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Titulo: Diferencias en el autoconcepto entre alumnado con altas capacida-
des y alumnado general: un metaanalisis desde 2005 hasta 2020.

Resumen: Los estudiantes con altas capacidades, aquellos que presentan
una mayor probabilidad de lograr metas extraordinarias en uno o mas do-
minios, generalmente difieren del alumnado general en algunas de las di-
mensiones del autoconcepto, o la percepcion que tiene una persona de si
misma. Sin embargo, la investigacion actual sobre altas capacidades ha evo-
lucionado introduciendo nuevos posibles moderadores en estas diferencias
por lo que se hace necesaria una actualizacion sobre el tema. El objetivo del
presente metaanalisis (referencia: CRD42018094723) fue sintetizar los es-
tudios desde 2005 sobre las diferencias en el autoconcepto entre estudian-
tes con altas capacidades y alumnado general. Los resultados mostraron
que los alumnos con altas capacidades presentan niveles superiores de au-
toconcepto global y académico, especialmente el matematico. Sin embargo,
no se hallaron diferencias en autoconceptos conductual y emocional, y hu-
bo puntuaciones levemente més bajas en autoconcepto social. En el auto-
concepto fisico, estos estudiantes puntian notablemente mas bajo que el
alumnado general. Las diferencias en esta subdimensién estin moderadas
por los procedimientos de identificacion, la procedencia y la edad, por lo
que se sugieren que los estereotipos sociales acerca de las altas capacidades,
asi como los habitos de actividad fisica podrian estar detras de las dichas di-
ferencias.

Palabras clave: Autoconcepto. Autoestima. Superdotacion. Altas capaci-
dades. Diferencias. Comparacién. Metaanalisis.

Abstract: Gifted students (i.e., those who are more likely to achieve ex-
traordinary goals in one or more domains) generally differ from the non-
gifted students in some of the dimensions of self-concept (i.e., a person's
perception of him/herself). However, the current research on giftedness
has evolved to introduce new possible moderators of these differences so
it has become necessary to carry out an update on the topic. The aim of
the present meta-analysis (reference: CRD42018094723) was to synthesise
the studies since 2005 on differences in self-concept between gifted and
non-gifted students. The results showed that gifted students have higher
levels of general and academic self-concept, especially in math self-
concept. However, no differences were found in behavioural and emotion-
al self-concepts, and only slightly lower scores in social self-concept. In
physical self-concept they scored significantly lower than non-gifted stu-
dents. The differences in this sub-dimension are moderated by identifica-
tion procedures, geographical area, and age, so it is suggested that social
stereotypes about giftedness as well as physical activity habits may be some
of the reasons for these differences.

Keywords: Self-concept. Self-esteem. Giftedness. High abilities. Differ-
ences. Comparison. Meta-analysis.

Introduction

Gifted students can be defined as those individuals who ate
more likely to achieve extraordinary or outstanding goals in
one or more domains that are culturally recognised by socie-
ty (Pfeiffer, 2017). Gifted students have an asynchronous
development — i.e., their cognitive development is faster than
others such as their emotional and physical development-,
and this makes them display special social and emotional
characteristics (Rinn & Majority, 2018). Numerous studies
have addressed whether gifted students have higher or lower
levels of socioemotional adjustment than their non-gifted
peers in different constructs such as emotional intelligence
(Alabbasi et al., 2020), personality (Peperkorn & Wegner,
2020) or perfectionism (Stricker et al., 2019). However, dif-
ferences on socioemotional characteristics between gifted
and non-gifted students are still under discussion (Alabbasi
et al,, 2020). This is especially relevant nowadays because not
only has the number of studies on giftedness increased ex-
ponentially (Gitlen et al., 2018), but the concept of “gifted-
ness” itself has evolved together with its identification meth-
ods (Acar et al., 2016; Hodges et al., 2018).
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Throughout the years, the conception of giftedness has
evolved from a general-domain, intelligence-centered per-
spective (Acar et al., 2016) to a more specific-domain, talent-
development approach which considers not only cognitive
factors, but developmental, contextual, and non-cognitive
factors (Stenberg & Kaufman, 2018). Consequently, the
identification of gifted students, which was traditionally
based only on IQ or achievement measures, also includes
nowadays other instruments such as nominations or portfo-
lios (Acar et al., 2016). Today, traditional and non-traditional
procedures coexist and, although they are still far from iden-
tifying the majority of gifted students, they make it possible
to recognise those gifted students who were traditionally left
out (Hodges et al., 2018). It should be noted that this paper
uses the term "giftedness”, which in Spanish is literally trans-
lated as "altas capacidades" (Tourén, 2020) and, therefore,
refers to all those individuals considered talented, highly
able, or traditionally referred to as "gifted". It also considets
any conception of giftedness that has been followed in the
reviewed studies.

Self-concept is an indicator of psychological well-being
which has been used in numerous studies on gifted students.
“In very broad terms, self-concept is a person's perception
of himself” or herself (Shavelson et al., 1976, p. 411). As it is
a construct that has been thoroughly studied there are nu-
merous theoties and models about it (Van Zanden et al.,
2015), the most well-known of which was that proposed by
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Shavelson et al. (1976). According to this model, self-
concept is a multidimensional, hierarchically-structured con-
struct in which global self-concept is on the top of the struc-
ture and, at a lower level, there are different specific dimen-
sions: academic, emotional, physical, and social. These di-
mensions also involve more concrete subdimensions like the
math and verbal self-concept within the academic self-
concept, or the physical appearance and athletic ability with-
in the physical. An individual’s self-concept is formed
through specific experiences and, as they grow older, the
self-concept’s structure evolves and becomes more complex
due to the apparition of new subdimensions within each di-
mension (Shavelson et al., 1976; Van Zanden et al., 2015). A
person can therefore show different levels in the various
self-concept’s dimensions according to their experiences and
feelings (Van Zanden et al., 2015).

Among gifted students, a low academic self-concept has
been traditionally pointed at as one of the main causes of
underachievement (Blaas, 2014), although this association is
not always evident (see Gilar-Corbi et al, 2019; Mofield &
Parker, 2019). As any other student, gifted students present a
heterogeneous reality in self-concept (Villatte et al., 2014).
But do they differ from their non-gifted peers in self-
concept? To this day, two meta-analyses (Hoge & Renzulli,
1993; Litster & Roberts, 2011) have gathered evidence on
this issue. The results showed that gifted students reported
overall better levels on global, academic, and behavioural
self-concept. On the contrary, they showed lower physical
self-concept. Beyond these differences, the authors suggest-
ed the existence of variables which moderated these differ-
ences and may be addressed in more detail in future studies.

First, the last meta-analysis (Litster & Roberts, 2011)
showed the fact that when the methods to designate gifted
students were multiple, the samples reported greater differ-
ences in self-concept compared to those in which a single
measure (i.e., only 1Q) was used. The non-traditional meth-
ods of identification, such as only nomination or achieve-
ment, as well as only IQ and the multiple criteria, should be
taken into consideration. Furthermore, intelligence could be
moderating the effects of interdimensional comparisons in
self-concept (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2015), which is why it is
interesting to explore the role of IQ as a moderator within
the differences in each dimension.

Moreover, gifted programming also moderates the dif-
ferences between gifted and non-gifted students’ global self-
concept (Litster & Roberts, 2011): The studies reported that
those gifted participants who attended a gifted programme
in school showed higher levels of global self-concept than
those students who did not. A recent review found positive
socioemotional effects in school and extracurricular enrich-
ment programmes among gifted students (Kim, 2016). It
should be noted that there has been an increased focus on
self-esteem issues at educational level in recent years, sug-
gesting that these actions may be having an impact on young
people's self-concept levels (Otrth et al., 2018). Concern for
emotional well-being has been lately a central theme in

school programmes for the gifted, according to some re-
views (Kim, 2016). However, these did not specify the ef-
fects on self-concept and its different dimensions. Therefore,
a new review of the last years of research is required.

What is more, recent evidence based on gender differ-
ences in non-gifted students confirms that the levels of aca-
demic self-concept have been following patterns consistent
with stereotypes over generations, despite the narrowing of
the achievement gap (Parker et al., 2018). The gifted popula-
tion also has a number of stereotypes and myths (Baudson,
2016) which may be having an impact on different levels of
self-concept to some extent in the last years. Comparing the
recent years with the scores found in previous reviews could
also help to shed light on the results.

As the last published review on the topic covered up to
2004 (Litster & Roberts, 2011) and has some limitations,
such as the lack of a study of the risk of bias, more specific
subdimensions of self-concept or differences according to
the geographical area of the research, reviewing the current
literature on the socioemotional characteristics of gifted stu-
dents is highly recommended, especially in terms of self-
concept. The most recent studies (e.g., Kosir et al.,, 2016;
Song & Ahn, 2014) have considered more concrete issues
which are not only circumscribed to the measure of global
self-concept, but also to other dimensions such as physical
or social, as well as other subdimensions. These results may
be useful for the development of more accurate interven-
tions and are yet to be synthesised despite the existing need
(Steenbergen-Hu & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2016). In addition,
research in this area also points to other possible moderators
such as geographical area, considering the increase of studies
coming from Fastern areas (Glirlen et al., 2018) or meas-
urement instruments for self-concept and gender. Although
already researched by Litster & Roberts (2011), recent stud-
ies highlight the different historical trends in gender differ-
ences (Parker et al., 2018) and thus the interest in reviewing
recent years of research.

Considering the above, the present meta-analysis aimed
to examine the evidence on the differences in self-concept
between gifted and non-gifted students collected from 2005.
It was also aimed to enquire into the differences in the sub-
dimensions of self-concept and to test the possible modera-
tor role of some elements pointed out by the literature. This
would help to identify useful areas of concern and strengths
for teachers and experts (Litster & Roberts, 2011). Also, the
differences in the physical self-concept were highlighted
since this was an area rarely researched among gifted stu-
dents and where they have traditionally scored lower than
their non-gifted peers.

Methods

The present systematic review and meta-analysis were con-
ducted under the recommendations by Steenbergen-Hu &
Olszewski-Kubilius (2016) and the guidelines of PRISMA
(Moher et al., 2009) and Rubio-Aparicio et al. (2018). The
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protocol was previously registered in PROSPERO (ID
number: CRD42018094723). The PRISMA checklist can be

found in the supplementary material.
Eligibility Criteria

Before the search, the following inclusion criteria were
established: a) at least one measute of a global or specific
dimension of self-concept or self-esteem would be included;
b) the participants would be children, preadolescents or ado-
lescents; c) gifted and non-gifted students would be com-
pared or, at least, sufficient data would be reported to make
these comparisons possible; and d) the study would be writ-
ten in English, Spanish or French. This expanded the range
of eligible studies compared to previous meta-analyses
(Hoge & Renzulli, 1993; Litster & Roberts, 2011). Only the
studies which met these criteria were selected for the review
as long as they were published from 2005 onwards, as the
previous published review covered up to 2004. Furthermore,
those studies meeting the inclusion criteria but whose gifted
samples were twice-exceptional students (i.e., participants
were gifted and any other learning problem or disability)
were excluded. Studies were also excluded if the non-gifted
samples were only composed of low-ability students or stu-
dents with learning problems.

Study search procedures

Different search strategies were designed according to
the databases by following the PICO(S) structure (Moher et

Figure 1
Flow diagram.

al., 2009). Five databases were reviewed from their inception
until 9 November 2020 at full-text level: Education Resources
Information Center, Psychological Abstracts Index, Academic Search
Complete, Web of Science and Scopus (Table Sla in supplemen-
tary material). Furthermore, five specialised journals were al-
so reviewed since they are some of the most-cited journals
on gifted research (Giitlen et al., 2018): Giffed Child Quarterly,
High Ability Studies, Journal for the Education of the Gifted, Journal
of Advanced Academics and Roeper Review (Table S1b). To avoid
mistakes in the search process and the loss of potential eligi-
ble studies, the researchers did not use the screening tools
available in the databases. The search was not limited to
published articles.

Two reviewers randomly screened 1000 of the complete
records found after removing duplicates. The inter-rater
agreement was very high (Cohen’s » = .91), therefore, one
reviewer continued to screen the rest of records. The full
texts and data to be included in the meta-analysis were gath-
ered through the library services of the University of Castilla-
La Mancha and by contacting the authors when possible.

A total of 11,712 records were found in the different da-
tabases and 555 from the specialised journals. Another six
were also added from grey literature. After deleting the du-
plicates and screening the titles, abstracts and full-texts, 39
articles comprising 36 studies were included for the meta-
analyses (Figure 1).
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Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies were mainly in-
cluded due to the aim of the study. Additionally, those stud-
ies including an intervention design (i.e., experimental or
quasi-experimental) but also considering a comparison group
of non-gifted participants were included. Longitudinal and
interventional studies were treated as cross-sectional in the
quantitative comparisons by only including the data gathered
from the first wave.

Coding of variables

The following information was extracted and coded from
each of the studies including the following: a) publication
year; b) country; c) study design; d) participants’ sex (i.e.,
male, female or both); ) age according to the WHO catego-
risation (Cohen et al., 2014)—middle childhood (6 to < 11
years), early adolescence (11 to < 16 years) and late adoles-
cence (16 to < 21 years)—; f) procedures for gifted identifi-
cation—multiple criteria, only IQ, only nomination, only
achievement or others (e.g., early admission to university or
other instruments)—; g) attendance or enrolment in special
programmes for gifted students—enrichment groups or clas-
ses, curricular enrichment, summer programmes, pull-out
programmes, or heterogeneous groups. —; h) self-concept
measurement insttument; and i) measured dimensions of
self-concept. In terms of dimensions, both global self-
concept and self-esteem have been considered as a single
construct according to Shavelson et al. (1976). In addition,
for the research on the studies’ origin as a moderator, a first
analysis was carried out by dividing the countries of the stud-
ies into Western and Fastern, and a second, more precise
analysis by geographical area based on the distribution fol-
lowed in Pfeiffer et al. (2018). On the other hand, due to the
impossibility of dividing the samples by age in some studies,
analyses were conducted considering only childhood and ad-
olescence (early and late adolescence) as subgroups. Those
studies whose age ranges included all the categories or part
of both groups were excluded from the ANOVA analysis.
Nevertheless, meta-regression analyses with mean ages were
also used. Finally, due to the wide heterogeneity in the cate-
gories within special grouping or programmes and the low
number of studies that accommodated many of them, the
studies were reorganised into two subgroups: those gifted
samples that attended any kind of special grouping or inter-
ventions, and those that did not.

Regarding the statistical data, as some studies reported
data allowing for several effect sizes (ES) to be computed,
the assumption of their independence could be violated
(Card, 2012). Thus, we created several independent subsets
(Becker, 2000). Except in the case of global and academic
self-concepts, where a large number of studies existed, the
different scales measuring similar or related constructs were
added for the study of each of the main dimensions accord-
ing to Shavelson et al.'s (1976) model: social self-concept,
emotional self-concept, physical self-concept, and behav-
ioural-trustworthiness self-concept. For instance, to find the

physical self-concept index, the measures of physical appear-
ance self-concept, athletic ability self-concept and other
physical subdimensions were considered. Moreover, subset
analyses of the subdimensions were conducted separately:
math self-concept, verbal self-concept, self-concept in social
acceptance, popularity, peer relationships, relationships with
parents, happiness, lack of anxiety, emotional stability, trust-
worthiness, behavioural, physical appearance, and athletic
ability.

Risk of bias in the individual studies

The risk of bias of each of the included studies was as-
sessed by two reviewers using a tool for observational stud-
ies (Viswanathan & Berkman, 2012), which was adapted for
the purposes of this meta-analysis (Table S2a). According to
the sum of their scores on the selected items, the studies
could reach a maximum score of 30 points. These were indi-
vidually classified as “high”, “moderate”, or “low” risk of bi-
as if the studies reached a total score of < 50%, = 50% to <
75%, or = 75%, respectively. This classification was consid-
ered in the moderator analyses. The first two reviewers ran-
domly assessed seven of the included studies, reaching sub-
stantial interobserver agreement (¥ = .75), so the first re-
viewer continued to assess all studies and any discrepancies
were resolved by consensus. These results can be found in

the supplementary material (Table S2b).

Effects sizes and statistical analyses

Hedges’ g was the statistic used for the calculation of the
ES. It is calculated in a similar way to Cohen’s 4 (formula 1),
but a correction (formula 2) was applied to reduce the possi-
ble bias due to small-size samples (i.c., n < 20 according to
Card, 2012). Thus, the extracted data from the studies were
the mean, standard deviations and sample sizes, as well as
the reported Cohen’s 4, which were transformed into Hedg-
es’ g by following formula 2. The magnitude of the ES was
interpreted by following Cohen’s (1988) guidelines: small =
0.20 to 0.50, medium = 0.50 to 0.80, and large > 0.80. A
positive value of g indicates differences in favour of the gift-
ed students and vice versa.

ES _ Mgifted._Mnonngf.‘:ed

©)

spoo.!ea‘,
3-ES
4'(ng1‘fted +nnon—gif£ed)_9

g =ES - ©

The statistical analyses were performed with Compre-
hensive Meta-Analysis Software Version 3.3.070 under the
random-effects model in recognition of the differences
among the included studies (Borenstein et al., 2007) and
weighted according to the sample sizes. Additionally, O and
P statistics were used to measure the heterogeneity of the
studies (Borenstein et al., 2007). For the latter, we followed
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the Cochrane Collaboration’s guidelines (Higgins & Green,
2011) in order to interpret the level of heterogeneity: 0 - 40%
not important, 30 - 60% moderate, 50 - 90% substantial, or
75 - 100% considerable. Furthermore, sensitivity analyses
were performed (Becker, 2000) and the publication bias was
examined by means of Egger’s test with a level of signifi-
cance at .10 (Egger et al.,, 1997). Given the low sensitivity
this method presents for meta-analyses containing less than
20 ES, funnel plots and the suggested mean ES were also ex-
amined through the #rim-and-fill method under a random-
effects model (Duval & Tweedie, 2000). The inclusion of
these analyses was intended to overcome the methodological
limitations of previous meta-analyses which did not perform
such analyses on the included studies.

The possible effects of the variables previously identified
as moderators were addressed through the Op and Oy via an
ANOVA-way test. On the other hand, the two continuous
moderators were examined by means of independent meta-
regression models using the Or and Qg statistics to detet-
mine the fit and specification of the models, respectively,
with those self-concept domains that had at least 10 samples,

Table 1
Studies’ characteristics.

following the recommendations of Borenstein et al. (2009).
In addition, the R? was found to determine the variance ex-
plained by each continuous moderator following the proce-
dures established by Botella & Sanchez (2015).

Results
Descriptive characteristics of studies

The characteristics of the 36 included studies are shown
in Table 1. All of the studies were published as articles be-
tween 2005 and 2020, except for one doctoral dissertation
(Edins, 2010) and one proceeding (Yeung et al., 2005). Most
of the studies had a cross-sectional design (# = 28), six were
longitudinal studies and only two were experimental (Yeung
et al., 2005) and quasi-experimental with control group (Gol-
le et al., 2018) studies. The studies belong to 18 different
countries, being Germany the one with the highest number
of studies (# = 8).

Author, country, risk of bias Sample: gifted / Gifted Gifted special Included measures and

and design non-gifted and age identification attendance dimensions of self-concept

Alesi et al. (2015). Italy. 17/ 62 1Q. Ordinary. Test Multidimensionale Autostima:
Moderate. Cross-sectional. MC: 8-9 GSE/GSC.

Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016). Jordan. 105 / 196 Multiple. Special centre.  SDQ-IIT: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC,

High. Cross-sectional. LA: 16-18 VSC, PhSC (AppSC+AthSC), ESC
(ESSC), B-TSC (TSC), SSC (PeSC).

Amini (2005). Iran. 156 / 184 Others: admission Special centre. ~ CSEL: GSE/GSC.

High. Cross-sectional. LA: 17-18 to special centre.

Benolken (2015). Germany. 165 / 123 Multiple. Talent pro- Items: MSC.

High. Cross-sectional. MC: 8-92 gramme.

Bénony et al. (2007). France. 23 /23 1Q. Special grouping. CSEIL GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Low. Cross-sectional. MC-EA: 8-13 (PeSC+ParSC), B-TSC (TSC),

Bergold et al. (2020). Germany. 50 / 50 1Q. Ordinary. Stcale for the Assessment of Acadenric

Low. Cross-sectional. EA -LA: 12-18 Self-Concept: MSC.

Edins (2010). USA. 29 /35 Multiple. Special grouping. SSES: GSE/GSC, SSC

High. Cross-sectional. MC: 6-11 (PeSC+ParSC).

Garcia, Canuto & Cebrian (2019) and 21 / 97 Multiple. Ordinary. PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC.

Garcia, Canuto & Palomares (2019). MC- EA: 9-12

Spain.

High. Cross-sectional.

Ghobary & Hejazi (2007). Iran. 60 / 60 1Q. Special centre.  CSEIL GSE/GSC.

High. Cross-sectional. EA -LA: 12-16

Golle et al. (2018). Germany. 423 / 2328 Teachet’s nomina- Extracurricular  SDQO-I: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC,

Low. Cuasiexperimental con grupo ~ MC: 92 tions. programme. VSC, SSC (ParSC+PeSC), PhSC

control. (AppSC+AthSC).

Hasanagi¢ et al. (2019). Bosnia- 31/ 31 Multiple. Ordinary. SPPC: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Herzegovina. EA: 11-152 (PeSC), PhSC (AthSC+AppSC), B-

Moderate. Cross-sectional. TSC (BSC).

Herrmann et al. (2016), includig 261 / 1069 Multiple. Special track. SDQ-II: MSC, VSC.

Preckel & Briill (2010). Germany. MC: 9-10

Moderate. Longitudinal.

Kosir et al. (2016). Slovenia. 85/ 319 Multiple. Ordinary. SDQ-II: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Moderate. Cross-sectional. EA: 11-15 (PeSCO).

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n° 2 (may)



Differences in self-concept between gifted and non-gifted students: a meta-analysis from 2005 to 2020

283

Authot, countty, risk of bias Sample: gifted / Gifted Gifted special Included measures and

and design non-gifted and age identification attendance dimensions of self-concept

Kroesbergen et al. (2016). 35/ 34 Multiple. Ordinary. SPPC: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

The Netherlands. MC: 6-72 (SAcSC), B-TSC (BSC).

Low. Cross-sectional.

Lee et al. (2012b). USA. 1526 / 109 Multiple. Special pro- SPPA: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Moderate. Cross-sectional. All: 10-18» gramme. (SAcSC+PeSC).

Li & Shi. (2019). China. 80 / 104 Multiple. Special grouping. TEIQue-CF: GSE/GSC.

Moderate. Cross-sectional. MC- EA: 8-11

Liem et al. (2015). Singapore. 569 / 324 Academic achieve- Special track. SDQ-II: ASC, MSC, VSC.

Low. Cross-sectional. EA: 12-13 ment.

Loépez & Sotillo (2009). Espafia. 50 / 50 Multiple. Ordinary. PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC, ESC

Moderate. Cross-sectional. All: 4-17 (LASC+HSC), B-TSC (BSC), SSC
(PSC), PhSC (AppSC).

Mofield & Parker (2018). USA. 264 / 66 (advanced) +86 Multiple. Advances group- S.A4A4S5-R: ASC.

Moderate. Cross-sectional. (ordinary) ing and pull-out

EA: 11-15 programmes.

Preckel & Brull (2008). Germany. 46 / 156 Multiple. Gifted: Special ~ SDQ-S: ASC, MSC, VSC.

Moderate. Longitudinal. MC-EA: 8-11 grouping. Fend & Prester: SSC (SAcSC).

Preckel et al. (2008). Germany. 162 /162 1Q. Ordinary. SSCIL: MSC.

Low. Cross-sectional. EA: 11-15

Preckel et al. (2010). Austria. 93 /93 Multiple. Special grouping. SDQ-II: MSC.

Moderate. Longitudinal. EA: 14

Preckel et al. (2017) and Preckel et al. 283 / 639 Multiple. Special grouping. SDQ: ASC, MSC, VSC.

(2019). Germany.
Low. Longitudinal.

MC-EA: 10-122

Rafati et al. (2014). Iran. 131 / 262 Others: admission Special centre.  CSEL GSE/GSC.

High. Cross-sectional. EA-LA: 15-182 to special centre.

Riaz & Shahzad (2010). Pakistan. 93 /104 1Q. Ordinary. RAAST: GSE/GSC.

Moderate. Cross-sectional. EA-LA: 12-16

Sarouphim (2011). Lebanon. 68 /174 Others: DISCOV- Ordinaty. PHSCS: ASC, SSC (PSC), ESC
Moderate. Cross-sectional. EA: 12-14 ER. (LASC+HSC), B-TSC (BSC), PhSC

(AppSC).
RSES: GSE/GSC.

Shechtman & Silektor (2012). Israel. 330 (special) +178 (pu//-  Multiple. Special grouping PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Low. Cross-sectional. on) / 466 ot pull-ont pro-  (PSC), ESC (LASC+HSC), B-TSC
EA-LA: 10-192 grammes. (BSC), PhSC (AppSC).

Shi et al. (2008). China. 94 /189 Multiple. Special grouping. RSHSCIL: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC

Low. Cross-sectional. MC-EA: 9-13 (PeSC+ParSC), PhSC (AppSC).

Song & Ahn (2014). Korea. 1173 / 1178 Multiple. Gifted: Special ~ PSDQ: PhSC

Moderate. Longitudinal. LA: 17 centre. (AppSC+AthSC+others).

Veiga (2009). Portugal. 52 / 878 Academic achieve- Ordinary. SCAL: SSC (PeSC), ASC.

High. Cross-sectional. EA: 13-152 ment.

Verschueren et al. (2019). The 274 / 1299 1Q. Ordinary. PRIMA-child report scate: SSC

Netherlands. EA: 12» (SAcSC).

Low. Cross-sectional.

Wirthwein et al. (2019). Germany. 97/ 97 1Q. Otrdinary. tems: MSC, VSC.

Low. Cross-sectional. LA: 16.66

Yan & Haihui (2005). China. 1993: 34 / 65 Others: eatly admis-Early attendance SDQ-II: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC,

High. Cross-sectional. 2003: 30 / 70 sion to the Univer- to the University. VSC, SSC (PeSC+ParSC), ESC
LA: 16 sity. (ESSC), B-TSC (TSC), PhSC

(AppSC+AthSC).

Yeo & Garces-Bacsal (2014). Singa- 309 / 619 Multiple. Special grouping. ASCQ: ASC.

pore. MC: 8-10

Low. Longitudinal.

Yeung et al. (2005). China. 29 (special) +28 (hetero- Multiple. Ordinary and ASDQ: ASC.

Moderate. Experimental.

genous) / 29 (hetero-
genous) +681 (ordinary)
EA: 10-11

special centres.

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n° 2 (may)



284

Alvaro Infantes-Paniagna et al.

Author, country, risk of bias Sample: gifted / Gifted Gifted special ~ Included measures and

and design non-gifted and age identification attendance dimensions of self-concept
Zeidner & Shani-Zinovich (2015). Is- 374 / 428 Multiple. Special grouping MSCS: ASC, SSC (PeSC).
rael. EA: 15-16 ot pull-out pro-  Tennessee: ESSC (ESC), B-TSC
Low. Cross-sectional. grammes. (BSC), PhSC.

Nota. MC: middle childhood; EA: early adolescence; LA: late adolescence; GSE/GSC: global self-concept; ASC: academic self-concept; MSC: math self-
concept; VSC: verbal self-concept; SSC: social self-concept; SAcSC: social acceptance self-concept; PSC: popularity self-concept; PeSC: peer relationships
self-concept, ParSC: parents relationships self-concept; ESC; emotional self-concept; HSC: happiness self-concept; LASC: lack of anxiety self-concept;
ESSC: emotional stability self-concept, B-TSC: behavioural-trustworthiness self-concept; BSC: behavioural self-concept, TSC: trustworthiness self-concept;
PhSC: physical self-concept, AppSC, physical appearance self-concept; AthSC: athletic ability self-concept.

* Age estimated from school year.

The sample sizes of the gifted group in the studies varied
from 17 to 1,526 participants, with a total of 6,443 gifted
participants among all studies, whereas the non-gifted sam-
ples varied from 23 to 2,328 participants, amounting to
11,320 non-gifted participants among all studies. The vast
majority of studies included samples of both genders, except
for Song & Ahn (2014), who only included males, and Yeo
& Garces-Bacsal (2014), who only included females, while
Veiga (2009) did not specify the gender of the participants.
The participants’ age ranged from 4 to 19 years. Fourteen
studies included samples of middle childhood, 23 included
samples of early adolescents, and 10 studies included late ad-
olescents.

With regard to the gifted students’ samples, most of the
studies considered multiple criteria to identify a student as
gifted (# = 21), eight studies only relied on IQ measure-
ments, two studies based the identification entirely on aca-
demic achievement, and one study only relied on nomination
as a single indicator of giftedness. Within the multiple crite-
ria, 15 studies mainly considered IQ plus other indicators
and 12 studies considered nomination and other indicators.
Furthermore, nine studies reported that their gifted sample
presented an 1Q 2130. Most of gifted participants attended
special classes or centres for gifted students and/or ad-
vanced, enrichment, or pull-out programmes (z = 21), en-
richment extracurricular or summer programmes (7 = 3),
whereas in 12 studies, the gifted students did not attend any
special programme or at least it was not reported.

Finally, concerning the self-concept measurement in-

(ASDQ) and physical self-concept (PSDQ). The Copper-
smith’s and Piers-Harris’ scales were each used in four stud-
ies. The Self-Perception Profile for Children (SPPC) and Adolescents
(SPPA) were included in three studies. The remaining 14
studies applied other measurements of self-concept (Table

1).
Meta-analyses’ main results

The 36 studies included in the meta-analyses reported a
total of 180 ES. Initially only small significant differences
were found in global self-concept (g = 0.24; 95%CI = 0.06,
0.41), medium differences in academic self-concept (g =
0.45; 95%CI = 0.28, 0.63) and medium-large in math self-
concept (g = 0.60; 95%CI = 0.44, 0.76). Gifted students
scored higher than their non-gifted peers on these dimen-
sions. In all other dimensions no significant differences were
found. However, heterogeneity was significant, reaching sub-
stantial and considerable rates, except in the popularity and
behavioural dimensions. Therefore, sensitivity and modera-
tor analyses were performed. Following the sensitivity anal-
yses, it was observed that the exclusion of Al-Srour & Al-
Oweidi’s (2016) study led to significant changes in the mean
ES for most of the non-academic dimensions as well as a
notable decrease in their heterogeneity. All analyses including
this study can be found in Table S3 in the supplementary
material. Considering the high level of risk of bias found in
this specific study, it was excluded for the analyses in all di-
mensions. Table 2 lists all final mean effect sizes for each

struments, the most used (# = 11) was the Se/fDescription  dimension.
Questionnaire (SDQ), including its version on academic
Table 2
Mean effect siges?
o 95% CI ;

Dimension N k ” g B UB 0o P (%)
GSE/GSC 19 28 8236 0.19* 0.04 0.35 170.09%+* 84.13
ASC 20 31 11808 04243 0.26 0.59 306.41+** 90.21
MSC 1 16 7023 0.56%#* 0.41 0.70 79.81#k* 91.21
VSC 7 9 6408 0.07 -0.13 0.27 68.62%** 88.34
SsCb 16 27 10315 -0.10% -0.20 -0.00 69.60%+* 62.64
SASC 4 6 3473 -0.11 -0.32 0.10 16.52%* 69.73
PSC 3 5 1316 -0.09 -0.25 0.07 6.58 39.21
PeSC 10 17 7149 -0.14 -0.29 0.01 54.42%K% 70.60
ParSC 5 9 3310 -0.03 -0.34 0.28 37444 78.63
ESC® 5 9 2323 0.03 -0.12 0.19 21.85%* 63.39
HSC 3 5 1316 0.12 -0.09 0.32 10.22% 60.88
LASC 3 5 1316 0.20 -0.06 0.45 15.21%** 73.71
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. . 95% CI

Dimension N k n g B UB 0 (%)
ESSC 2 4 1007 -0.12 -0.32 0.09 6.53 54.09
B-TSC®b § 13 2500 -0.02 -0.16 0.12 29.30%* 59.04
BSC 6 10 2255 0.09 -0.01 0.19 10.91 17.54
TSC 2 3 245 -0.43 -1.03 0.17 8.52%* 78.99
PhSCP 9 17 5620 -0.23%#% -0.34 -0.11 37.70%* 57.56
AppSC 8§ 15 4812 -0.22%* -0.36 -0.07 38.76%** 63.88
AthSC 4 6 3246 -0.07 -0.24 0.09 7.88 36.52

Note. N: number of studies; k: number of samples; g Hedges’ g; CI: confidence interval; LB: lower bound; UB: upper bound; @ and % heterogeneity statistics;
ES: effect size. GSE/GSC: global self-concept; ASC: academic self-concept; MSC: math self-concept; VSC: verbal self-concept; SSC: social self-concept;
SASC: social acceptance self-concept; PSC: popularity self-concept; PeSC: peer relationships self-concept, ParSC: parents relationships self-concept; ESC;
emotional self-concept; HSC: happiness self-concept; LASC: lack of anxiety self-concept; ESSC: emotional stability self-concept, B-TSC: behavioural-
trustworthiness self-concept; BSC: behavioural self-concept, TSC: trustworthiness self-concept; PhSC: physical self-concept, AppSC: physical appearance
self-concept; AthSC: athletic ability self-concept.

*Excluding Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016). » Combined index.

*p <05, %kp <01, ***p < 001,

Results by dimension results of the moderator analyses by ANOVA (Table 3) and
meta-regression (Figure 2) are reported; the rest are included
The final results for each dimension are presented here-  in the supplementary material (Tables S4 and S5).
inafter. Given the extension of the work, only the significant

Table 3
Moderator analyses*
0,
Dimension Moderators k g LB95 A Cl UB 0o P (%) ANOVA
GSE/GSC Bias - -
High 8 0.14 018 045 4nores go03 O S 435%%2112—550_01,
Low 9 -0.07 -0.23 0.10 19.58* 59.14 103'67 }) <W 001
Moderate 11 0.49%4% 0.25 0.72 43.08%** 76.79 Y )
Geographical area
Asia 7 -0.05 -0.36 0.26 17.45%* 65.61  Op(3) =9.61, p =.022; R?
USA-Canada 2 0.20 -0.60 1.01 9.35%%* 89.30 = .220; Ow(24) =135.77,
Europe 11 0.02 -0.20 0.25 33.2006% 69.88 p <.001
Middle East 8 0.55%#* 0.25 0.84 75.78%+* 90.76
ASC Identification
Multiple 24 0.44x+* 0.30 0.58 101.79%** 77.41 _ _ )
Achievement 2 0.42 054 138 s7gees o735 D) =OBp A8
1Q 2 0.66 226 358 73054 98.63 2O 0BT,
Nomination 1 0.17%* 0.06 0.27 0.00 0.00 P
Others 2 0.12 -0.73 0.97 8.13%* 87.70
Bias
High 4 046 008 100 243 see2  DOT j;f;? (2‘85093’
Low 14 0.17* 0.02 0.32 68.71%** 81.08 175'23 ,]7 <W 001
Moderate 13 0.73##% 0.45 1.02 84.09*** 85.73 o )
Geogtraphical atea
Asia 10 0.18 -0.11 0.47 43.590F% 79.35  OB(3) = 17.62, p = .001;
USA-Canada 2 0.971%** 0.66 1.15 23670 57.76 R? = .335; Ow(27) =
Europe 14 0.38%** 0.19 0.58 62.40%** 79.17 210.86, p < .001
Middle East 5 0.72%* 0.25 1.19 102.50%** 96.10
MSC Origin / Geographical area Os(1) =18.70, p < .001;
Eastern / Asia 3 0.18** 0.06 0.31 0.23 0.00 R2 =257, Ow(14) =
Western / Europe 13 0.64%#* 0.47 0.80 61.971%%* 80.62 62.14, p <.001
Identification
Multiple 7 0.65%** 0.42 0.89 31.04%%% 81.04 _ _ .
Achievement 1 0.17* 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 Q};S)ﬁ*jégz.'()(),p ;1 .(Pl’
1Q 5 073 040 105 14.19%% 71.82 s P’g“’éo )=
Nomination 1 0.33%F* 0.22 0.43 0.00 0.00 o ’
Others 2 0.25 -0.05 0.54 0.02 0.00
1Q > 130 On(l) = 845, p = 004 R?
No 7 0.52%#% 0.36 0.69 17.24%* 65.19 =.552; Ou(8) = 18.09, p

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n° 2 (may)


https://revistas.um.es/analesps/$$$call$$$/api/file/file-api/download-library-file?libraryFileId=9131&submissionId=461971

286

Alvaro Infantes-Paniagna et al.

o,
Dimension Moderators k g LB95 /o Cl UB o P (%) ANOVA
Yes 3 0.96%*+* 0.72 1.20 0.85 0.00 =.021
Measure Os(1) =5.14, p = .023; R?
Others 7 0.79%%* 0.48 1.10 27.05%F* 7782  =.362; Ow(14) = 55.35, p
SDQ 9 0.40%** 0.27 0.54 28.30%** 71.73 <.001
VSC Origin / Geogtaphical area Os(1) = 7.46, p = .006; R?
Eastern / Asia 3 -0.25 -0.54 0.05 5.13 61.03  =.697; Ou(7) =25.35, p
Western / Europe 6 0.22%* 0.06 0.39 20.22%¢ 75.27 =.001
Age Os(1) = 28.43, p < .001;
Adolescence 4 -0.26* -0.46 -0.06 5.78 48.07  R?=.956; Ou(4) = 6.64, p
Childhood 2 0.33%%* 0.25 0.41 0.86 0.00 =.156
Identification
Multiple 4 03208 0.23 0.42 1.61 0.00 _ )
Nomination 1 0.30#%* 0.20 0.41 0.00 0.00 }‘,ZQZB:(4)9E 4528?260 :< 6 ?051’]7
Achievement 1 -0.18* -0.31 -0.04 0.00 0.00 TS iv88 B
1Q 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 '
Others 2 -0.32 -0.95 0.32 4.54* 77.98
1Q > 130 0Os(1)=18.22, p < .001;
No 4 0.32%%* 0.23 0.42 1.61 0.00  R?2=1.088; Oy(3) = 1.61,
Yes 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 P =.656
Special attendance Os(1) =633, p = .012; R?
No 1 -0.32% -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 = .185; Ow(7) = 56.39, p
Yes 8 0.12 -0.08 0.32 56.39%¢* 87.59 <.001
Measure Op(1)=6.33,p=.012; R?
Others 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.004%* 0.00 = .185; Ou(7) = 56.39, p
SDQ 8 0.12 -0.08 0.32 56.39 87.59 <.001
Bias
High 2 -0.32 -0.95 0.32 4.54% 77.98 Q_B(?l 1. 8.51 ép _ 4(7)1745’ ke
Low 4 0.03 -0.25 0.31 43.03%** 93.03 - ,Q<“(O)Ol_ 2P
Moderate 3 0.38*** 0.25 0.50 0.18 0.00 '
SSCb Identification
Multiple 19 -0.17* -0.30 -0.04 45.23%% 60.20 _ _ )
Nomination 1 004 006 015 0.00 000 AO- 31829'-72]5(2_2)'(113’
Achievement 1 0.32* 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.00 48 .65 p’ :“'001
1Q 4 0.03 -0.10 0.15 3.24 7.26 o '
Others 2 -0.09 -0.39 0.21 0.19 0.00
Special attendance Os(1) =7.77, p = .005; R?
No 9 0.06 -0.07 0.19 12.32 35.08  =.178; Ow(23) = 56.71, p
Yes 16 -0.20* -0.32 -0.07 44.39%%* 606.21 =.003
PeSC  Origin Os(1) = 6.82, p = .009; R?
Eastern 8 -0.310k* -0.48 -0.13 11.61 39.73  =.590; Ow(15) = 30.76, p
Western 9 0.01 -0.15 0.18 19.14* 58.21 =.009
Identification
Multiple 12 -0.16 -0.36 0.03 34,76+ 68.36 _ _ )
Achievement 1 0.32* 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.00 Q];{(j)__ 41065'.121)(1_25(?3’
1Q 1 -0.42 -1.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 34 .86 /; <W001
Nomination 1 0.05 -0.06 0.15 0.00 0.00 o ‘
Others 2 -0.36* -0.66 -0.06 0.10 0.00
ParSC  Geographical area _ )
Asia 6 0.22 -0.09 0.53 10.12 50.57 RQZB£2>7§423QlZ,6)p:<1(2)0316’
USA-Canada 1 -1.2200k -1.75 -0.69 0.00 0.00 ’ ]7’: %54 o
Europe 2 -0.09 -0.49 0.31 2.25 55.47 )
ESCP  Measure
Others 2 025t 030 0 0.62 000 27 1%728’(];;30319
Piers-Hartis 5 0.12* 0.01 0.23 3.53 0.00 ' » ; 6W27 T
SDQ 2 0.15 -0.15 0.45 0.22 0.00 )
HSC Identification Os(1) = 4.62,p = .032; R?
Multiple 4 0.01 -0.15 0.17 4.21 2875  =.806; Ow(3) = 421,p=
Others 1 0.36* 0.08 0.65 0.00 0.00 240
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95% CI

Dimension Moderators k g B UB 0 P (%) ANOVA
Special attendance Os(1)=7.67, p = .006; R?
No 3 0.34%¢ 0.11 0.57 0.11 0.00 =1.232; Os(3) = 1.55,p
Yes 2 -0.05 -0.20 0.11 1.45 30.88 =.670
Bias Os(1)=17.67, p = .006; R?
Low 2 -0.05 -0.20 0.11 1.45 30.88  =1.232; Ow(3)=1.55,p
Moderate 3 0.34%* 0.11 0.57 0.11 0.00 =.670
LASC  Identification Os(1)=17.88, p = .005; R?
Multiple 4 0.29%* 0.09 0.50 5.83 4854 =748, 0y(3)=583,p=
Others 1 -0.20 -0.48 0.08 0.00 0.00 120
B-TSCP  Identification
Multiple 9 013+ 004 022 8.07 0.86 QE(QZ): Lo ZP (TO')OQL
1Q 1 -1.16%kE -1.78 -0.54 0.00 0.00 8 8.1 » - gSO
Others 3 -0.13 -0.33 0.08 0.74 0.00 o
TSC Geographical area OB(2) = 8.78, p = .003; R?
Asia 2 0.13 0.42 017 0.74 000 = 1.034; Oy(1) = 0.741, p
Europe 1 -116%kE -1.78 -0.54 0.00 0.00 =.389
PhSC®  Origin Os(1) = 26.16, p < 001;
Eastern 12 -0.340% -0.42 -0.26 9.51 0.00 R?2=1.16; Ou(15) =
Western 5 -0.01 -0.11 0.08 2.03 0.00 11.53, p = .714
Geographical area _ .
Asia 7 0206 036 -003 3.86 0.00 l%f)ég;zz%ﬁ;'gojé
Europe 5 -0.01 -0.11 0.08 2.03 0.00 ' P,: W916 o
Middle East 5 -0.39%* -0.48 -0.30 1.54 0.00 )
Age Os(1) =19.38, p < .001;
Adolescence 13 -0.32%k¢ -0.41 -0.23 13.94 13.94 R? =1.02; O (15) =
Childhood 4 -0.02 -0.12 0.08 0.64 0.00 14.59, p = 481
Identification
Multiple 13 027 038 015 18.15 CET T %ﬁ?ép " 4-)0?
Nomination 1 -0.03 -0.13 0.07 0.00 0.00 18 é7 p’: “’170
Others 3 -0.32%* -0.52 -0.12 0.72 0.00 o )
Measure
Others 6 -0.30%%¢ -0.43 -0.18 4.24 0.00  Os(3) =15.12,p = .002;
Piers-Hatris 5 -0.340¢ -0.51 -0.18 7.10 43.62 R2=0.526; Ow(13) =
SDQ 4 -0.06 -0.16 0.03 215 0.00 14.04, p = 371
SPPC/SPPA 2 0.16 -0.33 0.66 0.56 0.00
AppSC  Origin On(l) = 731, p = 007; R?
Eastern 10 -0.37%xx -0.47 -0.27 9.13 144  =.738; Ou(13) = 19.495,
Western 5 0.12 -0.22 0.46 10.36* 61.40 »=.109
Geogtraphical atea _ _ )
Asia 7 025w 0.4 -0.09 5.92 0.00 Q‘;K(f)__;z%%pa_z)@i
Europe 5 0.12 -0.22 0.46 10.36* 61.40 16 '41 ]; :W173
Middle East 3 043¢ -0.55 -0.31 0.13 0.00 e
Age Os(1) = 4.22, p = .040; R?
Adolescence 11 -0.28%%* -0.45 -0.12 23.04* 56.60  =.552; Ow(13) = 24.08, p
Childhood 4 -0.08 -0.18 0.02 1.04 0.00 =.030
Identification
Multiple 1 015 035 005 27.13% 6314 DO TILLZ LK
Nomination 1 -0.09 -0.20 0.01 0.00 000 ’”Qi( 03)7_ P
Others 3 -0.42%4* -0.62 -0.21 0.06 0.00 )

Note. k: number of samples; g Hedges’ g 1Q: confidence interval; LB: lower bound; UB: upper bound; Q@ and I% heterogeneity statistics; Op: between-
subgroups heterogeneity test statistic; Qw: statistic for the specification of the model; R% explained proportion of variance; GSE/GSC: global self-concept;
ASC: academic self-concept; MSC: math self-concept; VSC: verbal self-concept; SSC: social self-concept; PeSC: peer relationships self-concept, ESC; emo-
tional self-concept, HSC: happiness self-concept; LASC: lack of anxiety self-concept; B-TSC: behavioural-trustworthiness self-concept; PhSC: physical self-

concept; AppSC: physical appearance self-concept.
* Excluding Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016). > Combined index.
*p <05, %kp <01, **p < 001,
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Global Self-Concept / Self-Esteem

The 19 studies addressing global self-concept showed
that gifted students scored significantly higher than non-
gifted students, with a small difference (¢ = 0.19; 95%CI =
0.04, 0.35) however, and considerable heterogeneity (I’ =
84.13%). The geographical area was found to be a significant
moderator indicating that only the studies from the Middle
East showed significant differences, although the model ex-
plained only 22% of the variance of the ES. On the other
hand, the risk of methodological bias also proved to be a
significant moderator, with differences only among studies
of moderate quality, with this model accounting for 45% of
the variance.

Academic Self-Concept

Academic self-concept was analysed by 20 studies show-
ing moderate differences in favour of gifted students and
considerable heterogeneity. Moderators explaining this het-
erogeneity included risk of bias, showing significant differ-
ences only between low and medium risk studies; geograph-
ical area, indicating that studies from Asia did not show dif-
ferences between gifted and non-gifted students; and meth-
od of identification, where gifted students showed higher
levels when the selection criteria were multiple or nomina-
tion, although the latter case only had a very small ES sam-
ple.

The differences in math self-concept were also analysed
with 11 studies and in verbal self-concept with seven studies,
showing significant and medium-sized results only in the
first of them and in favour of gifted students, although in
both cases heterogeneity was considerable. Among the mod-
erators were the origin of the studies, the methods of identi-
fication and the self-concept measurement instrument. From
the three of them, identification methods reported a higher
percentage of variance in both dimensions (46.2% in math
and 96.4% in verbal). In math self-concept, gifted students
scored higher in all subgroups except those identified by
"other procedures"; the differences were medium-large for
those identified by an IQ test. Similarly, in verbal, all sub-
groups showed significant results except for samples identi-
fied by other procedures, although those based on 1Q or
nomination showed lower levels among gifted students with
small ES. As for the measurement instruments as a modera-
tor in math self-concept, although the differences were sig-
nificant in all cases, they were smaller among those who used
the SDQ compared to other instruments. On the other
hand, in verbal self-concept the differences were not signifi-
cant in the SDQ subgroup. Finally, among those samples re-
porting IQ), the cut-off point of 130 also moderated these
differences, with much higher scores in math self-concept
among those gifted students above this cut-off point; in the
case of verbal, however, the model saturated due to the low
number of studies in the subgroups (R > 1).
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In verbal self-concept, in addition to the above, age by
category significantly moderated the mean ES, with gifted
students scoring higher in childhood and lower in adoles-
cence and explaining a large part of the model (95.6%). Oth-
er moderators were participation in special grouping, alt-
hough only one sample did not participate in special group-
ing, and risk of bias (Table 3).

Social Self-Concept

The 16 studies that included some measure of social self-
concept reported significantly lower levels among gifted stu-
dents, although the differences were very small and there
was substantial heterogeneity. Within the social dimension,
other subdimensions addressed were social acceptance, pop-
ularity, relationship with peers, and relationship with parents;
in none of these did gifted students differ from non-gifted (p
> .05), although only in the case of popularity heterogeneity
was not significant.

Among the possible moderators, identification proce-
dures explained 38.9% and 40.5% of the variance in social
self-concept and peer self-concept respectively. Those gifted
students identified by multiple criteria only had significant
scores on social self-concept, with slightly lower levels
among gifted students; while on peer self-concept only those
gifted students identified by other procedures scored signifi-
cantly lower and those identified by achievement scored sig-
nificantly higher, although the number of samples in each
subgroup was very low. On the other hand, participation in
special groups also moderated social self-concept, showing
that those gifted students in special groups had lower levels
of social self-concept than non-gifted students, explaining
only 17.8% of the variance. Finally, with regard to geograph-
ical area as a moderator, it was found that only gifted stu-
dents from Eastern countries scored lower than non-gifted
on self-concept in peer relations. Although this moderator
was also significant for self-concept in the relationship with
parents, only the gifted students from the single sample from
the USA scored significantly lower than their non-gifted
peerts.

Emotional Self-Concept

Five studies were able to address differences in emotion-
al self-concept. No differences were found between gifted
and non-gifted students on the overall index, nor on the self-
concept subdimensions of happiness, lack of anxiety and
emotional stability. Heterogeneity was moderate-substantial,
except for emotional stability, where it was not significant.

On the overall emotional self-concept index, the measur-
ing instrument was the only significant moderator, indicating
that there were no differences between gifted and non-gifted
students in those studies that used the SDQ to measure this
dimension, while gifted students scored slightly higher on
the Piers-Harris scale and lower when other instruments
were used. However, the ANOVA model saturated due to
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the low number of studies of the subgroups. With regard to
self-concept in happiness and lack of anxiety, small differ-
ences were found between those identified by multiple crite-
ria and those identified by other criteria; however, the low
number of studies does not allow us to corroborate this
moderator with certainty. Finally, on self-concept in happi-
ness, significantly higher levels were found only among those
gifted students who did not attend a special group and in
those studies with moderate risk of bias.

Behavioural Self-Concept

The combined behavioural and trustworthiness self-
concept index, consisting of eight studies, did not show any
significant differences between gifted and non-gifted stu-
dents. Neither did the behavioural and trustworthiness sub-
dimensions independently. Significant levels of heterogeneity
were found in the combined index and in trustworthiness
self-concept.

In the first case, identification indexes were noted as a
significant moderator, with small differences found only be-
tween those identified by multiple criteria and those by IQ as
the only criterion. The differences were in favour of gifted
students in the first case and in favour of non-gifted students
in the latter, although the ANOVA model saturated. In the
case of trustworthiness self-concept, geographical area
seemed to moderate the differences, although the low num-
ber of studies by subgroups also led to saturation in the
model.

Physical Self-Concept

The 17 studies addressing physical self-concept found
that gifted students scored significantly lower than non-

Figure 2

gifted, although these differences were small. The results
were similar for the physical appearance subdimension, while
there were no differences in the athletic ability subdimen-
sion. Furthermore, only general physical self-concept and
physical appearance self-concept showed significant and
moderate heterogeneity.

In both physical self-concept and physical appearance
self-concept, geographical area, age and identification criteria
were significant moderators. Regarding the first of them, it
was reported that only gifted students from Eastern coun-
tries scored lower on both indexes. As for the identification
methods, in both cases the nomination-based subgroup
showed smaller differences than the others, without really
being significant. Furthermore, in self-concept in physical
appearance it is noteworthy that only gifted students identi-
fied by criteria different than nomination ot the use of mul-
tiple criteria scored lower than non-gifted students, with a
small-to-moderate difference, while in general physical self-
concept this is also the case for those identified by multiple
criteria. Finally, in physical self-concept the instruments
moderated the differences, reporting significant results with
the Piers-Harris scale and the subgroup composed of other
instruments.

As indicated, age was also a moderating variable in both
general physical self-concept and physical appearance, with
significantly lower levels only among adolescent gifted stu-
dents. In the case of the general physical self-concept index,
meta-regression analyses (Table S5) corroborated that age
was a moderating variable, this being the only correctly spec-
ified model (intercept = .247 (p = .261), b, = -.035 (p = .024),
Or(1) =511 (p = .024), Or(15) = 20.31 (p = .160), R? = .67)
and showing how the differences become larger as the sam-
ples are older, and how gifted students score increasingly
lower in comparison with non-gifted (Figure 2).

Meta-regression scatterplot of the model including mean age as a covariate in physical self-concept.
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Risk of Bias

After performing Egeer's test on each of the dimensions
(Table S6), it was found that the results of the math, social
acceptance, emotional stability, behavioural-trustworthiness,
and behavioural dimensions may present publication bias (p
< .10). However, for the math and behavioural-
trustworthiness dimensions, the trim and fill method did not
impute new ES, so publication bias was not confirmed for
these dimensions. On the contrary, for the dimensions of
social acceptance (g = 0.05; 95%CI = -0.20, 0.29), emotional
stability (¢ = -0.25; 95%CI = -0.47, -0.02) and behavioural (g
= 0.11; 95%CI = -0.01, 0.23) publication bias was confirmed
after the imputation of two new values and the adjustment
of the mean values, so these results should be considered
with caution.

Discussion

The present meta-analysis has focused on differences in self-
concept between gifted and non-gifted students as well as
the identification of possible moderators of these differ-
ences. This paper builds on previous meta-analyses (Hoge &
Renzulli, 1993; Litster & Roberts, 2011), offering an analysis
of 36 new studies published since 2005, in search of a deeper
look into the results by analysing subdimensions of self-
concept and including risk of bias analyses. Consistent with
these earlier studies, the results showed that gifted students
had higher levels of global and academic self-concept and
lower levels of physical self-concept compared to their non-
gifted peers. However, contrary to previous meta-analyses,
the results have shown lower levels in the social domain
among gifted students, especially in those groups where gift-
ed students attended specific centres or groups, although the
differences were small, and there were no differences in be-
havioural self-concept.

This  study  has addressed  behavioural-
trustworthiness self-concept and emotional self-concept, in-
dexes which were not included in previous meta-analyses. In

also

none of the cases were significant results found, neither in
the combined indexes nor in the individual indexes; howev-
er, the results are based on a low number of samples (# < 10)
and therefore they cannot be considered conclusive. The re-
sults of the significant differences are discussed below.

With regard to the academic dimension, math self-
concept showed the largest difference between gifted and
non-gifted students, followed by academic self-concept, and
no differences were found in verbal self-concept. These re-
sults seem consistent with the Internal/External Model
(Moller et al, 2016), although it is important to point out that
academic achievement in math and verbal areas has not been
addressed in this meta-analysis, which would be a require-
ment to be able to confirm this model. Despite this, a previ-
ous study already indicated a more pronounced effect of the
Internal/External Model among gifted students compared to
non-gifted, suggesting that intelligence may be moderating
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the effect (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2015). The moderating role
of 1Q 2 130 in math and verbal self-concept highlighted in
this meta-analysis supports this idea, although in the case of
verbal self-concept the subgroup above the IQ cut-off point
was only composed of one study, so the evidence is limited.

As for the social dimension, in general the gifted stu-
dents were significantly lower on the combined index, alt-
hough the difference was negligible. According to moderator
analyses, there were differences only among those who pat-
ticipated in special programmes for gifted students. This
contrasts with evidence finding higher levels of social self-
concept in gifted students who participate in such pro-
grammes (Lee et al., 2012a). However, decreases in this di-
mension have also been found when students have been in
special programmes or groups for some time, reaching lower
rates than non-gifted students or gifted students in hetero-
geneous groups (Preckel & Brill, 2008; Vogl & Preckel,
2014), suggesting that habituation or competitiveness in
achievement could be the causes. There are no specific dif-
ferences in perceived popularity and social acceptance be-
tween gifted and non-gifted students. Such discrepancies be-
tween social dimensions have been reported in previous
studies, where there were mainly two profiles of gifted stu-
dents when describing themselves: those with a strong sense
of difference, and those who showed a desire to sympathise
with others (Villatte et al., 2014).

Regarding the physical dimension, the difference in phys-
ical self-concept is larger than that found by Hoge & Ren-
zulli (1993) and the difference in self-concept of physical ap-
pearance is larger than that found by Litster & Roberts
(2011), whereas there was no difference in self-concept in
athletic ability. According to Cohen's (1988) criteria, these
are small differences. In fact, it was stated that gifted stu-
dents were not at significant risk of problems with their
physical self-concept (Litster & Roberts, 2011). However,
these authors warned that these lower physical perceptions
"may limit the activities in which gifted students choose to
patticipate” (p. 137). This is an important issue, as healthy
levels of physical activity are associated with psychological
well-being through their positive relationship with physical
self-concept (Babic et al., 2014), one of the most important
dimensions for global self-concept in adolescents (Baudson
et al,, 2016).

Previous research has already indicated that gifted stu-
dents who participate in sports show better levels of physical
self-concept, especially in athletic ability, than gifted students
who do not participate (Rinn & Wininger, 2007). One might
wonder whether gifted students show lower levels of physi-
cal activity or fitness than non-gifted students, but the scarce
literature about the topic denies this suggestion (Hormaza-
bal-Peralta et al., 2018). In fact, one of the included studies
(Song & Ahn, 2014) showed that gifted students, despite
having higher objective levels of physical activity and fitness,
had similar levels on the different subdimensions of the
physical self-concept to non-gifted students. All this seems
to confirm that gifted students show a generally lower physi-
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cal self-concept than non-gifted students, regardless of their
levels of physical activity and fitness. However, as discussed
in the previous meta-analysis, why does the positive trend in
academic self-concept not transfer to physical self-concept?
As suggested by Song and Ahn (2016) and Baudson (2010),
the Generalised Internal/External Model could explain such
inconsistencies (Moller et al., 2016) through the positive ef-
fect of academic achievement on academic self-concept and
its negative effect on physical self-concept. However, this
cannot be proven with the current results of this meta-
analysis as it refers to intra-individual differences and not to
group mean differences. Furthermore, it would be necessary
to consider actual performances.

The answer to the question may be determined by mod-
erators. On the one hand, the differences were only smaller
among gifted students when Eastern countries were consid-
ered. Consistently, research has found cultural differences in
adolescent athletes' self-concept of physical appearance, with
lower levels among Eastern samples (Asghar et al., 2013), as
well as lower levels on other dimensions among Fastern gift-
ed students compared to Western gifted students (Lee et al.,
2012a). On the other hand, lower levels of physical appear-
ance self-concept were found among gifted students in ado-
lescence, but not in childhood, and in fact, meta-regression
analyses were able to corroborate how as the samples get
older gifted students have lower physical self-concept scores
than non-gifted, explaining 67% of the variance. As the indi-
vidual grows older, self-concept evolves and changes, espe-
cially during adolescence, where some gender differences can
be found which that are consistent with gender stereotypes
(Van Zanden et al., 2015). Similarly, intellectual ability might
entail some differences in self-concept development linked
to stereotypes. Gifted students are a population surrounded
by myths that still remain in the cultural heritage (Baudson,
2016). In fact, they have been seen as physically weak and
"unattractive nerds" by their peers (Rudowicz, 2007). It has
even been found that teachers are more likely to describe an
imagined gifted student as having a non-athletic complexion
than a standard or athletic complexion (Carman, 2011). Tak-
ing stereotypical views of giftedness into consideration may
lead gifted students to over-identify with their area of talent
(Cross, 2005), so that these individuals might end up perceiv-
ing their appearance as described through these stereotypes,
leading to a more devalued physical self-concept.

Finally, it is worth pointing out that in most dimensions
the gifted students’ identification criteria have emerged as a
significant moderator, yet without a clear pattern. In several
dimensions their effect appears to be consistent with the re-
sults of Litster & Roberts (2011), reporting larger differences
in those where different methods of identification were em-
ployed. However, in most cases the nomination subgroups,
1Q-only or achievement-only, were based on a single study,
so the results are inconclusive. Despite this, there are meta-
analyses (Acar et al., 2016; Hodges et al., 2018) showing how
different identification methods recognise different types of
gifted students. These results could therefore be indicative of

heterogeneity among gifted students caused by the use of
different identification procedures.

Limitations

The main limitation was the impossibility of accessing
the necessary data for meta-analysis of some of the identified
studies. Furthermore, the low number of studies in many of
the subgroups, as evidenced by the saturation of the models
in the moderator analyses, and the significant levels of heter-
ogeneity in the subgroups compromise the possibility of
reaching conclusive results on many of the dimensions of
self-concept. The reason may be the wide variety of identifi-
cation procedures. Finally, nine studies were assessed with a
high risk of bias due to lack of information on differences by
gender or dimension, and the reliability, validity or uniformi-
ty of the measures used for the identification of gifted stu-
dents (Table S2b); and a possible publication bias was de-
tected in the dimensions of social acceptance, emotional and
behavioural stability.

Conclusions

The results of the present meta-analysis corroborate the
presence of higher levels of global and academic self-concept
among gifted students that previous literature has already in-
dicated. However, a review of the most recent research fur-
ther echoes the difficulty in comparing between samples
chosen using disparate critetia and from different geograph-
ical contexts in the study of self-concept in gifted students,
which had already been suggested by previous reviews. In
addition, it should be noted that there is little evidence ad-
dressing the physical dimension and a lack of research fo-
cused on the reasons that may explain the presence of lower
levels in this dimension among gifted students. In this sense,
the present study offers two important clues which help to
understand this issue: age and culture. Therefore, it is neces-
sary to investigate the role of social stereotypes and physical
activity habits on the self-concept of gifted students, without
neglecting the possible effects of dimensional compatisons
proposed in previous research.

Conflict of interest: The authors of this article declare no conflict
of interest.

Financial support.- The researcher Alvaro Infantes-Paniagua has
received a pre-doctoral grant from the Spanish Ministry of Educa-
ton, Culture and Sport (FPU16/00082). This source of funding has
no implication in any of the methods and reports developed in this
research.

Acknowledgements.- We would like to thank all the authors who
have contributed to this work by providing the data required for its
elaboration. On the other hand, the researcher Alvaro Infantes-
Paniagua would like to acknowledge and thank that he has received
a pre-doctoral grant from the Spanish Ministry of Education, Cul-
ture and Sport (FPU16/00082).

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n° 2 (may)



292

References

References with an asterisk indicate studies included in the systematic re-
view.

Acar, S., Sen, S., & Cayirdag, N. (2016). Consistency of the performance and
nonperformance methods in gifted identification: A multilevel meta-
analytic  review.  Gifted  Child ~ Quarterly, — 60(2),  81-101.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986216634438

Alabbasi, A. M. A., Ayoub, A. E. A., & Ziegler, A. O. (2020). Are gifted
students more emotionally intelligent than their non-gifted peers? A
meta-analysis. High Ability Studies, 1-29.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2020.1770704

*Alesi, M., Rappo, G., & Pepi, A. (2015). Emotional profile and intellectual
functioning: A comparison among children with borderline intellectual
functioning, average intellectual functioning, and gifted intellectual
functioning. SAGE Open, 5(3), 19-9.
https://doi.org/10.1177/2158244015589995

*Al-Srour, N. H., & Al-Oweidi, A. M. (2016). Self-concept among gifted
and non- gifted students and its relationship with gender variable in a
Jordanian sample. International Journal of Educational Sciences, 12(1), 50-56.
https://doi.org/10.1080/09751122.2016.11890412

*Amini, M. (2005). Identifying stressors and reactions to stressors in gifted
and non-gifted students. International Education Journal, 6(2), 136-140.
https:/ /openjournals.library.sydney.edu.au/index.php/IE] /atticle/ view
/6795

Asghar, E., Wang, X,, Linde, K., & Alfermann, D. (2013). Comparisons be-
tween Asian and German male adolescent athletes on goal orientation,
physical self-concept, and competitive anxiety. International Journal of
Sport and Exercise Psychology, 11(3), 229-243.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/1612197X.2013.748999

Babic, M. J., Morgan, P. J., Plotnikoff, R. C., Lonsdale, C., White, R. L., &
Lubans, D. R. (2014). Physical activity and physical self-concept in
youth: Systematic review and meta-analysis. Sports Medicine, 44(11),
1589-1601. https://doi.org/10.1007/s40279-014-0229-2

Baudson, T. G. (2016). The mad genius stereotype: Still alive and well. Fron-
tiers in Psychology, 7, 368. https:/ /doi.org/10.3389/ fpsyg.2016.00368

Baudson, T. G., Weber, K. E., & Freund, P. A. (2016). More than only skin
deep: Appearance self-concept predicts most of secondary school stu-
dents’ self-esteem. Frontiers  in Psychology, 7, 1568.
https://doi.org/10.3389/ fpsyg.2016.01568

Becker, B. J. (2000). Multivariate meta-analysis. In H. E. A. Tinsley, & S. D.
Brown (Eds.), Handbook of applied multivariate statistics and mathematical
modeling (pp- 499-525). San Diego: Elsevier.
https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-012691360-6/50018-5

*Benolken, R. (2015). Gender-and giftedness-specific differences in mathe-
matical self-concepts, attributions and interests. Procedia Social and Behav-
ioral Sciences, 174(12), 464-473.
https://doi.org/10.1016/].sbspro.2015.01.690

*Bénony, H., VanDerElst, D., Chahraoui, K., Bénony, C., & Marnier, J. P.
(2007). Lien entre dépression et estime de soi scolaire chez les enfants
intellectuellement précoces [The relationship between depression and
academic self-esteem in intellectually precocious children]. L'Encéphale,
33(1), 11-20. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0013-7006(07)91554-7

*Bergold, S., Wirthwein, L., & Steinmayr, R. (2020). Similarities and differ-
ences between intellectually gifted and average-ability students in school
petformance, motivation, and subjective well-being. Gifted Child Quarter-
b, 64(4), 285-303. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986220932533

Blaas, S. (2014). The relationship between social-emotional difficulties and
underachievement of gifted students. Australian Journal of Guidance and
Connselling, 24(2), 243-255. https://doi.org/10.1017/jgc.2014.1

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L. V., Higgins, J. P. T\, & Rothstein, H. R. (2009).
Introduction to meta-analysis. Chichester, UK: Wiley.
https://doi.org/10.1002/9780470743386

Borenstein, M., Hedges, L., & Rothstein, H. (2007). Meta-analysis fixed effect
s. random effects. Meta-analysis. https://www.meta-

Botella, J., & Sanchez-Meca, ]. (2015). Meta-andlisis en ciencias sociales y de la sa-
Ind [Meta-analysis in health and social sciences]. Piramide.

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n® 2 (may)

Alvaro Infantes-Paniagna et al.

Card, N. A. (2012). Applied meta-analysis for social science research. (1% ed.). Guil-
ford Press.

Carman, C. A. (2011). Stereotypes of giftedness in current and future educa-
tors.  Journal  for the Education of the Gifted, 34(5), 790-812.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353211417340

Cohen, J. (1988). Statistical power analysis for the bebavioral sciences (24 ed.). LEA.

Cohen, E. A., de Wet, T., Du Toit, L., Firestone, M. P., Ruchirawat, M., van
Engelen, J., & Vickers, C. (2014). Identifying important life stages for
monitoring and assessing tisks from exposures to environmental con-
taminants: results of a World Health Organization review. Regulatory
Toxicology and Pharmacology, 69(1), 113-124.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.yrtph.2013.09.008

Cross, T. L. (2005). Nerds and geeks: Society's evolving stereotypes of our
students with gifts and talents. Gifted Child Today, 28(4), 26-65.
https://doi.org/10.1177/107621750502800406

Duval, S., & Tweedie, R. (2000). Trim and fill: A simple funnel-plot—based
method of testing and adjusting for publication bias in meta-analysis.
Biomsetrics, 56(2), 455-463. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.0006-
341X.2000.00455.x

*Edins, C. A. (2009). Self-¢fficacy and self-esteen: in gifted and non-gifted students in
the elementary school system (Publication No. 3379884) [Doctoral disserta-
tion, Capella University]. ProQuest Dissertations Publishing.
https://www.proquest.com/docview/305160253

Egger, M., Smith, G. D., Schneider, M., & Minder, C. (1997). Bias in meta-
analysis detected by a simple, graphical test. BM], 375(7109), 629-634.
https://doi.org/10.1136/bm;j.315.7109.629

*Garcia, R., Canuto, 1., & Cebridn, A. (2019). Alta capacidad y género: la
autoestima como factor influyente en las diferencias entre sexos
[Giftedness and gender: self-esteem as a factor influencing differences
between sexes|. Contextos Educativos. Revista de Educacion, 24, 77-93.
http://doi.org/10.18172/con.3934

*Garcia, R., Canuto, I., & Palomares-Ruiz, A. (2019). El autoconcepto en la
etapa de Educaciéon Primaria: incidencia en los alumnos mds capaces
[Self-concept in Primary Education: impact on the most able students].
MIS-Edncational Research, 3(2), 33-46.
https://doi.org/10.29314/mlser.v3i2.194

*Ghobary, B., & Hejazi, M. (2007). Assertiveness, self-esteem and academic
achievement in gifted and normal students. In K. A. Fanti (Ed.), Psycho-
logical science: Research, theory and future directions (pp. 55-65). Athens Insti-
tute for Education and Research.
https:/ /psycnet.apa.org/record/2013-14995-005

Gilar-Corbi, R., Veas, A., Mifiano, P., & Castejon, J. L. (2019). Differences
in personal, familial, social, and school factors between underachieving
and non-underachieving gifted secondary students. Frontiers in Psychology,
10, 2367. https://doi.org/10.3389/ fpsyg.2019.02367

*Golle, J., Zettler, 1., Rose, N., Trautwein, U., Hasselhorn, M., & Nagengast,
B. (2018). Effectiveness of a “grass roots” statewide entrichment pro-
gram for gifted elementary school children. Jourmal of Research on Educa-
tional Effectiveness, 11(3), 375-408.
https://doi.org/10.1080/19345747.2017.1402396

Giitlen, E., Ozdiyar, O., & Sen, Z. (2018). Social network analysis of aca-
demic studies on gifted people. Education and Science, 44(197), 185-208.
https://doi.org/10.15390/EB.2018.7735

*Hasanagi¢, A., Zuki¢, A., & Bulaji¢, N. (2019). Giftedness and academic
achievement as determinants of the competence of self-perception in
elementary school children. Zbomik radova Islamskog pedagofkog fakulteta u
Zenici br, 17, 55-80.  https://www.ceeol.com/search/article-
detail?id=812858

*Herrmann, J., Schmidt, 1., Kessels, U., & Preckel, F. (2016). Big fish in big
ponds: Contrast and assimilation effects on math and verbal
self-concepts of students in within-school gifted tracks. British Journal of
Eduncational Psychology, 86(2), 222-240.
https://doi.org/10.1111/bjep.12100

Higgins, J. P. T., & Green, S. (2011). Cochrane handbook for systematic reviews of
interventions. 1V ersion 5.1.0 [updated March 2011]. The Cochrane Collabora-
tion. https://handbook-5-1.cochrane.org/



Differences in self-concept between gifted and non-gifted students: a meta-analysis from 2005 to 2020 293

Hodges, J., Tay, J., Maeda, Y., & Gentry, M. (2018). A meta-analysis of gift-
ed and talented identification practices. Gifted Child Quarterly, 62(2), 147-
174. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986217752107

Hoge, R. D., & Renzulli, J. S. (1993). Exploring the link between giftedness
and self-concept. Review of Educational Research, 63(4), 449-465.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1170496

Hormazabal-Peralta, A., Espinoza, J., Caceres, P., & Lizana, P. A. (2018).
Adolescents with high intellectual ability: Differences in body composi-
tion and physical activity by sex. Nutricion Hospitalaria, 35(1), 38-43.
http://dx.doi.org/10.20960/nh.1170

Kim, M. (2016). A meta-analysis of the effects of enrichment programs on
gifted  students.  Gifled  Child ~ Qunarterly,  60(2),  102-116.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986216630607

*Kosir, K., Horvat, M., Aram, U. U., & Jurinec, N. (2016). Is being gifted
always an advantage? Peer relations and self-concept of gifted students.
High Ability Studies, 27(2), 1-18.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2015.1108186

*Kroesbergen, E. H., van Hooijdonk, M., Van Viersen, S., Middel-Lalleman,
M. M. N,, & Reijnders, . J. W. (2016). The psychological well-being of
carly identified gifted children. Gifted Child Quarterly, 60(1), 16-30.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986215609113

Lee, S. Y., Olszewski-Kubilius, P., & Thomson, D. (2012a). The social
competence of highly gifted math and science adolescents. Asia Pacific
Education Review, 13(2), 185-197. https://doi.org/10.1007/s12564-012-
9209-x

*Lee, S. Y., Olszewski-Kubilius, P., & Thomson, D. T. (2012b). Academi-
cally gifted students’ perceived interpersonal competence and peer rela-
tionships. Gifted Child Quarterly, 56(2), 90-104.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986212442568

*Li, D., & Shi, J. (2019). Fluid intelligence, trait emotional intelligence and
academic performance in children with different intellectual levels. High
Ability Studies, 1-19. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2019.1694493

*Liem, G. A. D., Mclnerney, D. M., & Yeung, A. S. (2015). Academic self-
concepts in ability streams: Considering domain specificity and same-
stream peers. The Journal of Experimental Education, 83(1), 83-109.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00220973.2013.876227

Litster, K., & Roberts, J. (2011). The self-concepts and perceived compe-
tencies of gifted and non-gifted students: A meta-analysis. Journal of Re-
search  in  Special  Educational  Needs, 11(2), 130-140.
https://doi.otg/10.1111/j.1471-3802.2010.01166.x

*Lépez, V., & Sotillo, M. (2009). Giftedness and social adjustment: Evi-
dence supporting the resilience approach in Spanish-speaking children
and  adolescents.  High  Ability — Studies,  20(1),  39-53.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598130902860739

*Mofield, E. L., & Parker, M. (2018). Mindset misconception? Comparing
mindsets, perfectionism, and attitudes of achievement in gifted, ad-
vanced, and typical students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 62(4), 327-349.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986218758440

Mofield, E., & Parker, M. (2019). Understanding Underachievement: Mind-
set, Perfectionism, and Achievement Attitudes Among Gifted Students.
Journal  for  the  Education —of the Gifted, 42(2), 107-134.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353219836737

Moher, D., Liberati, A., Tetzlaff, J., Altman, D. G., & Prisma Group.
(2009). Preferred reporting items for systematic reviews and meta-
analyses: the PRISMA statement. PLoS Medicine, 6(7), ¢1000097.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pmed.1000097

Moller, J., Miller-Kalthoff, H., Helm, F., Nagy, N., & Marsh, H. W. (2010).
The generalized internal/external frame of reference model: An exten-
sion to dimensional compatison theory. Frontline Learning Research, 4(2),
1-11. https://doi.org/10.14786/ flr.v4i2.169

Orth, U,, Erol, R. Y., & Luciano, E. C. (2018). Development of self-esteem
from age 4 to 94 years: A meta-analysis of longitudinal studies. Psycholog-
ical Bulletin, 144(10), 1045-1080. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000161

Parker, P. D., Van Zanden, B., & Parker, R. B. (2018). Gitls get smart, boys
get smug: Historical changes in gender differences in math, literacy, and
academic social comparison and achievement. Learning and Instruction,
54, 125-137. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.learninstruc.2017.09.002

Peperkorn, C. & Wegner, C. (2020). The big-five-personality and academic
self-concept in gifted and non-gifted students: A systematic review of

literature. International Journal of Research in Education and Science, 6(4), 649-
667. https://doi.org/10.46328 /ijres.v6i4.1290

Pfeiffer, S. 1. (2017). Identificaciin y evaluacion del alummnado con altas capacidades:
Una guia prictica [Identifying and assessing gifted students: A practical guide].
Universidad Internacional de La Rioja.

Pfeiffer, S. I, Shaunessy-Dedrick, E. E., & Foley-Nicpon, M. E. (2018).
APA handbook of giftedness and talent. American Psychological Associa-
tion.

*Preckel, F., & Brill, M. (2008). Grouping the gifted and talented: Are gift-
ed girls most likely to suffer the consequences? Journal for the Education of
the Gifted, 32(1), 54-85. https:/ /doi.org/10.4219/jeg-2008-822

*Preckel, F., & Brill, M. (2010). The benefit of being a big fish in a big
pond: Contrast and assimilation effects on academic self-concept.
Learning and Individual Differences, 20(5), 522-531.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/].1indif.2009.12.007

*Preckel, F., Gotz, T., & Frenzel, A. (2010). Ability grouping of gifted stu-
dents: Effects on academic self-concept and boredom. British Journal of
Educational Psychology, 80(3), 451-472.
https://doi.org/10.1348/000709909X480716

*Preckel, F., Goetz, T., Pekrun, R., & Kleine, M. (2008). Gender differences
in gifted and average-ability students: Comparing gitls' and boys'
achievement, self-concept, interest, and motivation in mathematics.
Gifted Child Quarterly, 52(2), 146-159.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986208315834

*Preckel, F., Schmidt, I., Stumpf, E., Motschenbacher, M., Vogl, K., Scher-
rer, V., & Schneider, W. (2019). High-Ability Grouping: Benefits for
Gifted Students’ Achievement Development Without Costs in Aca-
demic  Self-Concept.  Child  development, — 90(4),  1185-1201.
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12996

*Preckel, F., Schmidt, 1., Stumpf, E., Motschenbacher, M., Vogl, K., &
Schneider, W. (2017). A test of the reciprocal-effects model of academ-
ic achievement and academic self-concept in regular classes and special
classes for the gifted. Gifted Child Quarterly, 61(2), 103-116.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986216687824

*Rafati, F., Rafati, S., Mashayekhi, F., Pilehvarzadeh, M., & Mashayekh, M.
(2014). The compatison of the mental health and self-esteem in the
gifted and normal adolescents of high schools in Jiroft City in the year
2012-2013. International Journal of Current Research and Academic Review,
2(6), 220-228. http:/ /www.ijcrar.com/archive-10.php

*Riaz, Z., & Shahzad, S. (2010). Self concept in intellectually gifted
secondary school children. Pakistan Journal of Clinical Psychology, 9(2), 3—
13.

Rinn, A. N., & Majority, K. L. (2018). The social and emotional world of
the gifted. In S. L. Pfeiffer (Ed.), Handbook of Giftedness in Children (pp.
49-63). Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77004-8_4

Rinn, A. N., & Wininger, S. R. (2007). Spotts participation among academi-
cally gifted adolescents: Relationship to the multidimensional self-
concept. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 31(1), 35-56.
https://doi.org/10.4219/jeg-2007-510

Rubio-Aparicio, M., Sanchez-Meca, J., Marin-Martinez, F. & Lopez-Lépez,
J. A. (2018). Guidelines for reporting systematic reviews and meta-
analyses. Annals of Psychology, 34(2), 412-420.
https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.34.2.320131

Rudowicz, E. (2007). Peers’ perceptions of intellectually bright, hardwork-
ing, and sporty students: A developmental perspective. Gifted and Talent-
ed International, 22(2), 77-88.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15332276.2007.11673498

*Sarouphim, K. M. (2011). Gifted and non-gifted Lebanese adolescents:
Gender differences in self-concept, self-esteem and depression.
International Education, 41(1), 26—41.

Shavelson, R. J., Hubner, J. J., & Stanton, G. C. (1976). Self-concept: Valida-
tion of construct interpretations. Review of Educational Research, 46(3),
407-441. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543046003407

*Shechtman, Z., & Silektor, A. (2012). Social competencies and difficulties
of gifted children compared to nongifted peers. Roeper Review, 34(1), 63—
72. https:/ /doi.org/10.1080/02783193.2012.627555

*Shi, J., Li, Y., & Zhang, X. (2008). Self-concept of gifted children aged 9 to
13 years old. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 31(4), 481-499.
https://doi.org/10.4219/jeg-2008-791

*Song, K. Y., & Ahn, J. D. (2014). A comparative analysis of body

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n° 2 (may)



294 Alvaro Infantes-Paniagna et al.

composition, physical fitness, and physical self-concept between gifted
students in math and science and non-gifted students. The Journal of the
Korea Contents Alssociation, 14(11), 450-466.
https://doi.org/10.5392/JKCA.2014.14.11.450

Steenbergen-Hu, S., & Olszewski-Kubilius, P. (2016). How to conduct a
good meta-analysis in gifted education. Gifled Child Quarterly, 60(2),
134-154. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986216629545

Steinmayr, R., & Spinath, B. (2015). Intelligence as a potential moderator in
the internal/external frame of reference model. An exploratory analysis.
Journal for Edncational Research Online, 7(1), 198-218.

Sternberg, R. J., & Kaufman, S. B. (2018). Theories and Conceptions of
Giftedness. In S. 1. Pfeiffer (Ed.), Handbook of Giftedness in Children (pp.
29-47). Springer, Cham. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-77004-8_3

Stricker, J., Buecker, S., Schneider, M., & Preckel, F. (2019). Intellectual gift-
edness and multidimensional perfectionism: A meta-analytic review.
Educational Psychology Review, 1-24. https:/ /doi.org/10.1007/s10648-019-
09504-1

Tourdn, J. (2020). Las altas capacidades en el sistema educativo espafiol: re-
flexiones sobre el concepto y la identificacion [Giftedness in the Span-
ish education system: reflections on the concept and identification.]. Re-
vista de Investigaciin Educativa, 38(1), 15-32.
https://doi.org/10.6018/1ie.396781

Van Zanden, B., Marsh, H. W., Seaton, M., & Parker, P. (2015). Self-
concept: From unidimensional to multidimensional and beyond. In J.
D. Wright (Ed.), International encyclopedia of the social & behavioral sciences
(vol. 11). Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/B978-0-08-097086-8.25089-
-

*Veiga, F. H. (2009). Underachievers, overachievers and student's self-
concept. International Journal of Developmental and Educational Psychology,
2(1), 299-306. https:/ /www.redalyc.org/pdf/3498/349832321032.pdf

Villatte, A., Courtinat-Camps, A., & de Léonardis, M. (2014). Typology of
self-concept of adolescents in France: A comparison of gifted and non-
gifted French high school students. Roeper Review, 36(1), 30—42.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783193.2013.856828

*Verschueren, K., Lavrijsen, J., Weyns, T., Ramos, A., & De Fraine, B.
(2019). Social acceptance of high-ability youth: Multiple perspectives

anales de psicologia / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, n® 2 (may)

and contextual influences. In R. F. Subotnik, S. G. Assouline, P. Ol-
szewski-Kubilius, H. Stoeger, & A. Ziegler (Eds.), The Future of Research
in Talent Development: Promising Trends, Evidence, and Implications of Innovative
Scholarship for Policy and Practice. New Directions for Child and Adolescent De-
velopment, 168, 27—46. https:/ /doi.org/10.1002/cad.20316

Viswanathan, M., & Berkman, N. D. (2012). Development of the RTI item
bank on risk of bias and precision of observational studies. Journal of
Clinical Epidemiology, 65(2), 163-178.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclinepi.2011.05.008

Vogl, K., & Preckel, F. (2014). Full-time ability grouping of gifted students:
Impacts on social self-concept and school-related attitudes. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 58(1), 51-68. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986213513795

*Wirthwein, L., Bergold, S., Preckel, F., & Steinmayr, R. (2019). Personality
and school functioning of intellectually gifted and nongifted adoles-
cents: Self-perceptions and parents' assessments. Learning and Individual
Differences, 73, 16-29. https:/ /doi.org/10.1016/].1indif.2019.04.003

*Yan, K., & Haihui, Z. (2005). A decade comparison: Self-concept of gifted
and non-gifted adolescents. International Education Journal, 6(2), 224-231.
https://openjournals.library.sydney.edu.au/index.php/IE] /article/ view
/6795

*Yeo, M. M. M., & Garces-Bacsal, R. M. (2014). Factors influencing aca-
demic self-concept of high-ability girls in Singapore. Roeper Review,
36(4), 235-248. https://doi.org/10.1080/02783193.2014.945222

*Yeung, A. S., Chow, A. P. Y., Chow, P. C. W., & Liu, W. P. (2005). Se/f-
concept of gifted students: The reddening and blackening effects [Conference pa-
per]. Annual Conference of the Australian Association for Research in
Education, Sydney, Australia.
https:/ /www.aare.edu.au/publications/aare-conference-
papers/show/4575/self-concept-of-gifted-students-the-reddening-and-
blackening-effects

*Zeidner, M., & Shani-Zinovich, 1. (2015). A compatison of multiple facets
of self-concept in gifted vs. non-identified Israeli students. High Ability
Studies, 26(2), 211-226.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2015.1095076




