have outstanding abilities in one or more domains. They need to be challenged and extended by curriculum, which is conceptually demanding, complex and unlimited in scope. The educational program needs to provide opportunities for cross-curricula studies (DETWA 2006, emphases in original).

Even in individualized learning recommended through a differentiated curriculum the student must stay within the confines of the Curriculum Framework, which in postcompulsory courses of study designed to be introduced in 2007 are tied to measurable and assessable levels of learning up to Level 8, equivalent to the normed second year university level

Learning experiences for gifted and talented students need to be planned carefully in the context of the Overarching learning outcomes, which are the responsibility of all schools. Where gifted and talented provision is specialised it is essential that the breadth of the required curriculum be observed. Gifted and talented programs should extend students in their achievements, rather than replace any one important area of the curriculum with additional studies in another (DETWA 2006)

Gagné (2005) claims it is unusual for a gifted student to have only one area of high ability.

Whereas teachers in primary schools are able to notice clusters of abilities in their students, secondary teachers tend to see their students only in one, or a few, subjects. It’s important, therefore, that faculties liaise closely in identifying students with special talents. A student who can bring keen analytical abilities to his studies in maths or science can be encouraged to bring these abilities to bear on other subjects. (Gagné, 2005)

Tannenbaum (1983, Ch 5) said that even in one domain there was a growing awareness of diversity including “collectors, classifiers and compulsive tidiers-up: detectives and explorers; artists and artisans; poet-scientists and philosopher-scientists and even mystic scientists.”  How could these be identified at the top 25% of a linear cognitive trait of intelligence? Tannenbaum wanted a complex combination of five factors - general ability, special ability, non-intellective factors (eg ego strength), chance factors, environmental factors, but he is still operating in an empiricist conception of intelligence. Renzulli’s (1978)suggested three-ring conception of giftedness included persistence and creativity as necessary characteristics of the gifted, as well as high performance on academic tasks, but is criticised (Jarrell & Borland, 1990) because his inclusion of task commitment and creativity makes his conception of giftedness impossible to test empirically. Intentional spontaneity or creativity which might take the profoundly gifted outside the control of standardised outcomes is not to be encouraged.

Howard Gardner (1983) has done much through his espousal of multiple intelligences to make educators aware of the many ways in which giftedness could be manifested, and the limitations of pen and paper verbal and logical reasoning tests, but because the multiple intelligences are still formulated within a naturalizing paradigm, there is little that teachers can do about “improving” what Gardner takes to be a genetic trait towards the disciplinary talents that Gagne demands. Moreover his rather idiosyncratic version of the seven or eight multiple intelligences has made little direct impact on teaching or testing practices because to be gifted in any one of these would make most people “gifted” or potentially gifted, dissipating the rigour of Intelligence testing to the extent of dissolution.  

Borland, charged with evaluating gifted programmes in American schools, has in the last few years come to believe that evaluands should not be viewed as amoral objects that we prod and probe to squeeze out indicators of merit or worth and that there is no “pure” or natural concept of giftedness. In a recent article he believes gifted programmes help redress the inequities of the No Child Left Behind policy, but he is concerned that the practice of gifted education perpetuates traditional prejudices for instance racial inequalities in the identification of gifted students (Borland & Wright, 1994: Ford, 1996, Ford and Harris 1999; Passow, 1989). In Australia, the 2001 Senate report concurs, calling for revised definitions of giftedness that would not exclude girls, indigenous students, ethnic or NESB students.

Curricula versus individual learning

The Curriculum Framework in WA promotes its changes from prioritising content to competencies, on the grounds that it requires learning with understanding. In other words, it reflects the primary state school’s emphasis on performance.  Joyce van Tassel-Baska (1993, 36) skilfully summarised the major principles underlying curriculum reform over the past twenty years by listing meaning-orientation, engagement of students, metacognitive skills, interdisciplinary connections, multiculturalism, active learning and problem-solving, significant learner outcomes and authentic assessment  All of these principles  indicate a shift from content-based knowledge to outcomes-based education, but at the same time,  from uniform standards to the learning needs of the individual student. These curriculum reforms assume differentiation and flexibility to meet the particular needs of gifted children, even on a broader definition of giftedness than Gagné’s. van Tassel-Baska (1993, 37).reveals her allegiance to a developmental hierarchy of intelligence in requiring the following for a differentiated curriculum for the gifted: 

· the setting of differential outcomes for gifted students at particular stages of development, with at least three and possibly five levels of standards in the new curriculum:

· the setting of differential time frames for mastering a particular standard

· the linkage of school programmes to alternative schools and university-based programmes to cater for the higher levels  

It seems that any curriculum will require normed standards that militate against acceptance of the profoundly gifted who have already transcended them. Feldhusen (1993) recommends that exceptionally gifted children like Mary should be offered a highly individualised programme, with advanced placement, radical acceleration, ability grouping in specific talent areas and specific counselling services. Rogers (1997) says that the greatest educational need expressed by her profoundly gifted children was for a more challenging curriculum. All of these however assume a basic model of programmed instruction on a hierarchically ordered system of assessable outcomes, and what cannot be measured will not be considered. So Mary would still be considered educationally inadequate for failing to demonstrate meeting the stated curriculum outcomes at the lower level of achievement. Even a differentiated curriculum will not meet the individual and often idiosyncratic needs of the gifted, if their giftedness is not valued and nurtured in the school. 

Identity vs identification

What I have presented in the preceding paragraphs amounts to a series of Kuhnian anomalies in the Received View, preceding a paradigm revolution in giftedness. Foucault would say that perhaps there is adequate resistance to the received view to indicate an episteme in transition. Many psychologists are themselves voicing an unease with the classical empiricist model of giftedness. Renzulli et al (2006) draw attention to a move towards what they call positive psychology, focusing on enhancing what is good in life in addition to fixing what is maladaptive. Still operating from a scientific point of view positive psychology shifts the focus to optimism, courage, romance with a topic or discipline, sensitivity to human concerns, physical and mental energy, a vision and sense of destiny, co-cognitive factors interacting with cognitive traits that are ordinarily associated with success and achievement of outcomes in schools.

More radically the recent relational pedagogy (Sidorkin, 2002; Bingham and Sidorkin, 2004) says that the dominant learning theories which define gifted students among those at educational risk need to be rejected as harmful to learning. We live in a world of relations, in which we are continually adjusting our perception of ourselves as others see us, sometimes rejecting their view, sometimes accepting it and modifying our behaviour to fit. This is much closer to Dewey’s organic view of learning than a regime of control, operating as a participatory democracy which perpetually recreates the community of values.  No amount of classification of ourselves as gifted (or dyslexic, or ADHD, or a visual spatial learner) who is defined as at risk unless a saviour comes into save them from themselves will make things better. The ends and interests must include those of the child rather than an externally imposed set of values, and this will require educators to focus on the positive rather than the Medical model. By the time she finished secondary school, despite the efforts to crush it, Mary had managed to become what Csikszentmihalyi (1990, p.67) calls an autotelic self
, able to engage in activities for their own value rather than as a means to an extrinsic end. 

The autotelic experience, or flow, lifts the course of life to a different level. Alienation gives way to involvement, enjoyment replaces boredom, helplessness turns into a feeling of control, and psychic energy works to reinforce the sense of self, instead of being lost in the service of external goals, (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990, p.69) 

Csikszentmihalyi  (1990 p.164) says the most detailed information about who we are as individuals comes from those we communicate with and from the way we accomplish our jobs. Mary’s construction of her identity includes the teacher’s description of her as a poor reader or her parent’s conception of her as profoundly gifted.  Which one will become central to her being depends on either her resilience, or her acceptance as one or the other by those important to her. Borland (2003b) claims that the concept of giftedness has outlived its usefulness because it is either too narrow to fit all those deserving it, or too broad to be useful for discrimination. However, some marker is necessary to indicate those who are different by way of their superior ability, whatever that ability is and a concept is not valueless because it remains essentially contestable. What is necessary for those who hold different conceptions of giftedness to air those differences in an open community of inquiry to bestow meaning and usefulness upon it.
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� The ABC’s recent Catalyst programme revealed some interesting gender politics  where the smallest male student protested that to be bad at sport made one a failure, but to be bad at sport and excellent in science made one a double failure . The final qualifiers in the international programme  were all girls.


� I have not room here to develop Csikszentmihalyi’s theory of the complex autotelic self, beyond saying that it is the result of the dynamic processes of integration and differentiation. Mary could develop a complex sense of self by constantly recognising her uniqueness and her similarities to those around her. But her uniqueness was denied recognition by most of her teachers who were not providing sufficient challenge for her to develop her talents.





