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Research into the psychosocial experiences of gifted adolescents indicates that they believe others see them as "different, "and this perception may interfere with social interaction. Some authors have described the experience of being identified as gifted in school as socially stigmatizing. The few studies that have investigated how gifted adolescents cope with this stigma suggest that they use a variety of methods ta control the information others have about them. The Social Coping Questionnaire (SCQ) was designed to measure such strategies. The current study presents an expansion of the SCQ and supports previous findings indicating that the social coping strategies used by gifted adolescents are identifiable and measurable. Factor analysis of the revised SCQ produced five social coping factors: denial of giftedness, emphasis on popularity, peer acceptance, social interaction, and hiding giftedness. Gender differences suggest that females are more likely than males to deny their abilities and report high levels of interpersonal activity. 
[bookmark: AN0001237561-3]* 
Erikson (1950) stated that adolescence is characterized as a time of primary concern with one's social role and with one's appearance in the eyes of others. During this time, there is a "standardization of individuality and ... intolerance of differences. Adolescents become clannish and don't accept other people's differences of skin color, cultural background, tastes or gifts" (Erikson, 1950, pp. 437-438). 
With this view of adolescence in mind, one might expect gifted adolescents to face challenging and unique psychosocial adjustment issues. Gifted adolescents may experience a feeling of "differentness" from their peers (Coleman & Sanders, 1993; Janos, Fung, & Robinson, 1985), which may be a result of the gifted label (Manor-Bullock, Look, & Dixon, 1995). Such students may not believe themselves to be different from others, although they often believe that others view them as different (Coleman & Cross, 1988), and they may feel that this difference interferes with social interaction (Coleman & Sanders, 1993; Cross, Coleman & Stewart, 1993). Coleman and his colleagues (Coleman & Cross, 1988; Coleman, Cross, & Terhaar-Yonkers, 1991; Coleman & Sanders, 1993; Cross, Coleman, & Stewart, 1993) frame the experience of giftedness in schools in terms of stigma and note that the presence of this stigma does not have to be proven objectively because normal social interactions will be distorted even if only the gifted person believes the stigma is present. 
The stigma associated with giftedness may relate to self-concept, as well as social interaction. Self-concept can be defined broadly as "the image we hold of ourselves" (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993, p. 449). Recent definitions view self-concept as multidimensional, dynamic, and able to guide behavior, with specific measurable self-concepts including the academic, social, emotional, and physical (Van Boxtel & Monks, 1990). A positive self-concept can interact with other characteristics of the individual, such as motivation, to allow a person to move toward the actualization of his or her giftedness (Feldhusen, 1986), whereas a negative self-concept can hinder the adolescent's emotional and academic development (Gross, 1989). 
A number of studies have identified a higher general self-concept in gifted adolescents than in their non-gifted peers (e.g., Brounstein, Holahan & Dreyden, 1991; Hoge & Renzulli, 1993; Van Boxtel & Monks, 1992). In considering specific dimensions of self-concept, it is not surprising that academic self-concept is consistently high across gifted samples (Brounstein, et al, 1991; Van Boxtel & Monks, 1990). Gifted students' achievements and accomplishments might be expected to give rise to high levels of self-concept in this area. Research on social self-concept is inconsistent, however. Literature reviews indicate that studies comparing the social self-concept of gifted students to that of their average-ability peers tends to either favor the gifted students (Van Boxtel & Monks, 1990) or find no difference between the two groups (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993). While they may be less common, results favoring average-ability students are sometimes obtained, as well (e.g., Brounstein, et al., 1991). 
The inconsistency in the research on social self-concept may be related to mixed views of high ability on the part of gifted students themselves. When Manaster, Chan, Watt, and Wieche (1994) asked students to name the best thing about being gifted, 53% stated that the best things were social in nature, such as receiving high regard and respect. Nevertheless, a large majority (87%) of students also suggested that high academic ability is stigmatizing by saying the worst aspects of being gifted were also social in nature, including being grouped with the stereotypical gifted "nerd" or "snob," social isolation and alienation, jealousy and resentments, and being put on a pedestal. This simultaneously positive and negative view of giftedness is also suggested in the results of research by Manor-Bullock, Look, and Dixon (1995), who reported that their gifted participants "felt their abilities were a good thing" (p. 332) and were proud of them, but also acknowledged a desire to blend in with other students, which may be compromised by giftedness. Gross (1989) indicated that the conflict between academic achievement and fulfilling social interactions may be so severe, at least for highly gifted students, that it is impossible to fulfill needs in one area without making sacrifices in the other. 
The aim of the present study is to further our understanding of the strategies gifted adolescents use to cope with the need to "fit in" while realizing that their abilities place them in a stigmatized role. In investigating this issue, Cross, et al. (1991) focused on gifted students' management of the information others receive about them. They suggested that social cognition (i.e., knowledge of how to act in social situations and an awareness of how people think about others and themselves) plays an important role in a student's ability to accomplish this information management. Two different types of information management strategies were identified by Cross et al. (1991): camouflaging giftedness and disidentifiers. Camouflaging strategies represent a relatively passive approach to coping, which focuses on blending in with average-ability students. Examples of camouflaging include not admitting a test was easy, asking questions to which you already know the answer, and not volunteering answers. Disidentifiers represent a more active approach to information management, including behaviors such as asking silly or crazy questions, claiming a test was very difficult, and making fun of other gifted students. 
The need to define the different coping strategies employed by gifted students was emphasized by Coleman and Cross in 1988 and was the focus of Swiatek's research in 1995. Swiatek (1995) developed the Social Coping Questionnaire (SCQ) in an attempt to validate and measure a number of coping strategies that had been suggested by various authors. Factor analysis suggested the existence of four independent social coping factors: Denial of Giftedness,Popularity/Conformity (the extent to which students acknowledge the importance of ' popularity), Peer Acceptance (the perceived impact of giftedness on social interaction), and Activity Level (extracurricular involvement). An additional factor was identified and labeled Fear of Failure, but this factor was made up of items included in the questionnaire for purposes not related to the study of social coping, and is therefore not considered a social coping factor. 
The present study both replicates and extends Swiatek's (1995) study, using a revised version of the SCQ to define and measure the discrete social coping strategies that gifted adolescents employ. It is hoped that by better understanding social coping strategies, professionals can better assist gifted students in coping with their "differentness" and the stigma that may be associated with it. The hope is that gifted adolescents will develop coping strategies that are useful socially, but do not hinder academic achievement and motivation. 
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Participants 
Two hundred twenty-nine gifted junior- and senior-high school students (139 males and 90 females) participated in this study. They ranged in age from 11 to 17, with a mean age of 14 for both genders. The students were participants in at least one of the 1995 summer programs run by the Office of Precollegiate Programs for Talented and Gifted (OPPTAG) at Iowa State University. In 1995, OPPTAG sponsored three summer programs: Challenges for Youth-Talented and Gifted (CY-TAG), Explorations!, and the Iowa Scholars' Academy. 
Each OPPTAG program aims to create an atmosphere that is intellectually challenging and academically enriching. CY-TAG is an intensive three-week program in which students reside on campus while taking an in-depth accelerated class. Explorations! is a one-week residential program offering classes that allow students to investigate an area of interest. The Iowa Scholars' Academy is a residential program that offers gifted students an opportunity to earn college credit during the summer before their 11th- or 12th-grade year. 
Qualification for the CY-TAG and Iowa Scholars' Academy programs is based on Scholastic Aptitude Test (SAT) or American College Testing Program (ACT) scores. Both of these tests were designed for high school seniors. For younger students, the ceiling effect associated with using in-grade achievement tests is removed, thereby allowing a more specific assessment of giftedness (Cohn, 1991). See Table 1 for 1995 CY-TAG course offerings and qualifying scores. The Iowa Scholars Academy qualifying scores are the same as those for CY-TAG. Qualification for Explorations! is based on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS), on which students must score at or above the 97th percentile on the national norms (or the 93rd percentile on the Iowa norms). 
Table 2 summarizes the involvement in OPPTAG programs on the part of study participants. Participants were drawn from all three groups, but primarily from CY-TAG (N = 115) and Explorations! (N = 107), with some participation from students who were enrolled in more than one OPPTAG program (i.e., six students were involved in both CY-TAG and the Iowa Scholars' Academy; one student was involved in both CYTAG and Explorations!). Thirty-eight percent of the participants also had been involved in OPPTAG programs prior to 1995 (i.e., 45 in CYTAG, 33 in Explorations!, 6 in both CY-TAG and Explorations!, 1 in the Iowa Scholars' Academy, and 1 in both Explorations! and the Iowa Scholars' Academy). In the study by Swiatek (1995), the participants had been drawn only from the CY-TAG program. Given the different qualifications for enrollment in CY-TAG and Explorations!, this replication involves a broader sample of participants than did Swiatek's (1995) original SCQ study. 
[bookmark: AN0001237561-6]Instrumentation and Procedure 
A revised version of the Social Coping Questionnaire (SCQ) was used in this study. The current version of the survey is the same as Swiatek's (1995) questionnaire except for the addition of four items developed to assess the extent to which gifted students use their abilities to help other students. Each student indicated how true each of 39 statements was for him or her on a scale from one to seven, with one being strongly true and seven being strongly false. Responses were later recoded so that, in all cases, higher scores reflect greater endorsement of the factor in question. In addition to the items intended to reflect social coping strategies, fear of failure items were included in order to maintain consistency with the original version of the questionnaire. 
The SCQ was administered to students at the beginning of their OPPTAG program. Their responses were factor analyzed, using principal axis factoring with squared multiple correlation coefficients as initial communality estimates, to determine whether distinct social coping strategies could be identified. Items that loaded strongly on each resulting factor were combined to form scales, each of which was scored by averaging responses to the relevant items. The possibility of gender differences in these scores was examined through the use of t-tests. Scores on the social coping scales were also entered into a cluster analysis in an attempt to identify groups of students who demonstrate specific patterns in their use of social coping strategies. In this cluster analysis, proximity was determined based on squared Euclidean distances; the analysis utilized average linkage within groups to form clusters. 
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Factor Analysis and the Social Coping Scales 
When a minimum eigenvalue of 1.0 was used as the criterion for determining the number of factors in the factor analysis, 13 factors were identified; but several of them, even after rotation, were comprised of only one item or were extremely difficult to interpret. An examination of the scree plot of the eigenvalues suggested a 4-factor solution, but this solution was difficult to interpret because of two very large factors that incorporated apparently dissimilar items. A six-factor solution was ultimately chosen because it was the most straightforward in terms of interpretation and the most consistent with the theoretical literature (see Swiatek, 1995, for a review of social coping strategies that have been suggested in the theoretical literature). This solution explained 34% of the common variance. Varimax rotation was chosen because it yields uncorrelated factors, thereby simplifying the interpretation of the results. 
The factor analysis yielded five psychologically meaningful social coping factors: Denial of Giftedness, Emphasis on Popularity, Peer Acceptance, Social Interaction, and Hiding Giftedness. The sixth factor reflected Fear of Failure. It will not be discussed further, as it is not considered a social coping factor. (Eliminating this factor reduces the amount of common variance explained to 31%.) Tables 3 and 4 describe the social coping factors in greater detail. 
Table 5 summarizes participants' scores on the social coping scales that were derived from the factors. T-tests revealed gender differences for two of the scales. Females were more likely than males to report high levels of interpersonal activity (M = 5.24 for females, M = 4.80 for males; p < .001; d = .55) and to deny their giftedness (M = 3.37 for females, M = 3.05 for males;p < .01; d = .38). These differences are statistically significant even when the alpha level required is changed from .05 to .01 to accommodate the multiple comparisons. 
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The cluster analysis did not yield interpretable results. The dissimilarity of cases being combined into the clusters increased so gradually during the agglomerative process that no specific number of clusters could be determined that would accurately represent the data. 
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The main question addressed in Swiatek's (1995) research was whether quantitative data could be obtained to support the existence of discrete social coping strategies. The results of her study indicated that there was support for four social coping factors. This study replicated that work with a few interesting changes, yielding five social coping strategies: 1) denial of giftedness, 2) hiding giftedness, 3) emphasis on popularity, 4) peer acceptance, and 5) social interaction. 
The Denial of Giftedness factor in Swiatek's (1995) study included items about hiding one's giftedness. The results of the current study split this factor into two separate factors: Denial of Giftedness and Hiding Giftedness. The items that load strongly on the Denial of Giftedness factor focus on the extent to which students believe that they are gifted (e.g., "I am not gifted; I am just lucky in school"; "People think that I am gifted, but they are mistaken"; "I don't think that I am gifted"). In contrast, the items that comprise the Hiding Giftedness factor emphasize the extent to which students avoid having their high ability noticed by others, although the students may acknowledge their own abilities (e.g., "I try not to tell people my test grades"; "I try to hide my giftedness from other students"). The identification of these two distinct factors is consistent with previous theoretical literature identifying information management strategies used by gifted adolescents to deal with the stigma of giftedness (Coleman & Cross, 1988; Cross et al., 1991). 
The Emphasis on Popularity factor is comprised of items that reflect attitudes toward popularity in general (e.g., "I don't worry about whether or not I am popular"; "It doesn't matter what other people think about me"). High scores on this factor indicate greater emphasis on popularity. Swiatek's (1995) study identified a similar factor, which was then named Popularity/Conformity. 
The Peer Acceptance factor is more specific to giftedness than is the Emphasis on Popularity factor. It reflects the extent to which gifted students feel accepted by other students (conversely, the extent to which they believe their high ability negatively influences their social relationships). Items in this scale include "Being gifted does not hurt my popularity" and "Other students do not like me any less because I am gifted." Higher scores indicate a greater sense of acceptance--that is, less perception of a negative impact of giftedness on one's social life. Thus, if previous research (Coleman & Cross, 1988; Coleman, et al., 1991; Coleman & Sanders, 1993; Cross, et al., 1993) supporting the tendency of gifted adolescents to view their abilities as stigmatizing is accurate, high scores on this factor might be interpreted as denial of an existing stigma. Such an interpretation, however, requires objective evidence of stigma, which has not been sought by researchers because it is not believed to be necessary for the distortion of normal social interaction (Coleman & Cross, 1988; Coleman, et al., 1991; Coleman & Sanders, 1993; Cross, et al., 1993). 
The Social Interaction factor includes items that reflect the extent of various types of relationships with others (e.g., "I spend quite a bit of time on extracurricular activities"; "People come to me for help with their homework"). This factor was somewhat surprising, as the addition of four new items to the SCQ was expected to create a separate Helping factor, reflecting the students' willingness to use their abilities to help peers. Instead, the helping items joined those relating to extracurricular activities that comprised Swiatek's (1995) Activity Level factor to form one factor labeled Social Interaction. It is worth noting that the original activity level factor had a Cronbach's alpha below 0.60 and, therefore, was not considered reliable for research purposes. In the present study, the Social Interaction factor has a Cronbach's alpha of 0.71, which is reliable for use in research. 
The replication of the findings from Swiatek's (1995) study is encouraging because it lends strength to the conclusion that discrete social coping strategies exist among gifted adolescents and can be measured. The social coping strategies found here support previously hypothesized social coping mechanisms, as well. For example, Coleman and Cross (1988) stated that gifted students feel stigmatized and they employ coping strategies to camouflage their differences. Items that formed the Hiding Giftedness factor, such as "I try not to tell people my test grades," are similar to these camouflage strategies. 
Cross, et al. (1991) stated that "there is still a paucity of research investigating the extent to which gifted and talented students utilize the various coping strategies available to them" (p. 53). The aim of this study was not only to replicate and thereby strengthen the finding that discrete social coping strategies exist, but also to discover whether specific-groups of students can be characterized according to distinct patterns of use across the social coping strategies. The lack of clear results in the cluster analy-sis suggests, however, that gifted students cannot be easily classified according to particular patterns of use across the social coping strategies. 
Nevertheless, various psychosocial issues might be correlated with SCQ scores. One might expect, for example, that individual social coping scales or combinations of scales may predict characteristics such as self-concept, leadership skills, perfectionism, or academic achievement. At this point, specific expectations in this area can be no more than speculation, but the nature of the scales might suggest some possible predictive patterns. For example, perhaps leadership skills correspond with relatively high scores on social interaction and peer acceptance, along with relatively low scores on denial of giftedness and hiding giftedness. Now that the ability of the SCQ to measure social coping has been replicated, it is reasonable for future research to begin investigating such relationships. 
Comparisons by gender indicated that females were more likely than males to deny their giftedness and to report high levels of social interaction. These results run counter to Swiatek's (1995) research, in which no gender differences were found. It is important to note, however, that the composition of both scales changed between the original version of the SCQ and the revised version used in the present study. These changes may explain the appearance of gender differences in this study when none were previously obtained. Clearly, more research is required in this area. 
Nevertheless, neither gender difference is surprising, given other findings of gender differences among adolescents. For example, adolescent girls are often found to be more focused than boys on interpersonal relationships (see Berk, 1994). The possibility that females are particularly likely to deny their abilities is a matter for concern, however, especially in light of existing worries about gifted females fulfilling their academic and professional potential (e.g., Buescher, Olszewski, & Higham, 1987; Kerr, 1985; Silverman, 1993). 
Further research is needed to extend the findings from this study. Cross, et al. (1991) suggested that social coping strategies are probably highly situation specific, with many environmental factors affecting behavior. Social coping strategies also may be utilized differently, depending upon the student's background. Issues such as culture, educational experiences, and ability level within the gifted group may be related to the social coping strategies students choose. In both this study and Swiatek's (1995) original SCQ study, the majority of participants were midwestern, Caucasian students who are highly gifted. It is not yet clear that the results of these studies will generalize to students with different backgrounds, experiences, and ability levels. 
Despite its limitations, however, the present study provides empirical support for previously hypothesized social coping strategies used by gifted adolescents. Continuing research in this area to further develop our understanding of social coping may allow counselors and educators to develop interventions to help gifted adolescents attain a high level of social functioning without hindering their academic achievement and motivation. 
[bookmark: AN0001237561-11]Table 1 1995 CY-TAG Course Offerings and Qualifying Scores 
Course Name                          Qualifying Scores

British Literature              ACT-English > 23 or
                                ACT Reading > 24 or
                                SAT-Verbal > 430

Chemistry                       ACT-Composite > 21 or
Genetics: DNA Science           ACT-Science Reasoning > 23 or
Physics SAT-Math plus           SAT-Verbal > 930

Psychology

Computer Programming:           ACT-Science Reasoning > 23 or
C Language                      ACT-Math > 18 or
                                SAT-Math > 500

Julian C. Stanley Mathematics   ACT-Math > 18 or
                                ACT-Science Reasoning > 24 or
                                SAT-Math > 520 or
                                SAT-Math plus SAT-Verbal > 950

Mentorship Opportunities        ACT-Composite > 21 or
                                SAT-Math plus SAT-Verbal > 930
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Table 2 Participants' Participation in OPPTAG Summer Programs 
OPPTAG Program                     N (1995)    N (prior to 1995)

CY-TAG                                115            45
Explorations!                         107            33
Iowa Scholars' Academy                  0             1
CY-TAG/Iowa Scholars' Academy           6             0
CY-TAG/Explorations!                    1             6
Explorations!/Iowa Scholars' Academy    0             1
Total                                 229            86
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Table 3 Composition of Rotated Factors with Factor Loadings 
Legend for Chart:

A - Factor
B - Items
C - Factor Loadings

A
       B                                                       C

Denial of Giftedness

  I am not gifted; I am just lucky in school.                .80
  People think that I am gifted,                             .71
   but they are mistaken.
  I don't think that I am gifted.                            .69
  As I get older and academic work gets more                 .51
   difficult, people will stop seeing me as gifted.
  Most of the successes I experience are due to luck.        .50
  There are many people who are                              .36
   more gifted than I am.
  I try not to be too successful at the things I do.         .32
  I avoid doing things that I may not do very well.          .26
  I don't like to give the appearance                        .24
   of being studious.

Social Interaction

  I spend quite a bit of time                                .63
   on extracurricular activities.
  I find friends who have interests similar to mine          .59
   by getting involved in extracurricular activities.
  Because of all my activities, I don't have time            .55
  to worry about my popularity.
 I keep myself quite busy most of the time.                  .50
 People come to me for help with their homework.             .48
 I try to use what I know to help other students.            .46
 I spend part of my study time                               .38
  in group-study sessions.
 I explain course material to other students                 .28
  when they don't understand it.
 People who don't like me just because                       .24
  I am gifted are not worth worrying about.

Emphasis on Conformity

 I don't worry about whether or not I am popular.           -.67
 It doesn't matter what other people think                  -.63
  about me.
 I try to look very similar to other students.               .61
 I try to act very much like other students act.             .55
 Being popular is not important in the long run.            -.53
 I try to get involved in sports so that people              .42
  don't think of me as a "geek".
 Peer Acceptance Being gifted does not hurt my popularity.  -.67
 Other students do not like me any less                     -.66
  because I am gifted.
 I would fit in better at school if I were not gifted.       .58
 If I were not gifted, other kids in my school              -.46
  would not like me any more or less
  than they do now.
 I prefer doing things alone over doing things               .31
  with other kids.
 Sometimes I do "silly things" on purpose.                   .19
 I try to avoid taking books home from school.               .18
 Hiding Giftedness I try not to tell people my test grades.  .62
 I try to hide my giftedness from other students.            .54
 I don't tell people that I am gifted.                       .50
 Too much success makes me anxious.                          .20
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Table 4. Eigenvalues and Common Variance Explained for Each Factor 
Factor                    Eigenvalue         Common Variance
                                             Explained (%)

Denial of Giftedness         4.21               10.8
Social Interaction           2.59                6.7
Emphasis on Conformity       2.32                6.0
Peer Acceptance              1.93                4.9
Hiding Giftedness            1.13                2.9
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Table 5 Means, Standard Deviations, and Reliability Coefficients for the Social Coping Scales 
Scale                          M         SD          alpha

Denial of Giftedness          3.18        0.86       0.75
Emphasis on Popularity        3.66        1.16       0.73
Social Interaction            4.97        0.83       0.71
Peer Acceptance               3.40        1.03       0.62
Hiding Giftedness             3.75        1.17       0.62
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