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Abstract

The current meta-analysis compares the self-coaceqt perceived competencies of
gifted and nongifted students. Gifted and nongiiedlents’ beliefs about themselves
differ across six domains. Using meta-analytic md#to synthesize the results of 37
studies, this meta-analysis shows that gifted stisdecore significantly higher than
nongifted students on measures of perceived acadamdibehavioral competence.
Gifted students score significantly lower than nfieg students in perceived athletic
competence. The small degree of difference betwesups in the appearance, global,
and social domains suggest that gifted studentsdrat significant advantage or
disadvantage in these areas. Moderator variabtdsasigrade level and measure account
for systematic differences between gifted and nted)istudents’ academic and
behavioral perceptions of competence. The curtetysoncludes with
recommendations and guidelines for future self-ephand perceived competence
research.



Table of Contents

SUPEIVISOrY COMMITIEE ...ttt ettt e e e e eeaans i
Y 0111 - od PP UPPURRUPPI i
Table Of CONTENLS ... et e e e e e e eees \Y
ACKNOWIBAGMENTS ... et e et et eeees Vil
IS A ] T T | PP PT IX
IS 0 ] = 1] T PP X
100 18 Tox {0 I PRSP 1
LILEIature REVIBW ......u it ee et e e e e et e e e et e e e e e et e e eaan s 6
Definitions Of K@Y TEIMS ......uiiiiiiiiieeit s sttt ee e et e e e e e ees 6
Global Self-CONCEPL.....cuuuiiiiiiiie e 6...
Perceived COMPELENCE.......coouuiiiii et 6
GItRANESS ... eaas 7
NONGIFIEANESS ...t e 7.
Y211 B @] Lol =7 o A 8
Development and Self-CoONCePLt...........oviiiiuiiiiiiiiie e 10
Measures of self-concept and perceived competence...................... 12
G RANESS ..ttt 12
Types of gifted programming ..........ccouiioeeieieriiiii e 17
Giftedness and developmEeNt................. oo eevie et 18
Giftedness and Self-COoNCEPL......couuuniiiiiiceeee e 18
Research Questions and Rationale............oe e eeeiieiiieiic e, 20.

Research Comparing the Self-Concepts of Gifted\onthifted Students........... 22



Global Self-CONCEPL.......uiiiiiiei i e 22
Perceived academiC COMPELENCE .........vvviiuiiieiiieeeii e 23
Perceived behavioral competence ...........ooooeceiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeenn 23
Perceived athletic COMPEtENCE ........ccuuiiiiiiiiiie e 23
Perceived social COMPELENCE..........viiiiieeeeece e 24
Perceived appearance COMPELENCE..........uueeeremiaeeeiineeeeieeeeeiieeaens 24
Moderating VariablesS..........coouuiiiiiiie e 25
(CT=T [0 [T PR 25
Grade Ve ... .ot 27
TYPE Of MEBASUIE .....uuniiiiiii et st e et e e e e e eeaa e e eee 1.2
TYPE Of COMPATISON ... .iiiiiiieeii et 28
Moderator variables not previously considered...........c.c.cccceiveiennnnnn. 29
Chapter SUMMAIY .....coouiiei e emm e e et e e e e e eaaa s 30
1713 T Lo PP 31
META-ANAIYSIS. ...t st et 31
Steps in meta-analytic reSearch.............ooccceiiiiiiiiieii e 33
Advantages of meta-analysSisS. .........ccuoiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 34
Criticisms of meta-analytic methods..........cccceeiiiiiiiiii 36
Justification for using meta-analytic methods...........c.c..cceiiiiiiinnnns 37
Combining Study Outcomes: Effect Size......ccccaaeiiiiiiiie, 38
D= 1= W @] | [T ox i [ ] PP 39
Literature search methods...........ooouuiiieoiccci e 39

Study INCIUSION CHLEIIA .. ...u it e eaa e 40



Vi

(@00 [T To [ d (o To=To U] PP 41
(€T 0o [T PRSP 41
L€ =T [ PSPPI 42
TYPE Of COMPATISON....iiiii it 42
Method of gifted designation...............ooeeeeiiiiiiiii e 43
Participation in gifted programming...........ceceeeveeeeeinieieiineeeeineeeeennn 43
Publication StatuS ...........cooviiiiiiiii e 3.4
Year of pUBDIICALION.... ... 3.4
MEBASUIE ...t e et e e et e e e e e e e en e ean 44
Domain of Self-CONCEPL ... .coeviiiiiii e 44
Meta-AnalytiC PrOCEAUIES .........oiiiieiieee ettt eeas 45
Categorical variabIes. ....... ..o 45
Calculating a common metric: Effect Size .....ccciiiiiiiiiiiiiiin, 46
Treatment of the data..........ccoviiiiiiii i 47
Study Limitations and ASSUMPLIONS.........ieeeeeeiieeeiie e 50.
Chapter SUMMAIY .....cooueiiiie e eemm e e e e e e eaa s 51
RESUILS ... ettt e e et e e et e et et e e na e et et eeaaans 53
Description of Studies and Effect Sizes IncludetienMeta-Analysis ................ 53
Moderator EffECtS........ i 58
Perceived academic competence and moderator vasabl.................. 58
Global self-concept and moderator variables................ccooeviieiinne. 62
Perceived behavioral competence and moderator b&efa................... 64

Chapter SUMMAIY .....cooueiiii e emm et e et e e e eaa e 66



vii

DISCUSSION ...ttt ettt e ettt e ettt e e e e e en e e e e e e r e e 67
Next Steps iN RESEAICN..........i i 72
SUMIMATY ..ottt e et et e e e e e e e e e e e e et e eea e eeaeennnennnaaes 74

REIEIENCES ... e et e e e e e 77

Y o] 01T T [ PP 89

APPENAIX B ..t e 94

Y o] 01T T [5G PP 100

APPENIX D ..ot e e 105

APPENAIX E ..t 111



viii
Acknowledgments

| greatly appreciate the flexibility and advicemy thesis committee as |
completed my thesis from a distance. | would lixeéhank my supervisor, Dr. Jillian
Roberts, for her guidance and mentorship throughguMasters. | would also like to
thank Dr. Joan Matrtin for the knowledge and expexel gained as her Research
Assistant.

| am deeply grateful to my husband, Shawn. He oaotisly motivates and
encourages me, setting a wonderful example witkbik ethic and love of learning.
Shawn provides balance and humor in my life aravisys ready with a smile and a
hug.

| would also like to thank my family for their loand support over the years.
They have always told me | can do anything if | My family instilled in me a desire to
learn and the importance of education. This is vidthine to become a teacher and

pursue graduate studies.



List of Figures
Figure 1. Renzulli's three-ring conception of gil@SS.........cooovviiiiiiiiiiiiiieei, 16

Figure 2. Unweighted effect sizes for each domain..............cccccceiiiiiiiiiiiiineeeees 55



List of Tables

Table I. Effect Sizes for Different Measures ConmpgGifted and Nongifted Students’

Y= | SO0 (o =] o] PP

Table II. Effect Sizes for Different Types of Comisans....................c.......

Table Ill. Jacob Cohen’s (1992) Levels of Effe@€Si.............ccooooiiinn.

Table 1V. Keywords for use in the Literature Search.........................l
Table V. Descriptive Statistics for Effect SizesolPto Analyses................coivven.
Table VI. Descriptive Statistics for Effect Sizeftgk Omitting Outlying Cases.......
Table VII. Mean EffeCt SizesS..... ..o e

Table VIII. Analyses of Mean Weighted Effect SizeS...........cccooviiiiiiii i,

Table IX. Moderator Variables. .. ... .o

Table X. Moderator Variable Results for Perceivethdemic Competence............

Table XI. Moderator Variable Results for GlobalfS@bncept.....................

Table XII. Moderator Varitable Results for Percei\ehavioral Competence



Introduction

Peoples’ perceptions of gifted students range fioends” to highly motivated
achievers (Dixon, 1998). Researchers propose maiiyitibns of the term gifted,
determining gifted status by intellectual abiliagademic potential, school achievement,
creativity, specific areas of strength, or otheuieements (Callahan, 2000).
Identification methods vary and students identifredifferent ways may receive the
same gifted label. Gifted students have differatdriests, abilities, and levels of
achievement (Clark & Tollefson, 1991). With vargatiin public opinion and actual
ability levels, the question arises just how doegifstudents view themselves? These
students differ from peers in that they have bemamued “gifted,” but do they rate their
abilities higher than those of their average imgelhce peers?

Self-concept is a broad construct referring tovittials’ perceptions of
themselves; it is often used interchangeably wetihesteem (Baumeister, Campbell,
Krueger, & Vohs, 2003). Since the 1970s, over tdiss have compared the self-
concepts of gifted students with the self-conceptsongifted students. Unfortunately,
findings have been contradictory. Some studies fawed that gifted students have
higher self-concepts than nongifted students, stfeamnd that gifted students have lower
self-concepts than nongifted students, and stk have found that there are no self-
concept differences between gifted students andrnbagifted peers. A 1993 meta-
analysis by Hoge and Renzulli (1993) synthesizedarch from 1977 to 1992 in an
attempt to clarify these findings. However, a mouierent meta-analysis is warranted for

five reasons.



First, it has been fourteen years since the pubicaf Hoge and Renzulli's
work. Studies have since addressed this topic usmgself-concept measures (Field &
Yando, 1991; McCoach & Siegle, 2003a), minority plagions (Worrell, 2002), and
youth participating in different types of giftedograms (Olszewski, Kulieke, & Willis,
1987; Zeidner & Schleyer, 1999). The emergenceesof studies suggests that a more
current, comprehensive meta-analysis would pro&idere accurate portrayal of how
gifted students’ perceptions of themselves compattethose of nongifted students.

Second, the conceptualization and methodologyléteacept have evolved
since 1993. A recent literature review indicated gelf-esteem, or global self-concept, is
not consistently predictive of either positive egative outcomes (Baumeister,
Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs, 2003). Baumeister esagigest that studying only general
self-concept is insufficient because the factoflsi@mncing self-concept vary greatly.
Whereas self-concept is a global, overall indicabbthe image individuals hold of
themselves (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993), Baumeister.eegaommend examining
individuals’ perceived competence in specific damabo provide additional insight.
Researchers often use the terms self-concept andiyed competence interchangeably;
however, Baumeister et al. suggest that this iscmate. While self-concept is how
individuals view themselves, perceived competead®w individuals view their
abilities in specific domains. Hoge and Renzul842) did not distinguish between self-
concept and perceived competence in their metg/sinalnstead of examining trends in
specific domains of perceived competence, they éedoverall trends by computing
unweighted means across the domains. Baumeisaiset2003) research indicates that

averaging across competence domains has lesstregiower and is difficult to



interpret. Thus, a new meta-analysis that exantieesls in specific domains of
perceived competence should provide added insight.

Third, a new meta-analysis is warranted becauskwlder measures focused on
global self-concept (for example, the Piers-Ha8asale; Piers, 1984), newer research
uses domain-specific measures (Harter, 1985, 1&&8Yistinguishes conceptually
between a number of aspects of self-concept (ergeved competence, self-worth, self-
esteem, and self-efficacy). In addition, thererave psychometrically refined versions of
the older measures of global self-concept. HogeRerzulli’'s (1993) meta-analysis
summarizes research conducted using the measagasbder until 1993. A more current
meta-analysis can include results from these neasures.

Fourth, societal beliefs and attitudes about tftedjhave changed (Jackson,
2004), necessitating a fresh examination of giftedlents’ self-concept and perceived
competence. The cohorts used in Hoge and Renz{il#83) meta-analysis were
primarily educated during the 1980s. Students’ atlonal experiences have likely
changed since that time as beliefs and attitudestadftedness have changed (Jackson,
2004). For these reasons, it is necessary to iadadples experiencing recent
educational practices. Studying the self-concepssumlents from the 1970s, 1980s,
1990s, and the new century provides samples rapedse of giftedness over 30 years
and adjusts overall findings comparing the selfeams and perceived competencies of
gifted and nongifted students to include more retedings.

Lastly, the 1993 meta-analysis by Hoge and Renindluded only published
studies. Citing the importance of including litena meeting methodological standards

and the importance of reader access to literaHoge and Renzulli rejected unpublished



work such as graduate student theses and confepapees. This approach is
problematic because it does not address the “fdevdr” phenomenon whereby findings
are not published because of statistically nonfigant results (Cooper & Hedges, 1994).
There exists an increased likelihood that studigls significant results consistent with
hypotheses will be published (Olson et al., 20@13%; is often referred to as a publication
bias (Cooper & Hedges, 1994). Although the inclnsié unpublished literature can be
problematic if research is not properly screenedjtality (Kraemer, Gardner, Brooks,

& Yesavage, 1998), it is possible to screen stulkesed on their methodological
qualities rather than their publication status.efvrmeta-analysis incorporating
unpublished studies will provide findings more e@ntative of research conducted in
this area.

A current picture of gifted students’ self-concaptl perceived competence is
important for several reasons. First, low self-a@piceven among the gifted, is
associated with negative outcomes such as depnesstother emotional problems, low
academic achievement, and low expectations of ssdq€&ole, 1991; Phillips, 1984;
Strang, 1960; Van Boxtel & Monks, 1992). Individsiadelf-concepts and perceived
competencies are strong predictors of future aenmnt and healthy emotional
adjustment (Davis, 1995; Marsh, Byrne, & Shaveld®88; Windecker-Nelson, Melson,
& Moon, 1997). Second, self-concept influences Ip@ople respond and adapt to the
world; individuals with low self-concept may adaqatorly to their surroundings (Ablard,
1997; Miserandino, 1996). Third, by summarizing $ke#-concepts of gifted students, it
is possible to identify factors that put giftedd#uats at risk of developing low self-

concept (age, gender, etc.). As Davis (1995) suggegifted students’ emotional needs



have been underestimated because they are morenaicatly capable, leading to a
belief that they are also more capable of handleg own psychological needs. “Little
has been accomplished in furthering our basic wtdeding of the socioemotional
development of gifted students” (Brounstein, Holah& Dreyden, 1991, p. 198).

The purpose of the current study is to syntheszearch comparing the self-
concepts and perceived competencies of gifted stadthose identified by schools or
researchers as gifted) and nongifted studentse€thosidentified as gifted). The present
meta-analysis will include studies conducted sidoge and Renzulli’'s (1993) meta-
analysis and results will extend beyond the scdpleoprior study by examining
moderators of perceived competence in five domaiasvell, the inclusion of recent
studies will incorporate a more recent cohort dtegi students. Further, unpublished
dissertations will be included to address posghlgication biases. Lastly, the new
meta-analysis will include studies using recengfiablished measures of self-concept and
perceived competence. This meta-analysis will askltiee extent to which gifted and
nongifted students’ self-concepts and perceivedpatencies differ and will examine
potential sources of difference (adapted from H&deenzulli, 1993). The results of the
current study hold significant implications for tué¢ educational policy and planning.
Programs such as the Schoolwide Enrichment Pro@grmge & Renzulli, 1993;

Renzulli, 1985) already address self-concept but require revision if gifted students

are shown to have significant deficits.



Literature Review

This chapter begins by providing operational dabmiss of global self-concept,

perceived competence, giftedness, and nongiftedoesse throughout the thesis. This

literature review includes examples of contradigt@search on the self-concepts and
perceived competencies of gifted students and thescthe kind of meta-analysis
required to synthesize these findings. The chayaecludes with a discussion of
variables that may hold influence over the diffeesbetween gifted and nongifted
students’ self-concepts and perceived competencies.
Definitions of Key Terms

Global self-concept The current meta-analysis study incorporates a
multidimensional approach to self-concept by examgimow gifted and nongifted
students view themselves in multiple domains. GlgbH-concept is defined as the
overall “image we hold of ourselves” (Hoge & Renzul993, p. 449).

Perceived competencédow individuals view their competence in specifi
domains refers to perceived competence. Althoughymesearchers use the terms
academic self-concept, behavioral self-conceptakeelf-concept, appearance self-

concept, and athletic self-concept, it is more eateuto refer to perceived academic,

behavioral, social, appearance, and athletic coenpet Perceived competence requires

individuals to evaluate their abilities in thesendons. Rather than focusing on affective

factors such as how individuals feel about theilitas, perceived competence focuses

on individuals’ perceptions of skill. In the curtestudy, perceived competence is more

specific than self-concept, referring to domainesfie self-evaluations rather than an
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overall way of viewing oneself. For example, pevediathletic competence refers to
how individuals perceive their athletic skill.

Giftedness Although there are many definitions of giftedsighe current meta-
analysis will utilize an inclusive approach to défig giftedness. For the purposes of this
study, gifted students are those students idedtifiestudies as gifted. By subscribing to
one specific definition, this study would omit aegt deal of research. An inclusive
definition allows the inclusion of more researcld gmovides a total gifted sample
representative of gifted students across geogrableducational, and philosophical
divides.

Although both Hoge and Renzulli's (1993) meta-as&lyand the current study
incorporate studies with nonlabeled gifted studéiisse students not labeled gifted by
their schools but considered gifted by researchdisye studies are in the minority. Only
11 of the 69 analyses included in the prior metahesis used nonlabeled gifted students.
The present study will note, when reported, thenmas of designation used to identify
students as gifted and will compare the findingaarflabeled gifted students with those
from labeled gifted students. This will help idéyndifferences due to how giftedness
was determined.

NongiftednessThe term nongifted is used to differentiate gifstudents from
their peers. In general, this term refers to ttstadents not labeled gifted by either their
schools or researchers. Note that a few studiepamnthe self-concepts of gifted
students with those of normative samples. Thesmakbre groups may include gifted
students, decreasing the magnitude of the differdetween the groups. However,

because giftedness is generally operationalizedeatop 3-5% of IQ scores (Callahan,



2000), the influence of these students’ self-cotxep the sample mean should be
minimal. Thus, although this study acknowledges thangifted” is a misnomer for a
minority of studies, the term most clearly diffetiates between those students deemed
gifted and those students not deemed gifted.
Self-Concept

A self-concepts an “image we hold of ourselves” (Hoge & Renizdl®93, p.
449). More specifically, self-concept refers to raititudes, feelings and knowledge
about our abilities, skills, appearance, and s@gaéptability” (Byrne, 1984, p. 429).
Self-concept is often used interchangeably withesteem; however, self-esteem refers
to how individuals feel about themselves (Baumeistampbell, Krueger, & Vohs,
2003) whereas self-concept reflects both affecive evaluative factors (Marsh &
Shavelson, 1985a). Self-concept is generally medsoy self-report (Field & Yando,
1991; Harter, 1982, 1985, 1988; McCoach, 2000; Musbo& Siegle, 2003a; Piers, 1984)
using individuals’ self-evaluations and descripsida determine self-concept scores. An
individual's overall self-concept or “perceptionarie’s overall worth as a person”
(Harter, Whitesell, & Junkin, 1998, p. 656) is ofteeferred to as self-concept, global
self-worth, global self-concept, or general selfroept. Unfortunately, many researchers
use these terms interchangeably. This thesis hedetm “global self-concept” to refer
to the overall image an individual holds of himsaitherself.

Research supports the division of global self-cpha#o multiple subcategories
based on domains of function (Baumeister, CampKelieger, & Vohs, 2003; Harter,
1982, 1985, 1988; Marsh & Shavelson, 1985a, 19&&ip)plemental to global self-

concept, Harter (1985, 1988) identifies acadenppearance, athletic, behavioral, and
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social perceived competencies for children andesmteints (adolescents’ domains also
include close friendship, job, and romantic appédatjividuals may have high perceived
competence in one domain while holding comparatiiel perceived competence in
another (Harter, 1982). Thus, examining domain-i§jpgmerceived competence scores as
well as overall self-concept scores provides a moraplete portrayal of individual and
group trends in how people see themselves.

People’s self-evaluations may differ from theiruadtperformance; they may
perform well but evaluate their abilities eithegler or lower than their actual
competence (Harter, 1982). Individuals may alsoelaore value on one or more
domain than on other(s) (Harter, 1982). Domain-sjgguerceived competence
contributes to individuals’ global self-conceptsielpositivism or negativity of a person’s
global self-concept can have great influence ofhérslife, and “viewing oneself as
competent to achieve valued goals has been imptia@peatedly as essential to healthy
development” (Phillips & Zimmerman, 1990, p.41).

Self-concept and perceived competence are soaulilyenced; peoples’ beliefs
about themselves develop in social contexts (Hérafem & Olson, 2005). Albert
Bandura describes humans as “above all, sociah@gs . . . it is on the basis of our
observations and interaction with other people dhatcognitions, including our
standards for performance and for moral judgmestareloped” (Hergenhahn & Olson,
2005, p. 362). Thus, although global self-concepts domain-specific perceived
competencies are people’s beliefs about themsdlvese beliefs do not develop in

isolation; they are influenced by the social congmar of an individual's own abilities
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with those of others (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 188%ited in Zeidner & Schleyer,
1999).

Festinger’s (1954) social comparison theory suggtbstt people compare
themselves to those around them (Janos, 1990)n§es{1954) proposes that in the
absence of objective criteria, people resort toganng themselves to others in search of
subjective criteria. In the realm of self-concepts theory implies that students compare
themselves to peers, developing self-concepts araeptions of competence in relation
to the perceived abilities of others (Janos, 1986¢ording to social comparison theory,
peer ability or opinion influences individuals’ ebncepts; perceived competencies vary
according to the ability levels of others in th&arroundings. Cole (1991) suggests that
children as young as 7 or 8 use social comparisionmation to develop beliefs about
their abilities.

Development and self-conceftildren’s self-concepts change as they develop;
their perceptions of themselves become more “diffeated” and “comprehensive” as
they age (Shapka & Keating, 2005, p.84). Thredotio-year-old children have difficulty
using social comparison information to inform theatf-concept, struggle to differentiate
between their desired and actual selves, and tendd “all-or-none thinking” when
describing themselves and/or their competenciestéHa 999, p.41). Thus, young
children’s self-concepts are often overly posiiiMarter, 1999). Young children have
difficulty creating global self-concepts but maysdebe themselves in terms of their
cognitive skills, physical abilities and appearanamnduct, and friendships (Harter,

1990b).
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By ages 5 to 7, children are capable of reportiofpa self-concept as well as
five additional domains of perceived competencadamic, social, appearance, athletic,
and behavioral (Harter, 1985). Children’s sociahparison skills improve significantly
(Cole, Maxwell, & Martin, 1997) and they are camabf “more complex processing of
self-relevant information” (Cole, Maxwell, & Martiri997, p.57). However, their self-
concepts and evaluations of their own competeneiesin quite positive (Harter, 1999).

During late childhood (ages 8 to 11), childrenlaeter able to describe
themselves in abstract terms such as “popular*ar@n” (Harter, 1999). The role of
social comparisons in self-concept and perceivedpsbence formation increases as
children become more conscious of the opinionsadmidies of others (Phillips &
Zimmerman, 1990). As well, these children can dbsdheir competencies and
acknowledge that their abilities in different areasy vary; the all-or-none thinking
lessens (Harter, 1999). For example, a child atabge may report that he or she is
“smart” at Math but “dumb” at Science.

By early adolescence, youth differentiate betwaghtelomains of perceived
competence (Harter, 1988, 1990b). These youthrtagrate multiple personal
characteristics to determine their perceived le¥elompetence (for example, combining
smart, curious, and creative to support a posfigreeption of cognitive competence).
The role of social comparison information continteegicrease during this period of
development (Harter, 1999).

During middle adolescence, social comparison ie@afly influential in the
development of self-concept and perceived compet@darter, 1990b). Youth at this

age may receive contradictory feedback from schuedys, and family, causing internal
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confusion. Increased sensitivity to the opinionstbiers increases the potential
influence of negative feedback; the global selfaapts of youth in middle adolescence
tend to be lower than during prior stages of dgwalent (Harter, 1990b). Harter (1999)
suggests that many of the difficulties encountdrnggiouth prior to late adolescence are
countered during this phase, leading to higherajlsblf-concepts by early adulthood.

Measures of self-concept and perceived competelegy measures evaluate
self-concept and perceptions of competence in ydiwtlo of the most commonly used
measures are the Self-Perception Profile for CaldSPPC; Harter, 1985) and the Self-
Perception Profile for Adolescents (SPPA; Hart888). These measures include
domain-specific subscales of perceived competeneed as measures of global self-
concept; both have well-documented reliability &afidity. The Self-Description
Questionnaires I-11l (Marsh, 1988a, 1988b, 1988cjude self-report subscales for
athletic ability, appearance, social acceptancad@mic, and other domains. There are
three Self-Description Questionnaire (SDQ) measures for preadolescents, one for
adolescents, and one for late adolescents. The-Raris Children’s Self-Concept Scale
(Piers, 1984) provides a global self-concept sesrevell as behavior, academic,
appearance, anxiety, popularity, and happinessfaation cluster scales. Other measures
include the School Attitude Assessment Survey (Mabo 2000) and the Tennessee
Self-Concept Scale (Fitts, 1965).

Giftedness

Early research on giftedness includes Sir Franeito@ (1869) and his book,

Hereditary GeniusGalton proposed the heritability of intelligeranad his observations

strongly influenced societal and educational belafout giftedness (Callahan, 2000).
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Since that time, “countless” definitions of giftexhs have appeared in both mainstream
and educational contexts (Renzulli, 2002). RenZR002) suggests organizing
definitions along a continuum ranging from consawea(restrictive) to liberal (flexible).

In the United States, research on giftedness hadapped with research on
intelligence since Terman adapted the Binet-Sineshto create the Stanford-Binet
Intelligence Scale (Terman, 1916). In 1926, Teraimed giftedness as “the top 1% in
general intellectual ability, as measured by trenfetrd-Binet Intelligence Scale or
comparable measure” (p. 26). Renzulli (2002) dbssrthis approach to giftedness as
conservative because individuals either do or dameet I1Q requirements for giftedness.
This definition excludes individuals gifted artcslly, athletically, or in leadership, and it
identifies only the most intellectually gifted. Atugh Terman’s (1926) definition
provides an easy means of identifying the giftedgflects a very conservative, exclusive
view of giftedness.

Terman used children’s scores on his intelligeedes(above 140) to identify
gifted participants for his longitudinal study.fisllowing individuals identified by IQ as
gifted during childhood, Terman found that indivédisi 1Q scores remained relatively
stable over decades (Cravens, 1992). Terman coaistygsuggested that IQ was an
appropriate measure of giftedness because it ¢cendismeasured his gifted sample at
scores significantly higher than the mean. As altesitelligence (as measured by
intelligence tests) and the identification of thiftegl have been linked for most of the™20
century (Callahan, 2000).

Since the proposal of Terman’s (1926) conservatef@ition, many more liberal

definitions have been put forth that acknowledgeenitexible and subjective
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interpretations of giftedness (Renzulli, 2002)alreview of gifted literature from 1982
to 1994, Renzulli (2004) writes that researchersaghat an 1Q score alone is not the
ideal way to identify giftedness. Rather, defimigoof giftedness have changed over time
to reflect talents beyond 1Q.
The United States Department of Education (1998¢mlees gifted students as:
Children and youth with outstanding talgr&rform or show the potential for
performingat remarkably high levels of accomplishment whemgared with
others of their age, experience, or environmengsétchildren and youth exhibit
high performance capability in intellectual, creatiand/or artistic areas, possess

an unusual leadership capacity, or excel in speatdademic fields. (p. 3)

Thus, the U.S. federal definition of giftednesdudes students with exceptional talents
beyond those measured by intelligence tests. Hawevéhe U.S., school districts most
often utilize the 1Q definition of giftedness, faing on high intellectual performance
capability (1993).

In Canada, education is mandated by the proviandgerritories; definitions of
giftedness and approaches to gifted educationbetnyeen regions (Lupart, Pyryt,
Watson, & Pierce, 2005). Students identified asedifn one province or territory may
not fit designation criteria in another provinceterritory. Further, identification
procedures and educational approaches vary fronsaeol district to another, leading
to great variability in the education of gifted démts within the same Canadian region
(Lupart, Pyryt, Watson, & Pierce, 2005). Thus, ¢hsrno overall Canadian conception
of giftedness.

The British Columbia Ministry of Education (2002ates that:
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A student is considered gifted when she/he posselsaonstrated or potential
abilities that give evidence of exceptionally higapability with respect to
intellect, creativity, or the skills associatedwépecific disciplines. Students who
are gifted often demonstrate outstanding abilinesore than one area. They
may demonstrate extraordinary intensity of focuthair particular areas of talent
or interest. However, they may also have accompangisabilities and should

not be expected to have strengths in all areastelfactual functioning. (p. 51)
The BC Ministry of Education further states that ttientification and assessment of
gifted students should involve multiple criteriadashould consider information from
multiple sources (2002). Appropriate methods oésssient include teacher observation,
records of student achievement, interviews witllehis/parents/teachers, and tests of
achievement or intelligence. However, the numberssessment methods utilized and
the criteria for participation in gifted educatieary by school district (Lupart, Pyryt,
Watson, & Pierce, 2005).

Two of the most well-known liberal conceptions dtefgness are Renzulli's
(1978) three-ring definition and Sternberg’s (198&ychic model of giftedness. In
1978, Renzulli described gifted behavior as therattion of three variables: intellectual
ability, creativity, and task commitment (see Fgd). Renzulli’'s (1978) definition

identifies between 15-25% of students as gifted.
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Figure 1.Renzulli's three-ring conception of giftedness.

Sternberg (1985) also proposes a three-part mddgftedness. However, Sternberg’s
triarchic model includes analytic, creative, andgpical giftedness. He suggests that
individuals can be gifted in any of these threeaareut that the most gifted individuals
are those with strong capacities in all three doswaiho balance and know when to use
each skill (Sternberg, 1997).

Although these conceptions of giftedness identifiividuals with exceptional
creative, intellectual, or leadership skills asegif in practice those with intellectual gifts
as measured by 1Q tests are the students mostlalieled “gifted” (Abeel, Callahan, &
Hunsaker, 1994). Many schools continue to rely@ridr the assessment and placement
of students in gifted programs (Abeel, Callaharié&nsaker, 1994) and intellectual

giftedness remains the most commonly identifiednforf giftedness (Callahan, 2000).
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Unfortunately, the use of intelligence test scoessilts in an
underidentification of gifted students (Sternb&t@)4). Sternberg (2004) identifies four
key “dubious” assumptions underlying the use ohgiests: (a) quickness equals
intelligence, (b) achievement equals intelligerfcgtesting must be done in a stressful
situation, and (d) precise scores equal validitye TQ approach to giftedness is not based
on theory. However, it is practical because IQstese generally predictive of academic
achievement (Callahan, 2000; Kubiszyn & Borich, 298 here is a high correlation of
approximately .60 between academic achievemeniragltigence tests (Kubiszyn &
Borich, 1987). Further, 1Q tests provide a stanaaad method of identification. Thus,
many school districts feel justified in relying one score to determine whether students
deserve the “gifted” designation (Callahan, 2000).

Types of gifted programmin@he approaches and settings used to educatd gifte
students vary in length, grouping, task type, ast difficulty (Callahan, 2001). Some
gifted students remain in general education classsoand work on individualized tasks,
some leave classrooms for enrichment, and somedasthools designed specifically for
gifted students. The British Columbia Ministry adication (1995) identifies the
following strategies to address content needs:

1. Acceleration (advanced curriculum or placementtodlent in a higher
level course for some or all of his/her schooling)

2. Telescoping (reduction in time for student to cawer curriculum)

3. Compacting (student knowledge is assessed anatclum areas in

which they prove competent are eliminated)
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4. Independent Study (students pursue their own isiteie individually
explore course material)
5. Tiered Assignments (assignments address the sateeiahas the rest of
the class but are assigned according to ability)
6. Learning Centers (students participate in learaictiyities to extend
learning on a topic)
The British Columbia Ministry of Education also giegts planning activities to foster
“higher level thinking, creative thinking, problesolving, and research skills” (1995,
p.23).

Giftedness and developmerResearch provides a relatively thorough
understanding of typical intellectual developmenyouth (Horowitz, 2004). One focus
has been the differences between typical intelaavelopment and those youth on the
lower end of the intelligence continuum; less resle@as focused on the upper end of
this continuum (Horowitz, 2004). Depending on thetimod of identification, between
3% and 25% of youth are gifted (Callahan, 2000usT the intellectual development of a
potentially large proportion of the population ladke attention warranted.

Giftedness and Self-Concept

The self-concepts and domain-specific perceivedpstemcies of gifted students
have been the focus of many studies (Chan, 200anGelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer, 1987;
Field et al., 1998; Hoge & McSheffrey, 1991; Hogdr&nzulli, 1993; Li, 1988; Van
Boxtel & Monks, 1992). Gifted students’ self-contepnd beliefs about their worth as
individuals vary (Li, 1988; McCoach & Siegle, 200K)Jein and Cantor (1976) suggest

that identification as gifted does not guarantesitp@ self-concept or perceived



19
competence. Gifted students may be more emotionallyable than their nongifted
peers (Schauer, 1976) and may be more likely terstrbm emotional problems (Strang,
1960), factors with the potential to influence gasitivism or pessimism of gifted
students’ self-concepts.

In order to be “gifted,” students demonstrate higpacity in some area;
generally, this is intellectual ability. For indaials differentiated from others by one
potential ability (Brody & Benbow, 1986), the impance of this ability in defining their
worth is expected to be substantial. Indeed, academmpetence holds more weight in
determining the global self-worth of gifted studetiian it does for nongifted students
(Hoge & McSheffrey, 1991).

Harter et al. (1998) suggest that global self-cpheesomewhat determined by
the importance individuals place on their perceisedcesses and failures. Low global
self-concept is associated with negative outcomehk as depression and low academic
achievement (Cole, 1991; Van Boxtel & Monks, 1993)illips (1984) suggests that
students’ perceptions of their abilities, rathexrthheir actual abilities, are predictive of
achievement motivation and behavior. She foundahatemically competent children
with low perceived competencies set lower achieverstandards and held lower
expectations for themselves than children with ageror high perceived competence.
Such outcomes may have long-term implicationsterachievement motivation and
orientation of gifted youth with low perceived coetence and may place such students
at risk for drastic underachievement relative &irthctual capabilities (Phillips, 1984).

Gifted students are differentiated from their gd&y their intellectual abilities or

their gifted label. In addition, some gifted stutteare estranged from same-age peers
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because of grade acceleration, particularly higieetations from teachers and/or
parents, or social isolation as a result of theto®| performance (Janos, 1990). Janos
(1990) reports that many gifted students “feeledéit” from their nongifted peers
(p.101). It is thus reasonable to believe thatdifand nongifted students’ global self-
concepts and perceived competencies may differ.

Research Questions and Rationale

Gifted students may experience school very diffdydrom their nongifted peers
and may not feel like their peers (Janos, 199@esmtating a comparison of the global
self-concepts and perceived competencies of gatebnongifted students. The potential
effects of differences make such a study an impodantributor to the field of gifted
research. Low self-concept and perceived competarcassociated with many negative
possible consequences. This study assumes thsglff@oncepts and perceived
competencies of nongifted students are represeatatithe general population
(excluding gifted individuals). Thus, if gifted stents are shown to have lower self-
concepts or perceived competencies than nongiftetests, they can be described as
below average in the applicable domain(s). Low-setfcepts place students at risk,
suggesting a need for corrective or preventatiterwention.

Although many researchers have compared the setfepts of gifted students
with the self-concepts of nongifted students, firgd are contradictory. The previous
meta-analysis (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993) was publishéd/ears ago and was limited by
its exclusion of unpublished literature. Changitigwades towards giftedness (Jackson,

2004) and the publication of new studies and messnecessitate the creation of a new
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meta-analysis to incorporate new information androwe upon limitations of the
previous study.

Additional factors may influence the relation betm self-concept and giftedness.
Many studies demonstrate the influence of both(bigeter, 1985, 1988, 1990a, 1990b,
1999) and gender (Hoge & McSheffrey, 1991; KellfC&langelo, 1984; Li, 1988;
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, Ledingham, & Crombie, 1%%apka & Keating, 2005) on
students’ self-concepts and perceived competendege and Renzulli (1993) discuss
the importance of examining the potential influentéhese variables when comparing
the global self-concepts and perceived competendigdted and nongifted students. In
addition to sample characteristics, study charaties may also influence the degree to
which gifted students’ and nongifted students’ glad®elf-concept and perceived
competencies differ (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993). Metakysis permits the examination of
such variables.
The current meta-analysis will use existing stutlieaddress the following questions:
1. How do the self-concepts and perceived competentigiéted students
compare to those of nongifted students?
2. Are differences in gifted and nongifted studenedf-soncepts and
perceived competencies moderated by:

a. grade

b. gender

c. type of comparison (comparisons of gifted, nonlaetdelifted,

control, and normative groups of students)

d. measure
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e. gifted program participation
f. year of study
g. publication status
h. method of gifted designation
Research Comparing the Self-Concepts of Gifted\mifted Students

What does existing research tell us about giftetirangifted students’ self-
concepts and perceived competencies? Unfortunabelse have been many
contradictory findings in this area, making con@us difficult. The small sample sizes
of many studies further complicate findings becaguseer is limited in such studies.

The following discussion of prior research includiedings from several studies
in order to demonstrate some of the contradictemmmon to this area of research. In
addition to findings from Hoge and Renzulli's (1998eta-analysis, this literature review
includes studies not addressed in their analyseae®f these studies were conducted
after the 1993 meta-analysis while others were gotedl prior to 1991 but were not
included in Hoge and Renzulli’'s (1993) study. Thendins discussed include global
self-concept and perceived academic, behaviouttdéta, social, and appearance
competencies. Although some measures include additdomains, most include one or
more of these six areas.

Global self-concept Using 20 analyses to compare the global seltepts of
gifted and nongifted students, Hoge and Renzudi®@) found a small mean weighted
effect size of .19; gifted students had higher gldelf-concepts than nongifted students.
However, using Harter’s (1985) SPPC, Li (1988) fwmo statistically significant

differences between the global self-concepts dédifind nongifted students.
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Nonsignificant differences were also demonstrate@allahan, Cornell, and Loyd
(1990). Neither of these studies were included agéland Renzulli's (1993) meta-
analysis.

Perceived academic competencihis domain of perceived competence has the
most commonly agreed upon findings by researchésisg the results of 16 analyses,
Hoge and Renzulli’'s (1993) meta-analysis demoredratlow medium mean weighted
effect size of .47. Gifted students had higher @esd academic competence than did
nongifted students. Using Harter’s (1985) SPP{18B8) also found statistically
significantly higher perceived academic competdocegifted students than for nongifted
students. Many other studies support the findirg tiifted students have higher
perceived academic competence than nongifted stud&hblard, 1997; Brounstein,
Holahan, & Dreyden, 1991; Colangelo, Kelly, & Sqtfer, 1987; Field et al., 1998;

Kelly & Colangelo, 1984; McCoach & Siegle, 2002).

Perceived behavioral competencdoge and Renzulli (1993) found a small mean
weighted effect of .37, suggesting that gifted stud had higher perceived behavioral
competence than did nongifted students. However cHiculation used only six analyses
and caution is necessary in interpreting this amioh. Using Harter’s (1985) SPPC, Li
(1988) also found statistically significantly highgerceived behavioral competence for
gifted students than for nongifted students.

Perceived athletic competenc&nfortunately, Hoge and Renzulli’'s (1993) meta-
analysis combined athletic and appearance intogdestphysical” domain without
explanation. However, Chan (2002) found a cormetatif only .21 between the athletic

and appearance domains on the SPPA. Using 12 asaltsge and Renzulli found a
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mean weighted effect size of -.08, indicating tjified students had lower perceived
“physical’” competence than nongifted students.

Without information on the results of different dies on perceived athletic
competence, no meta-analytic findings are availtdyléhis domain. The small
correlation between these two domains warrantwithadl examination of these
subscales. Using Harter’s (1985) SPPC, Li (1988ihdbthat gifted students had
statistically significantly lower perceived athetompetence than a nongifted control
group. In contrast, using the SDQ-II (Marsh, 199@3rsh, Plucker, and Stocking found
no statistically significant differences betweeftegl and nongifted students’ perceptions
of athletic competence (2001).

Perceived social competenceloge and Renzulli (1993) found that the perakive
social competence of gifted students from 15 amaslyld not differ significantly from
that of nongifted students (mean weighted effex sff .02). Using Harter’s (1985)
SPPC, Li (1988) also found no statistically sigrafit differences between the perceived
social competence of gifted and nongifted studéntsontrast, studies by Kelly and
Colangelo (1984) and Bain and Bell (2004) founahsigantly higher perceptions of
social competence for gifted students than for rftedystudents.

Perceived appearance competené®r the reasons listed for the athletic domain,
no meta-analytic findings are available from Hogd Renzulli (1993). They found that
gifted students had slightly lower perceived corapeg than nongifted students in their
“physical” domain (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993). Using iar’s (1985) SPPC, Li (1988)
found no statistically significant differences betm the perceived appearance

competence of gifted students and nongifted stgdé&a significant differences were
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found by Callahan et al. (1990) when using Hart€¥@38) SPPA. Bain and Bell
(2004) found higher perceived appearance competfenggfted students with the SDQ-I
(Marsh, 1988a) while Brounstein et al. (1991) folmgher perceptions of appearance for
nongifted students with the SDQ-1l (Marsh, 1988b).

Moderating Variables

Examining the effect sizes for self-concept ané fiwmains of perceived
competence details the degree to which gifted siisdend nongifted students differ in
each domain. Although simple domain differences@lare valuable, additional
variables may influence the degree of effect. Thhs, meta-analysis considers eight
possible moderator variables: gender, grade, shahsure, type of comparison,
publication status, method of gifted designatiangdg year, and participation in gifted
programming. The following section describes firgdirior the variables previously
studied. Of the eight moderator variables consdl@rehis study, Hoge and Renzulli
(1993) examined four. This section discusses fgsliior gender, grade level, type of
comparison, and measure separately. It also insltlerationale for the inclusion of
each variable.

Gender Research demonstrates that the self-conceptgaandived
competencies of males and females differ (Hoge &Mffrey, 1991; Li, 1988; Shapka
& Keating, 2005). In general, girls have highergedved social competence whereas
boys have higher perceived competence in physamabths; however, findings on
gender differences are somewhat inconsistent (Sh&pkeating, 2005). The lack of

consistent findings and the possibility of gendéfecences necessitate the examination
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of the possible influence of gender on the degfekfierence between the self-
concepts and perceived competencies of gifted andifted students.

In their meta-analysis, Hoge and Renzulli (1993inf a stronger positive overall
effect for girls than for boys, suggesting thateténces between gifted girls and
nongifted girls were greater than those found flied boys and nongifted boys.
However, the difference (girls had an effect size2@ and boys had an effect size of .18)
was nonsignificant. Some studies have shown gdidsl to have lower global self-
concepts than nongifted peers (Kelly & Colangel84; Schneider, Clegg, Byrne,
Ledingham, & Crombie, 1989) while others found tatistically significant gender
differences (Brady, 1988; Karnes & Werry, 1981).

Hoge and McSheffrey (1991) compared the globalsmiicept and domain-
specific perceived competencies of 232 gifted ebitdgrades 5-8) with those of a
normative sample of 1293 children using the SPP&té+, 1985). Within the gifted
sample, they found significant gender effects fier Physical Appearance, Behavior
Conduct, and Athletic Competence subscales. Boy$lgher scores for Physical
Appearance and Athletic Competence, whereas gidshigher scores for Behavior
Conduct.

Li (1988) examined the self-concepts and percecaadpetencies of 49 gifted
boys and 49 gifted girls using the SPPC (HarteB5).9She found that gifted girls in
grades 4 and 7 had significantly higher perceivatiamic competence than gifted boys
in grades 4 and 7. In contrast, gifted boys inehgrades had higher perceptions of
appearance than gifted girls. Li (1988) found mmmi§icant gender differences for global

self-concept or for perceived social, athletichehavioral competence.
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Grade level Children become capable of differentiating betwenore areas of
self-concept as they develop (Dixon, 1998; Shapk&eéting, 2005). Thus, grade levels
may influence the size of effect in the differenbesween gifted and nongifted students’
self-concepts and perceived competencies. Hog&andulli (1993) found mean
weighted effects of .10 for students in grades 2@ for students in grades 5-8, and .21
for students in grades 9-12. Although these diffees were in the predicted direction,
they were not statistically significant. Furthe®, @ the 69 samples involved students in
grades 5-8. The vast majority of studies asses$sedniddle grade range, making its
estimated effect size more stable than the otreteggroups.

Li (1988) found that students in the fourth grade higher perceived appearance
and behavioral competence than students in thendegeade. However, this comparison
included both gifted and nongifted students. Thtus,unclear whether the perceived
competencies of gifted students vary with grade/leether differences between the
perceived competencies of all students vary byeyrad

Type of measureThe self-concept measure used in each studyatsayhold
influence over the degree of difference betweetediand nongifted students’ self-
concepts and perceived competencies (Hoge & Ren¥883). Self-concept measures
use different scales, questions, formats, and may eonceptualize self-concept
differently. Consequently, it is important to exasiwhether these measures produce
similar results. Hoge and Renzulli's (1993) metatgsis included studies using seven
different measures. Variability appeared in the m&aighted effect sizes of different
measures. However, these differences were nostatatly significant. Hoge and

Renzulli’'s (1993) results for type of measure a@vmled in Table 1.
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Table |

Effect Sizes for Different Measures Comparing @ifiad Nongifted Students’ Self-
Concepts

Measure n Mean Weighted ES 95% CI
Piers-Harris 4 41 -.14to .97
Self-Concept Inventory 3 -.12 -.7510 .52
Self-Description Questionnaire 12 .08 -.2210 .38
Self-Esteem Inventory 5 13 -.16t0 .41
Self Perception Profile for Children or 31 .18 .05t0 .31
Perceived Competence Scale for
Children
Tennessee Self-Concept Scale 12 .36 .24 t0 .49
Other 2 13 -.69 10 .96

Note n = number of analyses; ES = effect size; Cl = cerice interval.

Type of comparisanWithin this field of research, researchers @epfted and
nongifted student groups differently. They may gsmups of regular classroom students
or normative samples to identify nongifted stude@ifted students may already be
identified as gifted by their schools or researsheay identify students as gifted based
on their own criteria. The characteristics of notiv@samples, groups of regular
classroom students, labeled gifted students, anthbeled gifted students are likely to
differ; thus, the groups used in different studmesy influence the degree of effect for
each study. Hoge and Renzulli (1993) compared #enmwveighted effect sizes of studies
by conducting four types of comparisons. This aldwhem to compare the degree of
effect found for studies using each of the différgpes of samples. Differences would
be expected as those students labeled gifted loysitt@ols should differ from those
students not labeled gifted by their schools. Hage Renzulli (1993) dropped the mean
weighted effect size of the “nonlabeled gifted witbrms” comparison from other meta-

analysis calculations because only one study usedyjpe of comparison and its results
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differed greatly from the results of other compans. Hoge and Renzulli’'s (1993)

results are presented in Table 2.

Table Il
Effect Sizes for Different Types of Comparisons

Comparison n Mean weighted ES 95% ClI
Labeled gifted with regular students 46 15 .02t
Nonlabeled gifted with regular 10 .35 .06 to .64
students
Labeled gifted with normative groups 12 17 .023b
Nonlabeled gifted with normative 1 .80 N/A
groups

Note n = number of analyses; ES = effect size; Cl = dwrice interval; regular students
= students in the nongifted comparison groups;atmeled gifted = students labeled
gifted by researchers but not by schools; normajreeips = nongifted comparison scores
were taken from pre-existing normative data, oftem measure manuals

Moderator variables not previously consider&ldiblication status and year of
publication may influence results for two reasdfisst, as discussed earlier, often only
significant positive findings result in publicatioBecond, as attitudes towards giftedness
change over time (Jackson, 2004), new measuresg@rel students experience new
types of gifted education, the differences betwgified and nongifted students’ self-
concepts may also change. The designation mettsmdita identify gifted students may
also influence the extent to which gifted and néiedistudents’ self-concepts and
perceived competencies differ. For example, thasgests deemed gifted by 1Q may
differ from those deemed gifted by creativity. Cemgently, they may perceive
themselves or their abilities differently. Parta&in in gifted programming may also
influence the degree to which gifted and nongiieddents’ self-concepts and perceived

competencies differ. Students spending time away fnongifted peers or doing
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different work from their peers because of giftedggamming may perceive
themselves differently than their gifted countetpaot participating in gifted
programming.
Chapter Summary

This chapter provided operational definitions df-sencept, perceived

competence, giftedness, and nongiftedness formusaghout the thesis. The literature
review introduced research on self-concept andegperd competence, giftedness, and
the self-concepts and perceived competencies teidgstudents in comparison to those of
nongifted students. It reported prior research odenator variables addressed in the
current meta-analysis. This chapter also provideatianale for this study and described
the importance of conducting a new meta-analyssytvhesize findings and examine the
possible influence of additional variables. Thetrehapter will explain the meta-analytic

methods for use in this study.
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Method

This chapter introduces meta-analysis as a wayrtihssize findings of multiple
studies and examine moderator variables not génea@isidered during traditional
literature reviews. This chapter discusses advastagd criticisms of meta-analytic
methods and explores the appropriateness of usig-amalysis to compare gifted and
nongifted students’ self-concepts and perceivedpatencies. It explains procedures for
collecting studies, criteria for study inclusiomdaboth the advantages of and equations
required for calculating mean weighted effect sizeslso includes the procedures for
examining the influence of possible moderator \@eis. This chapter concludes by
listing assumptions and limitations of the curner@ta-analysis.
Meta-Analysis

The current study utilizes meta-analytic methodsytathesize research on gifted
students’ self-concepts and perceived competeaciess multiple studies. “One of the
most salient ways to quantitatively synthesizeasdefindings is through a meta-
analysis” (Chambers, 2004, p. 35). Gene Glassifitsiduced meta-analytic methods in
1976 as a means to remove bias in study seleqtidgrip use all information available
across studies, and identify statistical relatigmshetween variables using many studies
(Kavale & Glass, 1981). Glass (1976) suggestedtthaditional literature reviews lack
the capacity of the meta-analytic approach to apiisinthese three goals.

A key problem in research comparing gifted and rfted) students’ self-concepts
and perceived competencies is that findings arg-adtory (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993).
Contradictions may be due to the varied definitiohkey constructs such as giftedness,

self-concept, and perceived competence (Hoge & Rin¥993). Additional reasons for
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contradictory research are: (a) sampling errorjinf@nsistent measurement scales, (c)
computational errors, (d) typographical errorsdifferent samples, and (f) small samples
(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Hunter and Schmidt (20pdint out that “there are no
perfect studies” (p. 18). However, meta-analgtethods help identify inconsistencies
by reducing the influence of individual studies ofieal findings; because meta-analyses
use the results of many studies to calculate a@tsly results, the weight of studies in
skewing such results is limited (Hunter & Schmiidp4). When significant variability
occurs between results, meta-analyses permit ids&arto examine the influence of
moderator variables.

A literature review is a common approach to sumneafindings in well-
researched areas. However, standardized proceal@r@®t always used. In contrast,
meta-analytic methods make research synthesigatsici procedure (Cook et al., 1992).
Kavale and Glass (1981) explain this statement, wetigesting that “evidence can only
be cumulative when there are systematic procedarexccumulating data from disparate
studies” (p. 531).

Hunter and Schmidt (2004) suggest that authonsepéture reviews in fields with
vast quantities of research often have to relylmest studies” because of the sheer
volume they would otherwise have to address. Howeeeearchers often have differing
perceptions of what constitutes a “best study” thede differences lead to authors
selecting very different studies for inclusion lreir literature reviews. Thus, researchers
conducting literature reviews on the same topic araive at very different conclusions

(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004).
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One commonly discussed concern about literatuiewevis their
overdependence on significance tests as indicafaect. Such reviews often accept
hypotheses without considering effect size. Liten@treviews can also overlook or
misinterpret research findings and lack replicapifiprocedures are not stated (L.
Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000). Meta-analytic edures help to counteract these
issues by using standardized methods to intedgnatértdings of multiple studies,
exposing patterns in the literature without relyoxgsignificance tests (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004).

Steps in meta-analytic researdResearchers conducting meta-analyses follow
steps similar to those used in primary researcbk@o al. (1992, p. 7-12) suggest using
the following steps:

1. Problem formulation

2. Data collection

3. Data retrieval and evaluation

4. Analysis and interpretation

5. Public presentation
Problem formulation involves stating the focusltd teview and defining the
characteristics of studies to be included. Datkecbbn entails deciding how researchers
will find and obtain studies. Data retrieval andenation involves applying criteria to
determine which studies are “valid” and which arevalid,” coding information from
each study relevant to the review goals, and etiaty#he validity and quality of
individual studies to select which studies are appate for inclusion. Analysis and

interpretation entails converting data to a commetric for comparison and using
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statistical methods to synthesize the findings oltiple studies in order to address the
review’s problem.

Advantages of meta-analysi%A single study will not resolve a major issue.
Indeed, a small sample study will not even resalveinor issue. Thus, the foundation of
science is the cumulation of knowledge from thelteof many studies” (Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004, p. xxvii). Meta-analytic methods\pde the means for researchers to
synthesize findings.

Meta-analyses that include unpublished researchteopublication bias by
including unpublished study results in their cadtians (Fitz-Gibbon, 1984). In 1986,
Coursol and Wagner found that 66% of significartcome studies were published
whereas only 22% of nonsignificant outcome studiege published. They further found
that the decision to submit papers for publicatelated to the outcome of the study;
studies with significant outcomes consistent wighdtheses were more prone to
submission. When synthesizing research findings,important to include unpublished
studies because published studies do not adequefelsent the outcomes of all studies
on a topic. Including only published studies ormstisdies with neutral or negative
outcomes and increases the likelihood of Typedreincluding unpublished studies
allows a synthesis that is more representative@tdatal population of studies in an area
(Chambers, 2004).

Researchers use many different instruments to measif-concept and
perceived competence. The use of different meaguogkices results in different units
of measurement and thus, not directly comparalievav¥er, calculating effect sizes for

each study creates a common unit of measuremednitiaes comparisons between
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studies possible. Fitz-Gibbon (1984) describesdpoach to meta-analysis as
examining the degree of found difference rathen #seamining whether or not effects
are statistically significant at selected levelslyihg on arbitrary alpha levels such as 1%
or 5% to indicate statistical significance incresatiee likelihood of Type Il error (Lipsey
& Wilson, 2001); for instance, a nonsignificantding with ap-value of .06 has a 94%
chance that found differences are not attributebtehance. It is quite likely that the
tested differences are not due to chance and thethgsis is incorrectly rejected. In
contrast, effect sizes describe changes in depéndeables in terms of degrees of
change (L. Cohen, Manion, & Morrison, 2000; Hur&Bchmidt, 2004). Effect sizes do
not have cut-off values but rather elucidate déferes using a scale whereby .00
indicates no difference and 1.0 indicates a diffeecof one standard deviation above the
mean. Effect sizes in the current meta-analysissoreahe difference between the self-
concepts and perceived competencies of gifted andifted students.

Rarely do studies demonstrate no effect (AsherQ;188nter & Schmidt, 2004).
Thus, describing outcomes as dichotomous, as is ddth significance tests (there is an
effect or there is not an effect) is not as appaderas reporting the sizes of effects
(Hunter & Schmidt, 2004). Simple vote-counting, obing the number of significant
versus nonsignficant studies, assumes that a nditsigt finding indicates no
difference; however, few studies actually find zeffect (Asher, 1990; Hunter &
Schmidt, 2004). Asher (1990) suggests that incydnany studies in a vote-counting
approach increases the likelihood that the nongagmt results will outnumber the

significant results, thus creating Type Il error.
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Criticisms of meta-analytic methad€ritics of meta-analytic methods identify
publication bias as a serious liability (L. Cohbtgnion, & Morrison, 2000). Publication
bias suggests that studies with negative or norigignt results are less likely to be
published than studies with positive, statisticallynificant results (Cooper & Hedges,
1994). Although it is true that meta-analyses usinty published literature likely miss
research with nonsignificant findings (Cooper & iged, 1994), this problem also exists
for authors of literature reviews. Researchers simgoto include only published studies
can address this concern by estimating the nunfoesresignificant studies necessary to
negate their findings (Chambers, 2004). The cumreta-analysis counters the
publication bias problem by including both publidrend unpublished studies.

A second criticism of meta-analytic methods is tnany meta-analytic
researchers include unpublished research in thalyses. Critics suggest that many
studies are unpublished because they do not meeptable research standards and their
results are not reliable. Although the inclusiorugpublished literature can be
problematic if it is not properly screened for duyalKraemer, Gardner, Brooks, &
Yesavage, 1998), the current meta-analysis willohe only studies meeting a priori
inclusion criteria that are applied to both puldidrand unpublished studies. Further,
Glass, McGaw, and Smith (1981) found that the chifiees in effect sizes between high-
validity and low-validity studies are relatively ath Thus, because many studies are
included in meta-analyses, the results of highigusiudies should counter any
inaccuracies caused by the inclusion of a studyubstandard quality.

A third criticism of meta-analytic methods is tisstistically combining the data

from different designs and measures is similamtmgaring “apples and oranges”
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(Chambers, 2004). However, others argue thatghisel genius of meta-analytic
analysis; if homogeneity of results are found despsing different “types of treatments,
criteria variables, populations, experimenters, rmethods” greater support for construct
validity is established (Asher, 1990, p. 149). Therent meta-analysis includes studies
using different measures of self-concept and peedecompetence, allowing
examination of whether findings are consistent s€rmeasures.

Justification for using meta-analytic method&lthough meta-analysis has critics,
meta-analytic methods are appropriate to examiaedbearch questions of this study. As
noted above, the current meta-analysis consideradaresses critics’ main concerns.
First, including unpublished studies ensures timatirfigs represent patterns across the
research. Second, studies have to meet inclusiteniarby including specific study
information. Third, comparing the effect sizes tfdses using different measures
examines differences between different scales'li®esu

Meta-analysis allows the examination of moderatoiables such as year of
publication, type of measure, and type of publ@a{iCook et al., 1992). This meta-
analysis considers publication status, grade, ¢ym®mparison, study year, measure,
method of gifted designation, participation in giftprogramming, and gender as possible
moderating variables. Glass (1976) suggests th&t-amalytic methods are beneficial for
research topics in which there are many studiesaaehree of controversy.

Many studies have examined the self-concepts armkped competencies of
gifted students with unclear results, emphasizimgappropriateness of conducting a
meta-analysis (Hoge & Renzulli, 1993). In additioesearchers use many different

instruments to measure self-concept and perceiwagetence. Meta-analysis not only
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synthesizes the findings from different measutesllaws comparison of these
findings to examine whether these measures trusome the same construct(s). Since
many researchers have compared the self-concepiseaceived competencies of gifted
and nongifted students with contradictory resw@tsjeta-analysis is the most appropriate
next step in this field of research.
Combining Study Outcomes: Effect Size

Effect sizes measure the extent of difference betvtero groups. Fitz-Gibbon

(1984) describes effect size as the experimentalgmean represented by a z-score in
the control group distribution. Thus, when compamifted and nongifted students,
effect sizes demonstrate the mean score of gifteteats as ascore in the distribution
of nongifted students’ self-concept scores. THmvwed statements such as, “the average
gifted student scores higher than approximatelypéxcent of the nongifted students.”
Consequently, effect sizes represent the numbstaotiard deviations above or below
the sample mean. Jacob Cohen (1992) identifies lbrels of effect size:
Table Il

Jacob Cohen’s (1992) Levels of Effect Size

Effect Size Level
.20< d<.50 small
50< d<.80 medium

d> .80 large

The main benefit of effect sizes in meta-analysihat they provide a common
metric. The many different measures in the cursemdly, each with its own metric, make

comparing raw score differences between giftedrandifted groups inappropriate. By
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calculating effect sizes, studies that examinestitrae constructs but use different
measures become comparable.

Data Collection
Literature search methodd used psycINFO, Dissertation Abstracts
International, and EBSCOhost to identify relevantges. The search consisted of both
published and unpublished studies from 1977 to 2B86addressed the following
research questions:
1. How do the global self-concepts and perceived coemoges of gifted
students compare to those of nongifted students?
2. Are differences in gifted and nongifted studentsbal self-concepts and
perceived competencies moderated by:

a. grade

b. gender

c. type of comparison

d. gifted program participation

e. year of study

f. publication status

g. type of measure

h. method of gifted designation?
A keyword search to locate applicable studies metuthe keywords “gifted,” “self-
concept,” “self-perception,” and “perceived compe” Using synonyms for self-
concept helped guarantee finding the largest nummbsiudies examining the research

guestions. The term “self-esteem” was not usedusect refers to the affective view of
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oneself (Baumeister, Campbell, Krueger, & Vohs,308hile self-concept refers to
both affective and evaluative perceptions of oriédédrsh & Shavelson, 1985a). No
synonym was used for “gifted” because this is ammomy used term and is the
institutional designation received by gifted studeKeywords were paired in the order
shown in Table 4. In addition to database sear¢hes;urrent study used searches of

relevant articles’ reference lists to find addiabresearch not found in the databases.

Table IV
Keywords for use in the Literature Search
1% Keyword 29 Keyword
gifted self-concept
gifted self-perception
gifted perceived competence

Study Inclusion Criteria

After the completion of the database search, etartysvas examined for
inclusion criteria. To be included in the currergtaranalysis, studies had to meet the
following criteria:

1. The author(s) provide the sizes of gifted and niveédjisamples and
samples include multiple students.

2. The author(s) include the means and standard amwabf self-concept
scores for each gifted and nongifted sample irsthdy. If this
information is not included, the author(s) proveeugh information to
calculate effect size and pooled standard deviatsamg equations from

Lipsey and Wilson (2001).
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3. The author(s) report results for global self-coneeml/or at least one
domain of perceived competence.
4. The study is in English.
Coding Procedure

Each study was coded for nine variables. Thesabies are adapted from Hoge

and Renzulli (1993) and include:

1. Gender

2. Grade level

3. Type of comparison

4. Method of gifted designation

5. Publication status

6. Year of study

7. Participation in gifted programming

8. Measure

9. Area of self-concept measured
Appendix B provides a table of descriptive inforimmatfor all studies included in the
meta-analysis.

Gender.Comparisons were coded “m” for male only partioisa “f” for female
only participants, and “c” for studies that comlaribe results of males and females
without differentiation for gender. Subsequentl8,2udies reported results for male
groups, 30 studies reported results for femaleggpand 27 studies reported results for

heterogeneous groups.
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Grade.Originally, both grade and age were possible matdeariables.
However, few studies reported the ages of partitgpand the number of studies
reporting this information were too small to praickliable insight. Most studies
reported the grade levels of participants, necassif the use of grade level as the only
age-related possible moderator variable.

Many studies reported results for students in gsaffgrades. In examining data
from all included studies, the most common graaeigings were grades 1-4, 5-8, and 9-
12. These groups are consistent with Hoge and ReésnZ993) groups and they
approximate elementary, middle and high schoolegaWhen studies reported results
for participants in more than one group (ie; rejpgrtesults for students in grades 3-5),
the study was coded to the group in which the nigjof the sample’s students
belonged. For instance, one study reported refrlttudents in grades 3-5 so the study
was coded as a grades 1-4 group because partEpvanrg in two of this group’s grades
(grade 3 and grade 4). This approach assumeshthagsults for this group would more
adequately describe those of students in gradethamthose of students in grades 5-8.

Type of comparisarStudies were also coded by the type of comparisitined.
Comparison types included labeled gifted studerits regular classroom students
(coded as GR), nonlabeled gifted students withleggiassroom students (NR), labeled
gifted students with normative samples (GN), andladoeled gifted students with
normative samples (NN). For the purposes of theeotimeta-analysis, labeled gifted
students were students identified as gifted by th&hools. Nonlabeled gifted students
were students identified as gifted by researchehs &egular students were participants

not labeled as gifted (representative of studentsgeneral education classroom). As
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well, some researchers compared the self-concépified students with the
normative data provided in test manuals.

Method of gifted designatioifhe debate over the methods used to designate
gifted students suggested that there might befgignt differences between students
identified using different methods. Methods of desition were placed in one of four
categories: (a) students designated by 1Q onlyst{ljents designated using multiple
criteria, (c) students designated by I1Q or anothiéerion, or (d) studies for which
designation methods were not reported.

Participation in gifted programmingsome studies reported whether gifted
students participated in school gifted programmifgw studies reported the type(s) of
gifted programming. Studies sorted based on tleenmition provided regarding gifted
participants: (a) in gifted programming, (b) nogifted programming, or (c) gifted
participation unknown.

Publication statusPublished studies were located in peer-reviewadhpls.
Unpublished research consisted of dissertatiorstduocusing Dissertation Abstracts
International. When a dissertation and a journidlarreferred to the same data, the
journal article was included in the meta-analysid the dissertation was not included.
This approach prevented bias from including theesdata twice; it also screened for
study quality by selecting studies subject to teergeview selection process.

Year of publicationThe year of publication for published studies$farred as it
appeared in each study. For unpublished studisswts the year the dissertation was
completed. To compare the results of studies frdfardnt times, studies were

categorized by the decade in which they were podgdior written.
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Measure During data collection, each measure was assigreedie; for
example, Harter's (1985) Self-Perception Profile@hildren was “SPPC” and Harter’'s
(1988) Self-Perception Profile for Adolescents WaBPA.” However, there were too
many measures to perform separate analyses orveesbn. The two measures used
most often were the Piers-Harris Children’s SelfliGapt Scale (1984) and Susan
Harter's measures for children and adolescentst¢iak982, 1985, 1988), which
measure both global self-concept and domain-sjgguaficeptions of competence. Thus,
the codes for measure were: (a) Piers-Harris, émjdf's, or (c) other. Although Harter
has three age-specific versions of the Self PeiaeBtrofile, they are similar in
appearance, approach, and scoring; they wereagéglin the Harter category. Results
from the six domains examined in the current meiayesis were recorded and results
from additional domains were omitted. Although tiberature search did not include the
term “self-esteem,” some studies used measureshé&€oopersmith Self-Esteem
Inventory (Coopersmith, 1967) to measure self-cpticEhese studies were included and
meta-analytic results were examined for heteroggéieffect sizes due to measure.

Domain of self-concepEach comparison between gifted and nongifted &smp
was entered as a separate case in an SPSS dagohial self-concept and each domain
of perceived competence were entered as separablea. Variables were “GSC”
(global self-concept), “ASC” (perceived academinpetence), “BSC” (perceived
behavioral competence), “SSC” (perceived socialpetence), “ATC” (perceived
athletic competence), and “PSC” (perceived appearaompetence). Studies did not

consistently report results for all domains. Valesmot included in a comparison were
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coded as missing; some cases had data for onlgrome variables. Missing variables
held no influence over statistical calculations.

Consistent with Harter (1982, 1985, 1988) and Hagek Renzulli (1993), the six
domains addressed in the current meta-analysiglabal self-concept and perceived
academic, behavioral, social, athletic, and appmearaompetencies (note that Hoge and
Renzulli combined the athletic and appearance dwsriato one physical domain). Some
measures use different labels for similar consstuctthis meta-analysis, measures
originally included in Hoge and Renzulli's (1993¢ta-analysis were assigned the same
domain labels as with Hoge and Renzulli. New messsusing different labels were
categorized into Harter’s (1985) subscale categoFer example, a measure that refers
to “scholastic” self-concept was placed with thecpéerzed academic competence scales.

To ensure that labels used by new measures weredpleith the appropriate
Harter (1985) subscale, a panel of three gradwatiests was asked to categorize new
subscales using Harter’s labels. The current mesdysis used those subscale
categorizations about which two or more studentsexy If the panel did not agree on
the categorization for a subscale, the subscaleowstsed.

Meta-Analytic Procedures

Categorical variablesln order to proceed with statistical calculatiopsssible
moderator variables needed to be categorical. Nicalefalues were assigned to each
coded response. The values assigned are insigrmiifiteey serve only to create
categories of responses examinable using statisbftavare. Thus, a category assigned a
numerical value of 1 holds no more or less impaaiman a category assigned a

numerical value of 2.
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Calculating a common metric: Effect sizEffect sizes were calculated using

Hunter and Schmidt’s (2004) equation to compareedidnd nongifted groups:

dzfgﬁ% 1)

whereSDpis the pooled standard deviation of the two groagpdetermined by the

following equation from Gall, Gall, and Borg (2005)

(N, -1s& +(N, -1sc
(N, +N,, -2)

SDp? = (2)

The pooled standard deviation was used in platkeo$tandard deviation of one of the
groups because it is representative of the stardfandtions of both groups and it
controls for differences in sample sizes betweercttmpared groups (Gall, Gall, &
Borg, 2005). An alternative is to use the standtndation of the control groups;
however, the pooled standard deviation providestgebestimate of the population
standard deviation (Rosenthal, 1994).

Lipsey and Wilson (2001) propose that Hedgestatistic is an appropriate
measure in meta-analysis because it accountsudiestwith small sample sizes. They
suggest that studies with small sample sizes hpweaud biases. By using Hedges’
correction, such biases are countered. These vafeiescalculated using the following

equation:
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These values are the effect size statistics usatl subsequent calculations.

Treatment of the dataEffect sizes were calculated for each comparsiween
gifted and nongifted students in each domain (dladzademic, behavioral, social,
athletic, and appearance). Thus, studies compgritegl and nongifted samples in each
domain resulted in six independent effect sizegpehalix C includes the unweighted
effect sizes for each comparison.

Mean unweighted effect sizes were then calculfttedach domain by adding
together all effect sizes for the domain and divdibyn, the number of effect sizes.
However, mean unweighted effect sizes are subypeoias from studies with little power
(Hedges & Olkin, 1985; Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). Ugimean weighted effect size “is
appropriate because larger samples give a moeblelestimate of population
parameters” (Elbaum, 2002, p. 219). Thus, the s&g was to calculate mean weighted
effect sizes for each domain of self-concept.

The first step in calculating mean weighted eff@ezes is to calculate inverse
variance weights. Although it is possible to weighth effect size by its sample size, the
optimal method of weighting is to use inverse vac@weights (Hedges & Olkin, 1985;
Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). The inverse variance wejght is the inverse of the standard

error for each effect size (standard error is acator of effect size precision):

1

W = — (4)
\/r\1+n2+ ESn
nn,  2(n+n)
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where ESqn is the standardized mean difference (the two meaesthe pooled
standard deviation.

In accordance with Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) renmended procedures, the following

calculations were made using SPSS command language:

1. wxES= wes (5)
2. wxES = wess (6)
3. W =wsgq (7)

where ES is the individual effect size and, is the individual inverse variance weight.

The mean weighted effect sizES, is calculated as:

E—S:Zwe$
2w

where wes is the individual weighted effect size amg is the inverse variance weight

(8)

for effect siza. Six sets of meta-analytic calculations were pentx to examine the
effect sizes for each domain separately. The numbealculations required in analyses
increases the likelihood of calculation errors.pfevent such errors, Lipsey and
Wilson’s (2001) SPSS macro for calculating metahdgitasummary statistics was
utilized. The results of Equations (6) and (7) weeeessary for macro calculations.
Macro output for each domain is included in Apperidi

The macro results provide information regarding statistical significance of
mean weighted effect sizes using 95% confiden@vats. A statistically significant
confidence interval indicates that the mean wejletifect size is a relatively strong

estimate of the degree of difference between tlieesacepts and perceived
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competencies of gifted and nongifted students.mfero also provides information to
conduct an examination of homogeneity for each doma

If Q, the homogeneity statistic, is statistically sfgraint, homogeneity of findings
across studies is rejected. This indicates great@ability between effect sizes than
expected from sampling error alone (Lipsey & Wilsg@01), suggesting that a single
mean weighted effect size is not a strong depiatiaihe effect size distribution for that
domain. IfQ is not statistically significant, homogeneity ccapted, indicating that
variability between effect sizes fits with that exped from sampling error. Statistically
significant homogeneity statistics suggest that enatbr variables may influence the

effect sizes. The formula f@) is:
Q=w(ES -E9’ (9)
where ES s the individual effect sizeES is the mean weighted effect size okasffect

sizes, andw, is the individual weight folES (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001).

Q is evaluated using critical values for Chi-Squaten:
df=k-1 (10)
Moderator variables were considered for those dwsgria which the mean
weighted effect sizes lead to statistically sigrafit homogeneity statistics. Thus, for
each domain with a statistically significaptstatistic, an analog to the analysis of
variance (ANOVA) was calculated to examine differes between the groups of each
predetermined moderator variable (Lipsey & Wilsd01). Moderator variables are

statistically significant ifQ;, the degree of difference between the variablesigs, is

significant at a predetermined alpha level. Thenfoa for Q; is:
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(11)

where Q; is theQ between groupsE_S,- is the mean weighted effect size for each group,
w; is the sum of the weights in each group, peduals the group number (Lipsey &

Wilson, 2001). Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) SPSS roattetaF, for the ANOVA analog
was utilized to prevent calculation errors. A statally significantQ, indicates that the
distribution of mean weighted effect sizes in a dams subject to the influence of the
variable under consideration. This procedure idiestivhether statistically significant
differences between self-concept or perceived coemge results of studies are
accounted for by the use of different measuresgtades of participants, etc.
Study Limitations and Assumptions

This meta-analysis makes several assumptions:

1. The measures used to measure self-concept andveelce mpetence
accurately measure and differentiate among diftedlemains.

2. The studies included in this meta-analysis proadeurate results.

3. The studies included in this meta-analysis arecoéptable quality.

4. Although the samples included in this meta-analgsgsfrom different
countries, this study assumes that the self-coacapd perceived
competencies of gifted students from different ¢das are similar,
making it appropriate to group gifted students frdifferent geographic

locations.
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5. The samples of gifted and nongifted students dtedgand nongifted;
individuals are properly identified.

The current meta-analysis has three main limitatidirst is the possible
inaccessibility of literature. Although this reselaer made every attempt to locate and
consider all research comparing gifted studentsbgl self-concepts and perceived
competencies with those of nongifted students, likely that some studies were not
located. Thus, some findings may not be includetthénmeta-analysis.

A second limitation is that some studies did neotude the information necessary
for inclusion in the current meta-analysis. Althbugstudy may be of high quality, it
cannot be used if it does not provide the requinémation. Third, this meta-analysis is
limited because the studies included used veremdifit samples. For example, the
appropriateness of comparing samples from ruralabdn areas, North America and
Europe, private and public schools, etc. is unkndvmfortunately, limited reporting of
such information made examination of its influeimopossible. It is arguable that this
wide array of samples is actually a strength ofstiuely but it should also be listed as a
possible limitation because it could influence diegree of difference between gifted and
nongifted students’ global self-concepts or pemegigompetencies.

Chapter Summary

This chapter introduced meta-analysis as a wayrithesize findings of multiple
studies and examine moderator variables not géneaisidered during traditional
literature reviews. This chapter discussed advastand criticisms of meta-analytic
methods and justified the use of meta-analysishisrarea of study. It outlined

procedures for collecting studies, criteria fordstinclusion, and both the advantages of
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and equations required to calculate mean weigttedtesizes. This chapter concluded
by listing assumptions and limitations of this stu@he next chapter reports the results

of the current meta-analysis.
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Results
Description of Studies and Effect Sizes IncludatienMeta-Analysis

Thirty-seven studies were included in the metaysmma Appendices A and B).
These studies included eight unpublished dissertatand 29 studies published in peer-
reviewed journals. Included studies ranged in fi@an 1978 to 2004. Some studies
included comparisons of gifted and nongifted growfik results reported independently
for multiple genders or age groups. Each two-waygarison is a separate case in the
current meta-analysis because such comparisonsideendent samples. Thus, many
studies provided multiple comparisons (Appendixh@ves unweighted effect sizes for
each case). However, the results of only one coisgrawvere recorded when authors
used a control group or gifted group more than dqfaxeexample, comparing multiple
groups of gifted students with one group of nomgifstudents). In the current meta-
analysis, one comparison was selected randomlggore sample independence.

These 37 selected studies yielded 98 comparisdnsgba gifted and nongifted
students. Many studies included data comparing@ddnd nongifted students in multiple
domains. The number of effect sizes found for imtlial domains ranged from 34 to 85.
Across the studies, the total gifted sample sinegfch domain ranged from 590 for
perceived behavioral competence to 3,092 for glebbdconcept. Gifted student samples
ranged from 4 to 498 participantd € 46,SD= 81). The sample sizes of nongifted and
normative groups ranged from 4 to 388 € 42,SD= 51). In order to prevent
disproportionate influence by studies using largemative samples (which may include
some gifted students), these nongifted sample giees adjusted to the sample sizes of

the gifted comparison groups. Table 5 shows dasegiinformation for each domain of
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self-concept, including the range of effect sizeres for each domain and mean
unweighted effect sizes.
Table V

Descriptive Statistics for Effect Sizes Prior tcalyses

Domain # of Effect Gifted Sample Range Mean
Sizes N Unweighted ES

Global 85 3,092 -94t01.15 14
Academic 74 2,883 -.8910 3.12 .59
Social 40 1,750 - 7710 .79 .09
Athletic 38 1,146 -1.49t0 .91 -.19
Behavior 34 590 -.691t01.72 37
Appearance 37 979 -.921t0 .81 -.05

Ouitlier effect sizes were identified as individe#fiect sizes more than 2.5
standard deviations from the mean (Bear, Minke, &Ning, 2002). The global, social,
and behavioral self-concept domains had no outlieie appearance domain had four
outliers and the academic and appearance domashshad two (see Figure 2). Studies
with outliers were excluded from further calculagon the domain for which they had

outliers.
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Figure 2 Unweighted effect sizes for each domain.
Table 6 displays descriptive statistics for the meaweighted effect sizes after
omitting outliers from the academic, athletic, @mpbearance domains of perceived

competence. Outliers were excluded from all subsegcalculations.



56

Table VI

Descriptive Statistics for Effect Sizes After OnmtiOutlying Cases

Domain # of Effect Gifted Sample Range
Sizes N
Global 85 3,092 -.94 10 1.15
Academic 72 2,849 -.89to0 2.07
Social 40 1,750 -.771t0 .79
Athletic 36 1,106 -.99t0 .68
Behavior 34 590 -.69101.72
Appearance 33 916 -.5910 .51

Note ES = effect size.

Mean unweighted effect sizes are subject to biasifids & Olkin, 1985; Lipsey
& Wilson, 2001); best meta-analytic practice icédculate mean effect size weighted by
sample size (Elbaum, 2002). Subsequent analysetved/only the mean weighted
effect size because it is the more reliable esenidedges & Olkin, 1985). The output of
Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) MeanES SPSS macro Ifva self-concept and each
domain of perceived competence is provided in ApgpeBb. Table 7 lists mean
unweighted and mean weighted effect sizes for daamin. Slight differences exist
between the two sets of results. For referenceetmgl Renzulli's (1993) results are also
included in Table 7. Results from both the cureerd the prior meta-analyses show
similar trends. Gifted students have higher sctras their nongifted peers in the global,
academic, social, and behavior domains; they hawerl perceived competence than

nongifted students in the physical (appearancea#inidtic) domains.
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Table VI

Mean Effect Sizes

Domain Mean Mean Weighted Prior Meta-Analytic
Unweighted ES ES Mean Weighted ES*
Global 14 A2 .19
Academic .59 A7 A7
Social .09 .07 .02
Athletic -.19 -.24 -.08
Behavior 37 .28 37
Appearance -.05 -.16 -.08

*Results from Hoge and Renzulli’'s (1993) meta-agaly
® Hoge and Renzulli's physical domain results aseeti for both the athletic and
appearance domains because these domains weréfer@diated in their meta-analysis
Analyses of mean weighted effect sizes show tli@dystudents have
significantly higher global self-concept and higlaeademic, behavioral, and social
perceived competencies than their nongifted copatés. In Table 8, despite ranges of
up to .21, confidence interval ranges are eithgpaditive or all negative for individual
domains. Thus, results are consistent in the smadios (Lipsey & Wilson, 2001). All
mean weighted effect sizes are statistically sigaift (o = .05).

Table VI

Analyses of Mean Weighted Effect Sizes

SC Domain Mean Weighted  95% CI Q
ES

Global 12 .06 to .17 143.85%
Academié 478 41to .53 295.13
Social .07 .00 to .14 60.94
Athletic® -.24% -.33t0 -.15 49.91
Behavior 28 .17 to .39 52.83
Appearance -.16% -.26 to -.06 28.92

#Mean weighted ES is significant at=.05
P Hypothesis of homogeneity is rejectegat.01
“Outliers omitted from results



58

Moderator Effects

The acceptance of homogeneity in social, athlatid, appearance perceived
competencies suggests that the mean weighted sftecsufficiently describes the
distribution of effect sizes for these domains @ap & Wilson, 2001). However, the
rejection of homogeneity for the global, acaderam@ behavioral domains suggests that
variation in these mean weighted effect sizes neagaused by moderator variables
(Bear, Minke, & Manning, 2002). Table 9 lists stttally significantQ, values from
Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) MetaF macro. A samplgatifrom this macro is located in
Appendix E. Consistent with the approach of Beankd, and Manning (2002),
subcategories for possible moderator variables le@gh than four effect sizes are

excluded from analyses in order to provide reliabkults.

Table IX

Moderator Variables

Moderator Variable Acadenfic  Behavioral Global
Study Year *

Publication Status *

Measure * *

Gender *

Grade * *

Comparison Type -- -- --
Designation Method *

In Gifted --

Programming

* Qg Is statistically significantp < .05
-- Not enough effect sizes per category for catauta
& Outliers omitted from results
Perceived academic competence and moderator vasabkcept for the type of
comparison and gifted programming, all moderatoades hold significant influence

over the degree of difference between gifted anthifieed students’ perceived academic

competence. There are statistically significarfiedénces in the academic domain across
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six moderator variables. Gifted students have Saamtly higher perceptions of
academic competence than nongifted students fér ®etacategory except studies
conducted between 1970 and 1979. Overall, giftedestts perceive their academic
abilities higher than their nongifted peers. Thgn#icance of six moderator variables
indicates that the degree of difference betweded&nd nongifted students’ perceived
academic competence is influenced by additionabfac

Year of publication was a significant moderatoths difference between gifted
and nongifted student’s perceived academic competén particular, there was
significant disparity in effect sizes of studiesrfr different decade<y; = 24.86,p <
.05). Studies from the 1970s showed no significkfifitrences between gifted and
nongifted students perceived academic competeneever, studies from the 1980s and
1990s showed medium effect sizes for perceivedeanadcompetence, indicating
substantial differences between the gifted and ifi@olgsamples. There were not enough
studies from 2000 to 2005 to examine the resultshis period reliably.

Publication status was a significant moderatoritiéicences between gifted and
nongifted student’s perceived academic competeroere were significant differences
between the effect sizes of published and unpuldistudies Q, = 10.43,p <.05).
Published studiesriwes= .52) had larger effect sizes than unpublishadiss Mwes=
.30).

Gender also moderated the differences in giftedremgifted students’ perceived

academic competenc€f = 6.24,p < .05). Studies comparing only males showed a

small mean weighted effean(ves= .35); studies comparing only females showed a
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slightly larger mean weighted effect sizavjes= .44). Studies using samples of both
genders showed a medium effect simaves= .53).

Measure was also a significant moderator of thieidihces between gifted and
nongifted students’ perceived academic competeroe particular measure utilized
accounted for a significant amount of the vari&pih effect sizesQ, = 14.92p <.05).
Studies using the Piers-Harris Children’s Self-GapicScale (1984) showed smaller
differences between gifted and nongifted studgrsteived academic competence
(mwes=.24) than studies using Harter's measuone/¢s= .48) or other measuresyes
= .55).

Grade level was a significant moderator of diffeesin gifted and nongifted

students’ perceived academic competeri@gg £ 44.03,p < .05). Differences between

perceptions of academic competence of gifted amgjifted students strengthened as
grade level increased. Studies comparing elemestadents showed a mean weighted
effect size of only .17; however, gifted high schstodents had much higher perceived
academic competence than the nongifted studemig$= .70).

The method of gifted designation also moderatect#tent to which gifted and
nongifted students’ perceived academic competeiffegat! (Q, = 8.84,p < .05).
Insufficient numbers of studies used 1Q only toleate this designation method reliably.
Studies using multiple criteria to designate gifs¢ddents showed a medium mean
weighted effect sizenfwes= .51), as did studies for which researchers didreport

designation methodsnwves= .53).
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Table X
Moderator Variable Results for Perceived Academienpetence
Moderator Variable Q. MWES n 95% CI for
and Subcategories MWES
Publication Year 24.86*
1970-1979 .00 12 -.181t0 .18
1980-1989 A48** 48 .39to .57
1990-1999 50** 10 41 to .59
2000-2005 -- -- --
Publication Status 10.43*
Published H52** 38 46 to .59
Unpublished .30** 34 1810 .42
Gender 6.24*
Male .35%* 25 .22 to .47
Female A4** 24 .32 t0 .56
Combined 53** 23 45 to .60
Measure 14.12*
PH 24** 22 .11 to .38
Harter A8** 30 .39 to .57
Other H55** 20 47 to .64
Grade 44.03*
1-4 A7 17 .06 to .27
5-8 H55** 43 .48 1t0 .63
9-12 70** 11 .55t0 .84
Comparison Type -- -- -- --
Designation Method 8.84*
IQ only -- -- --
Multiple Criteria S1** 19 4110 .60
Unknown H53** 35 44 to .62
IQ or Other 31** 16 .18 to .43
Gifted Programming 31
In school gifted A1 59 .34 t0 .48
program
Unknown -- -- --
Not in program .35** 8 .15t0 .55
Out of school -- -- --
program

*Statistically significant differences between gps,p < .05

**Statistically significant effect sizes (statistity significant differences between gifted
and nongifted student samples in this subcayggo < .05

-- Not enough effect sizes per group to completeudations
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Global self-concept and moderator variabl&kne of the moderator variables
examined in the current meta-analysis accountedyistematic differences in the global
self-concept domain. However, multiple categoriad nly one or two subcategories
with statistically significant differences betwegifted and nongifted students’ global
self-concepts. Studies from the 1970s had no segmf differences in global self-
concept; however, there were significant differenoetween studies from the 1980s
(mwes=.13) and 19903r{wes= .12). Unpublished studies showed no differenbeas,
published studies showed significant differencesvben gifted and nongifted students.
Of the three gender subcategories (male, fematecambined), only the gifted females’
self-concepts differed significantly from their rgpfted counterpartsifwes= .20).

Studies using measures other than the Piers-Hainridren’s Self-Concept Scale
(1984) showed statistically significant differendetween gifted and nongifted students’
global self-concepts. Studies using the Piers-H#i984) measure showed no significant
differences between the groups. The only gradd \eitk significant differences between
gifted and nongifted samples was the grades 5-8pyfowes= .17). There were also
significant differences between the global selfeapts of gifted and nongifted students
in studies designating students by either multgpiteria (nwes= .14) or a choice of 1Q
or another criterionniwes= .19). Studies in which gifted students wereegignrolled in
school gifted programming or their gifted programgstatus was unreported showed
that gifted students have significantly higher glogelf-concepts than their nongifted

peers (.13 and .25, respectively).
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Table XI
Moderator Variable Results for Global Self-Concept
Moderator Variable Q. MWES n 95% CI for
and Subcategories MWES
Publication Year 3.31
1970-1979 -.04 13 -.21t0 .13
1980-1989 13** 57 .06 to .20
1990-1999 12** 14 .02t0 .21
2000-2005
Publication Status 1.22
Published 13** 50 .07 to .19
Unpublished .06 35 -.06t0 .18
Gender 4.04
Male .08 28 -.03t0.18
Female 20** 30 .10to0 .30
Combined .08 27 -.01to .16
Measure 3.84
PH .03 32 -.081t0 .13
Harter 16** 31 .07t0 .25
Other 14** 22 .05t0 .23
Grade 3.16
Grades 1-4 .07 20 -.04t0 .18
Grades 5-8 A7 53 .09 10 .24
Grades 9-12 .02 9 -.19t0 .23
Comparison Type -- -- -- --
Designation Method 6.76
1Q -.13 6 -.36 to .09
Multiple Criteria 14* 26 .04 to .23
Unknown .09 35 .00to0 .18
IQ or Other 19* 18 .08 t0 .30
Gifted Programming 4.47
In school gifted A3* 67 .07 to .20
program
Unknown .25* 7 .12 to .38
Not in program .02 8 -.17t0 .20
In out of school -- -- --
program

*Statistically significant differences between gps,p < .05

**Statistically significant effect sizes (statistity significant differences between gifted
and nongifted student samples in this subcayggo < .05

-- Not enough effect sizes per group to completeudations
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Perceived behavioral competence and moderator béagaThe differences
between gifted and nongifted students’ perceivdthbieral competence varied
significantly by school grade]; = 18.24 p <.05) and measur€), = 13.51,p < .05).
Gifted students had significantly higher perceibethavioral competence than nongifted
students. There were no significant differences/bet subcategories for the following
moderator variables: (a) the decade of the stumypblished and unpublished studies,
(c) gender, or (d) the method of gifted designatidowever, all subcategories for these
variables resulted in statistically significantfdiences between gifted and nongifted
students’ perceived behavioral competence.

Measure was a significant moderator of the diffeesrbetween the perceived

behavioral competence of gifted and nongifted sttgiQ, = 13.51,p < .05). The

majority of studies examining perceived behaviaahpetence used either the Piers-
Harris Children’s Self-Concept Scale (1984) or oh8usan Harter’s three perceived
competence measures (1982, 1985, 1988). Therensestatistically significant
differences between gifted and nongifted studemts$hiose studies using the Piers-Harris
scale (1984) or scales other than the three Hamtassures. However, studies using
Harter's (1982, 1985, 1988) measures showed laffpgechces between gifted and
nongifted students’ perceived behavioral competémyees= .60).

Grade level was also a significant moderator ofdifferences between gifted and

nongifted students’ perceived behavioral competéQze= 18.24,p < .05). Gifted

students in grades 1-4 did not have significanifigcent perceived behavioral

competence than nongifted students in the samegrdthere was a large spike in mean
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weighted effect size for the grades 5-8 gromwés= .44). However, this difference

decreased in high school where there are no leangesignificant differences.

Table XII
Moderator Variable Results for Perceived BehavidCaimpetence
Moderator Variable Q. MWES n 95% CI for
and Subcategories MWES
Study Year A1
1970-1979 -- -- --
1980-1989 27 29 .15t0 .40
1990-1999 32%* 5 .08 to .55
2000-2005 -- -- --
Publication Status .01
Published .28** 12 .12 to .43
Unpublished 29%* 22 13to0 .45
Gender .23
Male 33** 11 12to .54
Female 2T** 9 .06 to .48
Combined 26** 14 .09 10 .43
Measure 13.51*
PH 13 14 -.051t0 .30
Harter .60** 16 .40 to 80
Other A7 4 -.04 to .39
Grade 18.24*
Grades 1-4 .09 7 -.19to0 .36
Grades 5-8 A4** 21 .30 to .58
Grades 9-12 -.26 5 -.58 to .06
Comparison Type -- -- -- --
Designation Method 57
IQ Only -- -- --
Multiple Criteria 2T 11 .06 to .47
Unknown 37+ 17 .18 t0 .55
IQ or Other .28** 4 .07 to .50

Gifted Programming - -- -- -

*Statistically significant differences between gps,p = .05

**Statistically significant effect sizes (statistity significant differences between gifted
and nongifted student samples in this subcayggo= .05

-- Not enough effect sizes per group to completeudations
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Chapter Summary

This chapter reported results of the current matdyais. The chapter included
descriptive statistics on the studies selecte@dmh domain. It reported results from each
meta-analytic step, including the mean unweightégtesizes, the identification and
omission of outliers, and the mean weighted efexds for global self-concept and each
domain of perceived competence. This chapter irddutie procedure for analyzing the
homogeneity of weighted effect sizes and the resflthe three heterogeneous domains
for each moderator variable considered. Equatiegsired for each meta-analytic
calculation were provided. The next chapter inekidiscussion of the results and

suggestions for future research.
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Discussion

The current meta-analysis explored two researchtoumes: (1) How do the self-
concepts and perceived competencies of gifted stad®mpare with those of nongifted
students and (2) Are there systematic variatiorsueh differences that are best
accounted for by moderator variables?

There are statistically significant differencesviien the global self-concept and
the perceived academic, social, behavioral, athland appearance competencies of
gifted and nongifted students; gifted status inflcess how students view and evaluate
themselves. Gifted students have higher globalcseitept and perceived academic,
behavioral, and social competencies than nongs#tedents. Gifted students have lower
perceived appearance and athletic competence trajifted students (the two physical
domains). These results are consistent with HodeRamzulli's (1993) findings.
However, whereas Hoge and Renzulli’'s meta-analgsisded only 15 studies, the
current meta-analysis incorporated results frorst8dies. Further, while Hoge and
Renzulli (1993) created one “physical” domain imithmeta-analysis, the current meta-
analysis maintained independent perceived appeai@rmpetence and perceived athletic
competence domains. Thus, the current meta-anadysigdes additional information
about how gifted students perceive their looks athdetic abilities.

The extent to which gifted and nongifted studegtsbal self-concepts and
perceived competencies differ varies by domain.séldfferences support the
hypothesis that self-concept is “composed of atatlatively independent dimensions”
(Hoge & Renzulli, 1993, p. 458). The largest effeiek is the result of comparing gifted

and nongifted students’ perceived academic compet@mves= .47). This is expected
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because students were grouped by their acadentity abipotential. Gifted students also
demonstrate significantly higher perceived behalioompetencenfwes= .28). It may

be that gifted students feel that good behaviassociated with strong academics;
additional research on why gifted students rate thehavior so high is required. Gifted
students also have higher global self-conceptiés= .12) and perceived social
competenceniwes= .07). However, the positive effects in the gladnad social domains,
although statistically significant, are particujadiminutive. Cohen (1992) identifies a
small effect as one greater than .20. Thus, thesdts show that, regardless of
significance, gifted students do not have defititthhese domains.

The current meta-analysis examined the influenaaaderator variables for
domains showing heterogeneous effect sizes. Hogi&anzulli (1993) did not find any
significant effects for type of measure, gendgoetgf comparison, or grade level. This
may be because they combined effect sizes froseHitconcept domains instead of
examining the role of moderator variables in indef@nt domains. Examining domains
independently permits closer analysis of the d#fifees between gifted and nongifted
students’ global self-concepts and perceived coemuéts. Differences between gifted
and nongifted students’ perceived social, appe&;aantd athletic competencies are best
accounted for by students’ gifted status. The vanebetween effect sizes in these
domains is approximately that expected by sammingr. However, there are significant
systematic variations between effect sizes in thbad, academic, and behavioral
domains. Results from the current meta-analysisakthat moderator variables hold
significant influence on the degree of differenedween gifted and nongifted students’

perceived academic and behavioral competencies.
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Grade level significantly moderates the differenigetsveen gifted and nongifted
students’ perceived academic and behavioral compiete Thus, it appears that some
areas of perceived competence are subject to davelatal trends (Harter, 1999; Shapka
& Keating, 2005). Social comparison theory sugg#dsis students compare themselves
with others (Festinger, 1954). As students age, ble¢ter differentiate between their own
abilities and those of their peers (Harter, 19@9)ldren become capable of better
differentiating between more areas of self-conegyt perceived competence as they
develop (Dixon, 1998; Shapka & Keating, 2005). Asaitally, the differences between
gifted and nongifted students’ perceived competeémoeased with grade level group,
increasing from a mean weighted effect size ofinlgrades 1-4 to a mean weighted
effect size of .70 in grades 9-12. This is consistath the research suggesting that
students’ abilities to assess their own abilitrepriove as they develop (Harter, 1999;
Shapka & Keating, 2005). Gifted and nongifted stugeare better able to compare their
academic competence with that of their peers, tepthi larger differences in the
perceived competencies of these groups.

The perceived behavioral competence differencasased between grades 1-4
and grades 5-8 but decreased by grades 9-12. Adealmgifted students perceive
themselves differently than their peers throughbeir school years and these differences
strengthen as they continue their educations amthetter able to compare their own
abilities with those of their peers. However, tihegin to view themselves similarly to
their peers in the behavioral domain as they pssgire school. It is unclear whether
nongifted students’ perceived behavioral competénbggher than that of gifted students

because the nongifted groups’ perceived competieoeases or because the gifted
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groups’ perceived competence lowers. Additionadaesh would be beneficial to clarify
whether gifted students’ perceived behavioral caempee decreases in adolescence or
whether nongifted students are simply “catching tgptheir nongifted peers’ perceptions
in this domain.

The moderator variables considered in the curretaranalysis do not account
for differences between gifted and nongifted stasleglobal self-concepts. Global self-
concept is a broad construct and may be subjenflteence from combinations of
confounding variables. Although some measures desgned to measure self-esteem
and others to measure self-concept, results frenPters-Harris, Harter, and other
measures were consistent. For all measures, diffesebetween gifted and nongifted
students’ global self-concepts were smaller thahedts (1992) small effect designation.
The consistent results suggest that the constofigi®bal self-concept and self-esteem,
as assessed by the included measures, are similar.

In contrast to global self-concept, almost everyearator variable accounted for
significant variation in perceived academic compegeeffect sizes and gifted students
had higher perceived academic competence in athieiicomparison (see Table 9). This
is relatively predictable because student groupe \wenerally identified by academic
ability or potential. Gifted students perceive ttahilities higher in areas that involve
their intelligence and reasoning abilities (glolzedademic, social, and behavioral). In
contrast, they perceive their abilities lower ie thore physical appearance and athletic
domains.

The decade in which studies were published or evwrigignificantly moderates the

differences between gifted and nongifted studgmsteived academic competencies.
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Studies from the 1970s showed no differences; hewetudies from the 1980s and
1990s showed similar medium degrees of differenoegs= .48 andnwes= .50,
respectively). This may be due to the creation oferperceived competence measures
during the 1980s. The 13 comparisons from the 1836 from only two studies and
nine of these comparisons used the Piers-HarregsgP1984) measure. In the 1980s,
many self-concept and perceived competence measerescreated. After the
publication of Harter’s perceived competence messs(idarter, 1982, 1985, 1988), fewer
studies used the Piers-Harris (Piers, 1984) measutenany used either Harter’s or
other new measures. It should be noted that thrs-Piarris measure has been revised
since its creation; the studies from the 1970s didale used the older version while
more recent studies would used the more curresiorer

In the global, behavioral, and academic domainsliss using the Piers-Harris
(Piers, 1984) resulted in smaller mean weighteelceéfizes than studies using Harter’s
measures (Harter, 1982, 1985, 1988). This is ingmbtbecause these were the most
common measures researchers chose to measuresedipt and perceived competence.
It may be that these two measures assess sligffdyeit constructs. Indeed, the Piers-
Harris (Piers, 1984) subscales are descriptiveeratian evaluative. Perceived
competence and self-concept involve evaluative @mapts and thus the appropriateness
of researchers using this measure to assess palagmpetence is in need of further
exploration.

Although measure accounts for significant variainceffect sizes for perceived
academic and behavioral competence, results frerthtiee categories of measures

(Piers-Harris, Harter, and Other) are directionatiysistent. However, the most drastic
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difference between measures is the significanecgfice between perceived behavioral
competence effect sizes from Harter’s (1982, 19888) measures and those from other
measures. Comparisons of gifted and nongifted ststlperceived behavioral
competencies using Harter’s (1982, 1985, 1988) ureagesulted in a medium mean
weighted effect sizenfwes= .60) while comparisons using the Piers-Harriser&; 1984)
measure or alternatives resulted in substantiatiglier differencesiwes= .13 and
mwes= .17). Thus, it appears that Harter's measurgsevaluate a different aspect of
perceived behavioral competence than the otheruress

Gifted students have lower perceived appearancatntetic competencies than
their nongifted peers. However, the effects arg gemnall (-.16 and -.24 respectively).
Lower than average perceived appearance and atbtetipetencies may limit the
activities in which gifted students choose to pggsate. Further, low perceived
competencies are associated with emotional probéemdgpoor adaptation to
surroundings (Ablard, 1997; Miserandino, 1996).e Talatively small disadvantage of
gifted students in these areas suggest that résegmurograms focused on physical self-
image may be beneficial as a preventative meastinerrthan an intervention but that
gifted students are not at significant risk forgemns.
Next Steps in Research

Gifted students have higher self-perceptions tlamifted students in four of six
domains. Because gifted students have lower pad@ompetence than nongifted
students in the appearance and athletic domamesxtastep in research is to examine

available interventions in these areas. Hoge amz ik (1993) provide an initial list of
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programs aimed to develop gifted students’ selfeephand perceived competence but
research on their effectiveness is limited.

Although a great deal of research exists on g#tedents’ self-concepts and
perceived competencies, little research examinesdiibed students’ perceived abilities
compare with their actual abilities. Gifted studerdte their abilities higher than
nongifted peers in academic, behavioral, global, sotial domains, but are they actually
more capable in these areas? Being academicalgdgifiay skew the overall self-
concepts of gifted students, positively influencgstgdents’ scores in the social,
behavioral, and global domains. If true, a subseggeestion is why does this trend
towards higher perceived competencies not tramsfphysical domains?

The reporting methods used in studies comparingdydind nongifted students’
self-concepts and perceived competencies are irtensand, often, incomplete. Many
studies lacked detailed information regarding meshand participants. Most studies
reported participants’ grade levels but not thgesa Additionally, most researchers did
not state the definition of giftedness used inghely. Of 106 included studies, 42 did not
provide enough information to confidently code thethod of gifted designation.
Because the current meta-analysis shows that #inerstatistically significant differences
between the self-concepts and perceptions of canpetof those students identified as
gifted and those students not identified as giftes, clear that gifted students do have
common characteristics. However, because therscaneany definitions of giftedness
utilized in schools and studies, further explomnatieould be beneficial to examine

differences between gifted students based on npe@fg information of designation.
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Having established that gifted students have higlayal self-concepts and
higher perceived competence than nongifted studentsee domains, a further step is to
examine the influence of socio-economic status,rac geographic location. The
majority of included studies were from the Unitadt8s, suggesting that generalizing
these findings across nations may be inappropfldte.country in which participants are
educated may influence results and further researptparing the self-concepts and
perceived competencies of gifted and nongiftedesttglin different nations would be
beneficial. The possible influence of urban, subarkand rural settings could provide
additional insight, as well as the types of schodlsarticipating students (private,
public, charter, religious, etc.). Further, it wdlle beneficial to examine the attitudes
towards education, achievement, and giftednesariticpants’ schools, homes, and
communities. How others view giftedness may infeeethe self-perceptions of gifted
and nongifted students. Different states, citiebpsls, or families may lead to different
perceptions for students similar in ability. Unfarately, reporting of information
necessary for this research is inconsistent.

Summary

The current meta-analysis provides additional imisan the global self-concepts
and perceived competencies of gifted and nonggtadents. Consistent with Hoge and
Renzulli’'s (1993) findings, the current meta-anayshowed that gifted students have
significantly higher perceived academic and behavicompetencies than their nongifted
peers. Results also show that gifted students signdficantly lower perceived athletic
competence than their nongifted peers. Althougtissitaally significant differences were

found in all domains, the effect size values ingbeial, appearance, and global domains
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were smaller than Cohen’s (1992) .20 boundaryrwalkeffects, suggesting that, overall,
gifted students do not have relevant deficits saathges in these areas.

The current meta-analysis examined in detail tlleence of moderator variables
on the degree of difference between gifted and fi@agstudents’ perceptions of
themselves, building upon research by Hoge and iRie(iz993). The study shows that
differences between gifted and nongifted studgmsteived academic competencies are
moderated by student grade, gender, study pulditatatus, study year, measure, and
method of gifted designation. The current metayaisilalso shows that measure and
grade are significant moderators of the differermstsveen gifted and nongifted students’
perceived behavioral competence. No significantenatbrs were identified for global
self-concept, although significant heterogeneitglobal self-concept effect sizes is
evident. Differences in the perceived social, ait\@nd appearance competencies of
gifted and nongifted students were significantlynegeneous, suggesting that these
differences are best accounted for by gifted status

The current meta-analysis highlighted flaws inygorting of gifted and self-
concept research. Many studies were rejected beadubke limited reporting of
demographic and result information. Multiple stwdibd not report gifted and nongifted
sample sizes, mean scores by group, or standaratioes by group. Procedural
information such as how gifted students were idiedtiwas often omitted, as was
demographic information such as geographic locastudent enrollment in gifted
programming, type of gifted programming, and eveilent age. Clear reporting

standards should be established for studies oaresif-concept or giftedness because
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the omission of such basic information makes intgipg results inaccurate and, in some

instances, inappropriate.
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Appendix A

Studies Considered for Meta-Analysis

Study Journal Title Year Included? If Not Includ&dhy Not?
1. Ablard Roeper Review 1997 Yes
2. Bain & Bell Gifted Child Quarterly 2004 Yes
3. Brady Dissertation 1988 Yes
4. Brody & Benbow Journal of Youth & Adolescence 1986es
5. Brounstein, Holahan, & Journal of Applied Social 1991 Yes
Dreyden Psychology
6. Chan Gifted Child Quarterly 1988 Yes
7. Chapman & Boersma Perceptual and Motor Skills 1986és
8. Chapman & McAlpine Gifted Child Quarterly 1988 Yes
9. Chaudhari & Ray Indian Journal of Behaviour 1992 sYe
10.Colangelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer Journal of Counselargl 1987 Yes
Development
11.Coleman & Fults Gifted Child Quarterly 1982 Yes
12.Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, Journal for the Education of the 1992 Yes
& Bland Gifted
13.Davis & Connell Gifted Child Quarterly 1985 Yes
14.Feldhusen & Nimlos-Hippen  Gifted Educational Intgranal 1992 Yes
15. Garzarelli & Everhart Adolescence 1993 Yes
16.Gilleland Dissertation 1995 Yes
17.Hotter Dissertation 1986 Yes
18.Jordan Dissertation 1988 Yes
19.Ke Dissertation 1988 Yes
20.Kelly & Colangelo Exceptional Children 1984 Yes

21.Kelly & Jordan Journal of Counseling & 1990 Yes
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Journal Title Year Included? If Not Includ&dhy Not?

22.Ketcham & Snyder
23.Klein & Zehms
24.Lea-Woods & Clunies-Ross
25.Li

26.Loeb & Jay

27.McCoach & Siegle
28.Montague & Van Garderen
29.Pohlman

30.Pyryt & Mendaglio

31.Robinson-Awana, Kehle, &
Jenson

32.Schneider, Clegg, Byrne,
Ledingham, & Crombie

33. Stopper

34.Thatcher

35.Tong & Yewchuk

36.Winne, Woodlands, & Wong

37.Yong & Mcintyre

38.Lewis, Karnes, & Knight

39.Davis
40.Crane

41.Lehman & Erdwins

Development

Psychological Reports 1977 Yes
Roeper Review 1996 Yes
Roeper Review 1995 Yes
Roeper Review 1988 Yes
Gifted Child Quarterly 1987 Yes
Roeper Review 2002 Yes
Journal of Learning Disaéd 2003 Yes
Dissertation 1986 Yes
Journal for the Education of the1994 Yes
Gifted
Journal of Educational 1986 Yes
Psychology
Journal of Educational 1989 Yes
Psychology
Dissertation 1978 Yes
Disseration 1987 Yes
Gifted Child Quarterly 1996 Yes
Journal of Learning Diseibs 1982 Yes
Perceptual and Motor Skills 1991 sve
Psychology in the Schools 998 No Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Dissertation 1995 No Not clear what was being
compared
Dissertation 1987 No Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Gifted Child Quarterly 1981 No dleguate self-concept

reporting

90
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Study Journal Title Year Included? If Not Includ&dhy Not?
42.Kelley Dissertation 1989 No Inadequate self-concept
reporting
43.Mulcahy, Wilgosh, & Peat Canadian Journal of Sgecia 1990 No Inadequate self-concept
Education reporting
44.Callahan, Cornell, & Loyd Journal for the Educatafthe 1990 No Inadequate self-concept
Gifted reporting
45.0’Such, Havertape, & Pierce The Humanist Educator 9791 No Inadequate self-concept
reporting
46.Chovan & Morrison Psychological Reports 1984 No dbguate self-concept
reporting

47.Leroux

48.LeRay
49. Hawkins

50.Colangelo & Pfleger
51.Coleman & Fults
52.Ross & Parker
53.Goldberg & Cornell
54.Delcourt, Lyn, & Rejskind

55.Coleman & Fults
56. Tidwell

57.Janos, Fung, & Robinson

58.Field, Harding, Yando,

Journal for the Education of the 1988 No

Gifted
Dissertation
Dissertation

Roeper Review
Roeper Review
Exceptional Children

1983 No
1992 No

1978 No
1983 No
1980 No

Journal for the Education of thel998 No

Gifted
Journal for the Educatiofithe
Gifted

1997 No

Remedial and Special Education 1985
Gifted Child Quarterly 1980 No
Gifted Child Quarterly 198%0
Adolescence 1998 No

No gifted/nongifted comparisons

No gifted/nongifted camnigons
Inadequate self-concep
reporting
No gfftedgifted comparisons
No giftedffited comparisons
No giitengifted comparisons
Same data as prior publication
already selected
Not quantitative

No gifted/nongifted comparisons
Inadequatdfsoncept
reporting
Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Compasglo not match
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Study

Journal Title Year

Included?

If Not Includ&dhy Not?

Gonzalez, Lasko, Bendell, &
Marks

59. Neufeld & Cozac

60. Mendaglio & Pyryt

61.Lewis & Knight
62.Peters, Ma, Monks, & Ye

63. Colangelo & Assouline
64.Freeman

65. Plucker

66.Van Boxtel & Monks

67.Lu

68.Vaughn, Feldhusen & Asher

69. Karamessinis
70.Milgram & Milgram

71. Swiatek

72.McCallister & Nash
73.Nail & Evans
74.Neihart

Alberta Journal of Educational 1980 No
Research

Teaching Exceptional Children H99No
Gifted Child Quarterly 2000 No
Nurturing Talent (book) 599No
Nurturing Talent (book) 199hl0

Journal for the Education of thel994 No
Gifted

Journal for the Education of the2003 No
Gifted

Journal of Youth and 1992 No
Adolescence
Bulletin of Educational 1982 No
Psychology
Gifted Child Quarterly 919 No

Gifted Child Today 1980 No
Journal of Genetic Psychology B7No
Journal of Youth and 2001 No
Adolescence

Roeper Review 1996 No
Roeper Review 1997 No
Roeper Review 1999 No

domains of self-concept
considered
No self-report measure

Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Nofggd/nongifted comparisons

Inadequate self-concept
reporting

No gifted/nongifted comparisons
Inadequate self-concept
reporting

No gifted/nongifted comparisons

Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Not in English

Meta-analysis of pull-out
programs
Not located
Publication date outside of
desired range
Inadequate self-concept
reporting
Theorética
No self-conaaphparisons
No self-concept caospas
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Study Journal Title Year Included? If Not Includ&dhy Not?
75.Moon & Chung Talent for the Future 1992 No Not quantitative
(proceedings)
76.Sahin Nurturing Talent (book) 1995 No No gifted/gdted comparisons
77.Vallerand, Gagne, Senecal, &Gifted Child Quarterly 1994 No Inadequate self-capic

Pelletier

reporting




Appendix B

Descriptive Information for Included Studies

Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison Year Gender
Status

Ablard 5-8 p OTR ASC, SSC NN 1997 C

Bain & Bell 5-8 p OTR GSC, SSC, ATC, -- 2004 c
PSC

Bracken 5-8 p OTR GSC GN 1980 c

Brady 5-8 u OTR GSC, AsSC GR 1988 m

Brady 5-8 u OTR GSC, AsSC GR 1988 f

Brody & Benbow 5-8 p OTR GSC GR 1986 m

Brody & Benbow 5-8 p OTR GSC GR 1986 f

Brounstein, Holahan, & 5-8 p OTR GSC, ASC, GR 1991 C

Dreyden ATC, PSC

Chan 5-8 p Harter GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 m
ATC

Chan 5-8 p Harter GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 m
ATC

Chan 5-8 p Harter GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 m
ATC

Chan 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 f
ATC

Chan 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 f
ATC

Chan 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1988 f
ATC

Chapman & Boersma 5-8 OTR ASC GR 1986 C

© T

Chapman & McAlpine 5-8 OTR ASC NR 1988 C




Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison  Year Gender
Status
Chaudhari and Ray 5-8 p OTR GSC NR 1992 C
Colangelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer 5-8 p OTR SSC, BSC GR 1987 m
Colangelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer 5-8 p OTR SSC, BSC GR 1987 f
Coleman & Fults 1-4 p PH GSC -- 1982 C
Coleman & Fults 5-8 p PH GSC -- 1982 C
Coleman & Fults 5-8 p PH GSC -- 1982 C
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1-4 p Harter ASC, SSC GR 1992 C
Bland
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1-4 p Harter GSC GR 1992 C
Bland
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1-4 p Harter ASC, SSC GR 1992 C
Bland
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1-4 p Harter GSC GR 1992 C
Bland
Davis & Connell 5-8 p Harter GSC NR 1985 c
Feldhusen & Nimloddippen 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1992 C
Feldhusen & Nimloddippen 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1992 C
Garzarelli & Everhart 5-8 p OTR GSC -- 1993 c
Gilleland 9-12 u Harter All GR 1995 C
Hotter 5-8 u PH ASC, BSC, PSC GR 1986 c
Jordan 5-8 u Harter All GR 1988 C
Ke 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1988 m
PSC
Ke 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1988 f
PSC
Kelly & Colangelo 5-8 p OTR GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1984 m
BSC
Kelly & Colangelo 5-8 p OTR GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1984 f
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Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison  Year Gender

Status
BSC
Kelly & Jordan 5-8 p Harter  ASC, SSC, ATC, GR 1990 m
BSC, PSC
Kelly & Jordan 5-8 p Harter  ASC, SSC, ATC, GR 1990 f
BSC, PSC
Ketcham & Snyder 1-4 p PH GSC -- 1977 C
Klein & Zehms 1-4 p PH GSC GR 1996 f
Klein & Zehms 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1996 f
Klein & Zehms 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1996 f
Lea-Woods & Clunies-Ross 5-8 p OTR GSC GR 1995 f
Li 1-4 p Harter All GR 1988 m
Li 1-4 p Harter All GR 1988 f
Li 5-8 p Harter All GR 1988 m
Li 5-8 p Harter All GR 1988 f
Loeb & Jay 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1987 m
Loeb & Jay 5-8 p PH GSC GR 1987 f
McCoach & Siegle 9-12 p OTR ASC GR 2002 C
Montague & Van Garderen 5-8 p OTR ASC GR 2003 c
Pohlman 1-4 u Harter All GR 1986 m
Pohlman 1-4 u Harter All GR 1986 f
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 m
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 m
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 m
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 m
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 f
Pohlman 5-8 u Harter All GR 1986 f
Pyryt & Mendaglio 9-12 p OTR ASC, SSC, ATC GR 1994 c
Robinson-Awana, Kehle, & 5-8 p OTR GSC GR 1986 m




Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison  Year Gender
Status

Jenson

Robinson-Awana, Kehle, & 5-8 p OTR GSC GR 1986 f
Jenson

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 m
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 m
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 f
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter = GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 f
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter = GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 m
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter  GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 m
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter = GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 f
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 5-8 p Harter = GSC, ASC, SSC, GR 1989 f
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 9-12 p OTR GSC, ASC, GR 1989 m
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC, PSC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 9-12 OTR GSC, ASC, GR 1989
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC, PSC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 9-12 OTR GSC, ASC, GR 1989
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC, PSC

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 9-12 OTR GSC, ASC, GR 1989
Ledingham, & Crombie ATC, PSC

Stopper 1-4 PH GSC, ASC GR 1978
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Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison  Year Gender
Status

Stopper 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Stopper 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 m

Stopper 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Stopper 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 m

Stopper 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Stopper 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 m

Stopper 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Stopper 1-4 u OTR GSC, ASC GR 1978 m

Stopper 1-4 u OTR GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Stopper 1-4 u OTR GSC, ASC GR 1978 m

Stopper 1-4 u OTR GSC, ASC GR 1978 f

Thatcher 1-4 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 5-8 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 9-12 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 9-12 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 9-12 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
PSC

Thatcher 9-12 u PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1987 C
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Study Grade Publication Measure Domains Comparison  Year Gender
Status
PSC
Tong & Yewchuk 9-12 p PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1996 c
PSC
Winne, Woodlands, & Wong  5-8 u OTR GSC, ASC, SSC, NR 1982 C
ATC, PSC
Yong & Mclntyre 5-8 p PH GSC, ASC, BSC, GR 1991 c
PSC
Note: GSC = global self-concept, ASC = perceiveatlamic competence, SSC = perceived social competBSC = perceived
behavioral competence ATC = perceived athletic caemce, PSC = perceived appearance competenceeti&tsize, -- = no

results reported, m = male sample, f = female sapg combined male and female sample, GR = casgreof gifted and regular
classroom students, NR = comparison of nonlabafeztigand regular students, GN = comparison ogditatnd normative data, NN =
comparison of nonlabeled gifted and normative dakh~= Piers-Harris Measure, Harter = one of thragé# perceived competence
measures, u = unpublished study, p = publishedystud



Appendix C
Unweighted Effect Sizes for All Cases
Study Year Sample Gender Grade GSC ASC SSC ATC BSC PSC
Size ES ES ES ES ES ES
Ablard 1997 174 c 5-8 -- .67 .04 -- -- --
Bain & Bell 2004 93 c 5-8 73 -- .70 91 -- .81
Brady 1988 43 m 5-8 .32 A7 -- -- -- --
Brady 1988 55 f 5-8 -.09 .03 -- -- -- --
Brody & Benbow 1986 304 m 5-8 .02 -- -- -- -- --
Brody & Benbow 1986 201 f 5-8 .08 -- -- -- -- --
Brounstein, Holahan, & 1991 434 C 5-8 -.26 .93 -- -.61 -- .59
Dreyden
Chan 1988 58 m 5-8 =11 .38 .06 -.36 -- --
Chan 1988 50 m 5-8 .38 1.30 .29 08 -- --
Chan 1988 49 m 5-8 .61 1.00 .05 -.15 -- --
Chan 1988 55 f 5-8 27 43 13 -.34 -- --
Chan 1988 50 f 5-8 .85 1.59 .38 .68 -- --
Chan 1988 63 f 5-8 80 1.28 50 .01 -- --
Chapman &Boersma 1986 109 C 5-8 -- 75 -- -- -- --
Chapman &McAlpine 1988 100 C 5-8 -- 98 -- -- -- --
Chaudhari &Ray 1992 105 C 5-8 .66 -- -- -- -- --
Colangelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer 1987 113 m 5-8 -- -- 17 -- .29 --
Colangelo, Kelly, & Schrepfer 1987 110 f 5-8 -- -- 20 -- A1 --
Coleman and Fults 1982 48 C 1-4 =31 -- -- -- -- --
Coleman and Fults 1982 44 C 5-8 -.94 -- -- -- -- --
Coleman and Fults 1982 42 C 5-8 -.68 -- -- -- -- --
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1992 708 C 1-4 -- .16 .16 -- -- --

Bland
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Study Year SampleGender Grade GSC ASC SSC ATC BSC PSC
Size ES ES ES ES ES ES
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1992 652 C 1-4 15 -- -- -- -- --
Bland
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1992 305 C 1-4 -- .00 -.13 -- -- --
Bland
Cornell, Delcourt, Goldberg, & 1992 154 C 1-4 .00 -- -- -- -- --
Bland
Davis & Connell 1985 125 C 5-8 .30 -- -- -- -- --
Feldhusen & Nimloddippen 1992 29 C 5-8 24 -- -- -- -- --
Feldhusen & Nimloddippen 1992 37 C 5-8 .80 -- -- -- --
Garzarelli & Everhart 1993 66 C 5-8 46 -- -- -- -- --
Gilleland 1995 71 c 9-12 -.21 .85 -.76 -.66 22 .18
Hotter 1986 86 C 5-8 -- .62 -- -- .28 .19
Jordan 1988 60 C 5-8 .26 2.38 -.45 -.66 1.17 -.18
Ke 1988 60 m 1-4 -.09 .06 -- -- -.22 -.10
Ke 1988 60 f 1-4 .63 91 -- -- 24 72
Kelly & Colangelo 1984 124 m 5-8 .60 -.74 .36 -- 31 --
Kelly & Colangelo 1984 117 f 5-8 22 -.49 .18 -- .07 --
Kelly & Jordan 1990 30 m 5-8 -- 1.39 .09 -.02 54 -.07
Kelly & Jordan 1990 30 f 5-8 -- 2.07 52 .34 76 -.07
Ketcham & Snyder 1977 72 c 1-4 12 -- -- -- -- --
Klein & Zehms 1996 29 f 1-4 .30 -- -- -- -- --
Klein & Zehms 1996 61 f 5-8 -.01 -- -- -- -- --
Klein & Zehms 1996 44 f 5-8 -.67 -- -- -- -- --
Lea-Woods 1995 158 f 5-8 .55 -- -- -- -- --
Li 1988 25 m 1-4 13 .65 .02 -.64 .36 -.22
Li 1988 26 f 1-4 22 .94 -.40 -.99 .55 -.92
Li 1988 25 m 5-8 .09 A7 -.07 .05 .32 .38
Li 1988 22 f 5-8 .38 1.34 .33 -.25 91 -.21



Study Year SampleGender Grade GSC ASC SSC ATC BSC PSC
Size ES ES ES ES ES ES

Loeb & Jay 1987 106 m 5-8 .01 -- -- -- -- --

Loeb & Jay 1987 121 f 5-8 31 -- -- -- -- --

McCoach & Siegle 2002 352 C 9-12 -- 1.04 -- -- -- --

Montague & Van Garderen 2003 90 C 5-8 -- 27 -- -- -- --

Pohlman 1986 16 m 1-4 1.13 1.15 A7 .02 -.57 -.02

Pohlman 1986 10 f 1-4 -51 1.00 .36 -.64 45 -.10

Pohlman 1986 24 m 5-8 43 1.37 .36 31 1.11 -.18

Pohiman 1986 24 m 5-8 .33 2.02 -.07 -.18 1.02 -.06

Pohlman 1986 18 m 5-8 .00 1.48 =77 -1.49 .55 10

Pohiman 1986 8 m 5-8 .26 3.12 43 -74 1.72 -.04

Pohiman 1986 8 f 5-8 .59 1.02 21 =11 52 11

Pohiman 1986 8 f 5-8 .78 .93 .60 .00 94 -71

Pyryt & Mendaglio 1994 88 c 9-12 -- 1.15 55 28 -- --

Robinson-Awana, Kehle, & 1986 50 m 5-8 .04 -- -- -- -- --
Jenson

Robinson-Awana, Kehle, & 1986 50 f 5-8 49 -- -- -- -- --
Jenson

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 71 m 5-8 -.18 .66 -.11 -.40 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 68 m 5-8 57 16 .79 .00 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 48 m 5-8 -.27 1.11 -.46 .09 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 55 m 5-8 .02 A1 -.16 -.20 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 73 f 5-8 15 .98 -.30 -.24 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie

Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 74 f 5-8 -.30 -.12 -.02 -.63 -- --
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Study Year SampleGender Grade GSC ASC SSC ATC BSC PSC
Size ES ES ES ES ES ES
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 70 f 5-8 -.04 1.26 -.14 -.45 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 61 f 5-8 .07 .34 -.26 -.11 -- --
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 59 m 9-12 -.23 .33 -- .04 -- -.32
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 43 m 9-12 -.15 .01 -- 10 -- .18
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 80 f 9-12 .52 .61 -- .06 -- .09
Ledingham, & Crombie
Schneider, Clegg, Byrne, 1989 41 f 9-12 .61 .52 -- -.21 -- A2
Ledingham, & Crombie
Stopper 1978 35 m 1-4 .54 45 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 57 f 1-4 .05 .32 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 55 m 5-8 -.20 -.48 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 49 f 5-8 -.20 -.89 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 47 m 1-4 -.12 .39 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 54 f 1-4 -.35 .08 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 44 m 5-8 .53 A7 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 45 f 5-8 -.04 31 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 44 m 1-4 -.61 -.30 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 56 f 1-4 .35 .08 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 43 m 1-4 -.17 -.53 -- -- -- --
Stopper 1978 41 f 1-4 -.52 .30 -- -- -- --
Thatcher 1987 20 c 1-4 -.54 -.72 -- -- -.06 -.32
Thatcher 1987 24 c 5-8 27 74 -- -- .00 -.17
Thatcher 1987 19 c 5-8 1.15 .60 -- -- .95 19



Study Year SampleGender Grade GSC ASC SSC ATC BSC PSC
Size ES ES ES ES ES ES
Thatcher 1987 19 c 5-8 49 .64 -- -- 1.42 .06
Thatcher 1987 20 c 5-8 41 42 -- -- .20 51
Thatcher 1987 20 C 9-12 -.08 .36 -- -- -.30 -.29
Thatcher 1987 21 C 9-12 -.72 -.68 -- -- -.69 -.59
Thatcher 1987 19 C 9-12 12 .28 -- -- -.53 12
Thatcher 1987 18 C 9-12 -21 .20 -- -- =47 .06
Tong & Yewchuk 1996 78 C 9-12 -.16 .36 -- -- -.06 -.05
Winne, Woodlands, & Wong 1982 118 C 5-8 -.03 31 -.12 27 -- -.21
Yong & Mclntyre 1991 80 c 5-8 .26 31 -- -- .56 -.15

Note: GSC = global self-concept, ASC = perceiveadaenic competence, SSC = perceived social comgetB&E = perceived
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behavioral competence, ATC= perceived athletic atemce, PSC = perceived appearance competence,dif8at size, -- = no
results reported, m = male sample, f = female s&npkE combined male and female sample.
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Appendix D
Output from Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) MeanES Macro
Table D1

Global Self-Concept MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
85. 000 -.922 1.097 . 334
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model ----------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed L1171 . 0625 L1717 . 0279 4.2023 . 0000
Random . 1246 . 0466 . 2026 . 0398 3.1306 . 0017
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 047798
------- Honogeneity AnalySis -----------mmmmmm o
Q df p
143. 8504 84. 0000 . 0001

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----
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Table D2

Perceived Academic Competence MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
72.000 -.871 2.016 . 498
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model --------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed . 4716 . 4147 . 5285 . 0290 16. 2534 . 0000
Random . 4817 . 3546 . 6089 . 0649 7.4250 . 0000
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 196964
------- Honogeneity AnalySis ----------ommmmmm e
Q df p
295. 1345 71. 0000 . 0000

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----



Table D3

Perceived Social Competence MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
40. 000 -.753 . 783 . 282
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model --------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed . 0711 . 0003 . 1419 . 0361 1.9678 . 0491
Random . 0656 -.0356 . 1668 . 0516 1. 2700 . 2041
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 031065
------- Honogeneity AnalySis ----------ommmmmm e
Q df p
60. 9348 39. 0000 . 0139

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----
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Table D4

Perceived Athletic Competence MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
36. 000 -.959 . 667 . 327
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model --------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed -. 2437 -.3344 -.1531 . 0463  -5.2699 . 0000
Random -. 2013 -. 3171 -. 0856 .0590 -3.4100 . 0006
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 033721
------- Honogeneity AnalySis ----------ommmmmm e
Q df p
49. 9127 35. 0000 . 0489

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----
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Table D5

Perceived Behavioral Competence MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
34. 000 -. 666 1.493 . 415
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model --------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed . 2829 . 1710 . 3948 . 0571 4.9541 . 0000
Random . 3045 . 1533 . 4557 . 0771 3.9474 . 0001
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 067795
------- Honogeneity AnalySis ----------ommmmmm e
Q df p
52. 8235 33. 0000 . 0157

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----
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Table D6

Perceived Appearance Competence MeanES Output

***x%  Meta-Analytic Results **x**

------- Distribution Description ------------mmmmmmm oo

N Mn ES Max ES Whtd SD
33. 000 -.589 . 491 . 282
------- Fi xed & Random Effects Model --------------mmmomo
Mean ES - 959 +95%CI SE Z P
Fi xed -.1591 -. 2617 -. 0565 . 0523 -3.0399 . 0024
Random -.1591 -. 2617 -. 0565 . 0523  -3.0399 . 0024
------- Random Ef fects Variance Conponent ------------------------
% = . 000000
------- Honogeneity AnalySis ----------ommmmmm e
Q df p
28. 9233 32. 0000 . 6231

Random effects v estimted via noniterative nethod of nmonents.

------ END MATRI X -----
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Appendix E
Sample Output from Lipsey and Wilson’s (2001) Mekd&cro.

Global Self-Concept and Gender
****x* | nverse Variance Wi ghted Oneway ANOVA ****x
*xx*x*  Fixed Effects Mbdel via OLS *****

------- Anal og ANOVA tabl e (Honmogeneity Q -------

Q df p
Bet ween 4.0441 2.0000 . 1324
Wt hin 139. 8063 82. 0000 . 0001
Tot al 143. 8504 84. 0000 . 0001
------- Qby Goup -------
G oup Q df p
1.0000 31.7676 27.0000 . 2408
2.0000 43.2782 29.0000 . 0429
3.0000 64.7605 26.0000 . 0000
------- Ef fect Size Results Tot al
Mean ES SE  -95% +95%C z P N
Tot al L1171 . 0279 . 0625 L1717 4.2023 . 0000 85.0000
------- Effect Size Results by Goup -------
G oup Mean ES SE  -95%C +95%C z P N
1. 0000 . 0785 .0535 -.0263 . 1833 1. 4680 . 1421 28. 0000
2.0000 . 1994 . 0495 . 1023 . 2965  4.0263 . 0001 30.0000
3. 0000 . 0793 .0434  -.0058 . 1643 1.8268 . 0677 27.0000

------ END MATRI X -----



