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The purpose of this paper was to develop a parent rating scale targeted at screening
children in terms of giftedness. 292 parents of gifted and typical students participated
in the study. Of the parents, 170 were female while 122 were male. In the study, parents
were asked to indicate the prominent characteristics of their gifted children and 10 items
were identified after the characteristics were examined by two experts. It was seen to that
the items determined were compatible with the items in the parent rating scales in the
literature. Content, construct and criterion-related validities were examined while the
Cronbach alpha value as a sign of reliability was also examined. Content validity was
approved by two experts, Kendall’s coefficient of concordance was calculated to determine
inter-expert agreement and found to be 0.80. Confirmatory factor analysis results also
supported a one-factor solution for an 8-item instrument. A comparison of scores given
by parents of gifted and typical students also revealed a significant difference between
two groups of the parents in favor of the parents having gifted children. The Cronbach’s
alpha value was found to be 0.78, an acceptable value for internal consistency. Therefore,
the Short-Form Parent Rating Scale (SFPRS) may be used to screen practically gifted
children by the parents without using boring and long instruments. In addition, not
checking convergent and divergent validity, test-retest reliability and measurement
invariance are seen as the limitations of this paper.
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llesibto faHHOM paboThl 6blIa pa3paboTKa KpaTKOW GOpPMbI LIKaJibl, Ipe/JHA3HAaYeHHOU
JUIS1 OLLeHKU POJUTeNSIMUA OJJapeHHOCTH UX JAeTel. B ncciesoBaHMU NPUHAIU yYacThe
292 popuTessi ofapeHHbIX U OObIYHBIX y4eHUKOB. Cpeji ONpOLIeHHbIX poAuTesen —
170 keHIMH U 122 Myx4uHbl. B X04€ ucciaefoBaHUS poAuTeNied NMPOCUJIU YKa3aThb
HauboJiee 3HaYMMble XapaKTepPUCTUKHU UX OJlapeHHBIX ieTel. Ha o0cHOBaHMU 3KCIIepTHOM
OL|€HKH Bbl/leJIEHHBIX XapaKTePUCTHUK ObliM 0To6paHbl 10 nyHKTOB. Bbl/10 ycTaHOBJIEHO,
YTO OlpeJesIeHHble IKCIIePTaMU MYHKThI CONNOCTABUMBbI C MyHKTAMU APYTUX OL,€HOYHBIX
IIKaJ JJi POAWTeNel, NPUBeJeHHbIX B JIMTepaType. bblin M3y4yeHbl copepkaTesbHas,
KOHCTPYKTHasi M KpUTepUasJbHasd BaJWJHOCTb LIKaJbl, IOKa3aTeJb HaJAeXHOCTHU
omnpeJesieH C IOMOLIbIO0 pacyeTa 3Ha4eHUs a-Kponbaxa. ComepxaTesibHasA BaJlUJHOCTb
NoATBeEPXK/eHa ByMs sKcnepTaMu, KoadpduuueHT cornacusg Kenganna cocrasua 0,80.
KondupmaTopHbili PaKTOPHBbIM aHAJU3 MOATBEPAUJ OJHO(PAKTOPHOE pelleHUe AJs
TecTa U3 8 nMyHKTOB. CpaBHEHHE OLIEHOK, NMOJYYEHHBbIX OT pOJAUTeJied OJapeHHbIX U
0OBIYHBIX YYEHUKOB, TaKXKe BbISIBUJI0 3HAYUTEJbHYIO Pa3HULY MeXAy JBYyMs IpynnaMu
poAuTesell B NOJIb3y pOAUTesNeld, HMeKUUX OJAPEHHBbIX JAeTel. YCTaHOBJIEHHOE
3HaueHue o-Kponb6axa=0,78 daBisgeTcd mnpuemjeMblM 3Ha4yeHHEM BHYTpPEHHeEHU
COrJIacOBaHHOCTU. TakuM o06pa3oM, KpaTkasd ¢opma ILIKaJbl OLEHKH pOAUTENSIMH
ogapeHHocTH AeTed (SFPRS) mMoxkeT mpuMeHATBbCS /i1 OLlEHKH OJlapeHHBIX JleTel 6e3
UCIOJIb30BAaHUSl YTOMUTEJNbHBIX U JIOJTUX [JI 3amnoJiHeHHUsl TecToB. OrpaHHYeHUEM
JlaHHON paboThl fIBJASIETCA OTCYTCTBUE MPOBEPKHM KOHBEPIEHTHOW U JIUBEPreHTHOU
BaJINJJHOCTH, TECT-PETECTOBOM HaEKHOCTU U MHBAPUAHTHOCTHU U3MEPEHU .

KiiloueBble c/10Ba: poiUTEIbCKas OLlEHKA, OJJapeHHbIEe [IeTH, BAJIUJHOCTb, Ha/IEXKHOCTb,
pa3paboTKa IKaJIbl.

BiarogapHocTu. ABTOpHI BeIpaxkatoT 6s1arogapHocthb npodeccopy M.C. Kokcany 3a ero
BKJIa/| B MCCJIE[JOBAHUE.
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Introduction

Screening tools for gifted children play fundamental roles in identification of gifted
students [8; 27]. Teacher and parent rating scales are frequently used for screening purposes,
teacher rating scales specifically are used more than parent rating scales for screening purposes
[8]. Parents might not be experienced about evaluating children and they might not have the
time for long instruments for screening purposes. Hence, the characteristics of teacher and
parent rating instruments should be studied from a different approach. Parent rating
instruments should be short and their content should be easily understandable. The
development of short and understandable parent rating scales is necessary to make the screening
process more effective and efficient. Clark [7] stated that screening should be effective and
efficient. An effective screening involves correctly determining a high percentage of gifted
children while efficient screening means not determining high rates of children who are not
gifted. To provide effective and efficient parent ratings for gifted children, there is aneed for reliable
and valid screening instruments [11].

Screening instruments in literature might be classified into three different groups: Short
forms of intelligence tests [1; 3], teacher rating scales [13] and parent rating scales [24].
However, parent rating scales are not taken into consideration as much as teacher rating scales and
short-form intelligence tests [36]. Moreover, existent parent rating scales such as PGRS (72-item), the
Characteristics of Giftedness Scale (25-item) [17; 40], the Gifted and Talented Evaluation Scales
(50-item) [15] and the Scales for Identifying Gifted Students (84-item) [25] have a high number
of items. In arecent study [36], it was revealed that only two parent rating scales are mentioned
in the PsycINFO database. In this study, The Web of Science database was searched with the
keywords “parent rating scale*” and “gifted*”. Four different parent rating scales were
determined and it was seen that they had a number of items over 25. Schmitt et al. [36]
criticized the existent parent rating scales for gifted children from the position that these
instruments do not ask questions appropriate to parents, since they involve the restatement of
the same items in teacher rating scales. The authors also stated that the existent parent rating
scales require a lot of time to complete. They gave the Scales for Identifying Gifted Students as
an example, completing this instrument might take 1 hour.

A limited number of parent rating scales for gifted children in literature and a high
number of items in them are the main rationales of this study. In this study, SFPRS will be
developed to contribute to both research and screening purposes in gifted education. The main
purpose of this study was to develop a short-form parent rating scale to assess children for
giftedness. The hypotheses of the study were that (1) the SFPRS is a valid and reliable
measurement tool and can be used for screening purposes in the identification of gifted
students and (2) that parents with gifted children will rate their children higher than parents
without gifted children.
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Theoretical Background of the SFPRS

The SFPRS was developed as a one-dimensional scale to measure parents’ assessment
of giftedness, this structure is based on the implicit theories of parents about giftedness.
Implicit theories are the system of judgments that individuals form in their own minds as a
result of their experiences [44]. These judgments continue to remain in the minds of individuals
unless they are revealed as a result of an interaction. Sternberg [44] states that perhaps the
most accurate way to reveal implicit theories is to ask people directly what the concept is.
In this study, parents were asked about the prominent characteristics of gifted children in order
to determine the scale items and to reveal parents’ implicit theories. This is because parents’
implicit theories reflect their deep observations about giftedness. Based on the studies of
Dweck & Leggett [10] and Dweck [9], the implicit theories of parents about giftedness can be
defined as parents’ beliefs about the nature of giftedness, that is, the beliefs about the
changeability and effort requirement of giftedness. It can be said that these beliefs interact with
the performance and potential of children, so they are fundamental in assessing giftedness. This
is due to the fact that screening gifted children by parent rating requires determining specific
behaviors reflecting giftedness, which are determined by implicit theories of parents about
giftedness. When the literature is examined, it is possible to come across many studies that
examine parents’ implicit theories of giftedness [2; 5; 31; 34; 38; 42]. These studies show that
examining parents’ implicit theories can help reveal the indicators of giftedness. Therefore,
in this study, the items of the SFPRS were determined by asking the parents first, and then two
experts examined them in terms of content validity. Beginning from the items involving
behaviors associated with implicit theories of parents has advantages in this study. First of all,
there is a theory underlying the existing parent rating scales in literature. However, these
theories are not suitable for every culture or educational system. Therefore, it seems
advantageous to start with the implicit theories of parents. Moreover, beginning from parents’
implicit theories can provide a way to use the appropriate language and behaviors in the
instrument. It may also alleviate the application of the instrument in terms of providing familiar
and known content for evaluation (for example, using “reaction time is short” as an item might
have a similar meaning for raters). Moreover, it may reflect culturally valuable behaviors
in homes in terms of giftedness in the instrument. Therefore, the SFPRS is based on the implicit
beliefs of parents about giftedness and it is composed of items suggested by the parents of gifted
children.

Methods

Research Design

In this study, an instrument development approach involving the collection of validity
and reliability evidence was used. Construct validity, criterion-related validity and content
validity were examined and Cronbach’s alpha reliability was calculated in the study.

Participants

The participants involved 292 parents of gifted and typical students. Of the parents,
170 were female while 122 were male. The number of parents with gifted children is 255. The
gifted students were enrolled in a gifted program (after-school program) while the other
students were in typical schools. The age of the children ranged from 5 to 17.
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Procedure

The determination of the scale items started by asking parents (f = 22) about the prominent
behaviors of their children. Then, ten of the behaviors mentioned by the parents (f=30) were
selected by two giftedness experts. Hence, content validity was checked by two experts on gifted
education. Kendall's coefficient of concordance was calculated to determine inter-expert
agreement and was found to be 0.80. Kendall’s coefficient of concordance is used to assess inter-
expert agreement in ordinal scales. Kendall W ranges from 0 “no agreement” to 1 “full agreement”
[21]. According to this value, there is a high level of agreement between the experts.

A ten-item scale as a short-form was chosen to develop in this study, since parents
generally prefer not to use long versions of evaluation instruments or they can find the long
version of the instruments boring and complex. The items in the scale and the scaling range are
represented in table 1.

Table 1

The items of the scale and the scaling range

[tems Scaling Range

Fast learning 1 (never) .......crvsssrsnsssenennnn 3 (@lways)
Strong memory 1 (NEVET) wivvvereer e e 5 (always)
Effective problem solving 1 (NEVET) wovvvereer e 5 (always)
Long attention span 1 (NEVET) wovvveveee e e 5 (always)
Asking questions out of curiosity 1 (NEVEr) oot 5 (always)
Being an effective observer 1 (NEVEr) wovcvvver e 5 (always)
Being a creative thinker 1 (NeVEr) wooecever et 5 (always)
Showing high mathematical ability 1 (NEVEr) wovvcever e 5 (always)
Being curious 1 (never) ...ccvvnsnsennnnen > (@lways)
Quick adaptation to new situations 1 (NEVEr) wovvcever e 5 (always)

Note. The items highlighted in bold were later removed from the measurement tool because they did not
meet the assumptions.

The characteristics expressed in the items are among the characteristics mentioned
in literature as the characteristics of gifted individuals. It is emphasized in literature that gifted
individuals are of fastlearning [7; 40], have a strong memory [23; 40], effective problem solving
[7], a long attention span [23; 40; 45], ask questions out of curiosity [33; 40], are effective
observers [45], creative thinkers [6], show high mathematical ability [18; 23], are curious [7;
46], are quick at adapting to new situations [7].

97



Atidun Kapadxca L., Kuaunaic L. Aydin-Karaca S, Kilinc S.

Paspab6oTka kpaTkoi ¢opmMbl [lIkasbl oieHKU Development of the Short-Form Parent Rating
poauTeasiMu oflapeHHOCTH AeTelt (SFPRS) Scale (SFPRS) for Screening Gifted Children
Knunuyeckas u crieniiajibHas ICUXO0JIOT U Clinical Psychology and Special Education
2023.Tom 12. N2 4. C. 93-106. 2023.Vol. 12, no. 4, pp. 93-106

After determining the items, two researchers (doctoral students in the gifted education
program) reached the parents through the after-school program coordinator after taking
formal permissions. Then, they informed the parents and took informed-consent for the
research through the help of the coordinator. The form involving the descriptive information
partand rating part for giftedness was shared with the parents via e-mail. After taking the forms
from the parents, they were recorded into an excel file by using codes for the parents. The cut-off
score of 2.5 was determined to distinguish gifted and non-gifted children. Scores of 2.5 and
above indicate gifted children.

Data Analysis

In the analysis of the data, descriptive statistics, reliability analysis and validity analysis
were done by SPSS 20 and AMOS 22. In descriptive statistics, the minimum and maximum
values, the mean and standard deviations of scores on each item were calculated. In reliability
analysis, Cronbach’s alpha value for one-factor scale was calculated while confirmatory factor
analysis for construct validity was done for the one-factor solution. In reliability analysis,
Cronbach’s alpha for the observed responses over 0.7 was accepted as good [4; 29]. Kendall’s
W test was used to examine content validity. Also, criterion-related validity was examined by
comparing the scores given by the parents for the identified gifted students and typical
students. The F-test was used for intergroup comparisons.

In construct validity anlaysis, different goodness-of-fit indices were used to check the fit
of the one-factor solution. The first index was chi-square/degrees of freedom (x2/df) ratio [37].
For an acceptable fit value, this ratio should be less than five [37]. Also, the model fit was
evaluated using four other fit indices, including the root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA), the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), and the normed fit
index (NFI). Literature reveals that good fit was achieved for CFI, NFI and GFI when they were
higher than 0.90, but the RMSEA value should be less than 0.08 [16; 19; 22; 35].

Results

In the study, the multivariate normality and existence of outliers were checked before the
confirmatory factor analysis and the data was found appropriate to go further with the analysis
after the exclusion of item 1 and 9 due to their violation of the univariate normality assumption.
The correlation matrix for data analysis with an eight-item instrument was examined and it was
found that multicollinearity was not the case and all of the scores on the items were significantly
associated with each other (p < 0.05). The matrix can be seen in Table 2.

Based on the correlation evidence among the scores on the instrument, confirmatory
factor analysis (maximum likelihood method) for the one-factor solution was conducted. Values
for the indices of x2/df ratio, RMSEA, RMR, GFI, CFI and NFI were 3.17, 0.08, 0.04, 0.95, 0.93 and
0.93, respectively. The results revealed that all of the fit values (x?/df ratio, RMSEA, RMR, GFI,
CFI and NFI were in acceptable ranges [16; 19; 22; 35]. The factor loadings of the items ranged
from 0.494 to 0.73. Cronbach’s alpha value for the one-factor scale was found to be 0.78 and it
was found acceptable [14]. Figure 1 represents the factor structure of the scale and related
unstandardized regression weights.
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Table 2

Correlation matrix table (Pearson correlation)

Items Items
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1 -
2 0.43 -
3 0.35 0.47 -
4 0.34 0.22 0.27 -
5 0.35 0.36 0.26 0.49 -
6 0.28 0.36 0.23 0.34 0.46 -
7 0.28 0.44 0.47 0.17 0.22 0.24 -
8 0.33 0.38 0.31 0.32 0.30 0.31 0.18 -

g2 g3 g4 QF Q.F g7 g8 g10

Fig. 1. Factor structure of the scale and related unstandardized regression weights

Criterion-related Validity

The scores on the instrument were also compared in terms of previous history of being
identified or not. In the sample, there were 37 parents that have typical children while there
were 255 parents that have gifted children. As validity evidence, the parents that have gifted
children should give higher scores to their children than the parents that have typical children.
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For comparison, the F-test was applied to the data and the analysis showed that there was a
statistically significant difference between the scores given by the parents in favor of the
parents that have gifted children (X;=4.38, X>=4.20, F=4.31, df=1.290, p = 0.03, Partial
n?=0.02).

Descriptive Findings

The descriptive analysis showed that parents rated their children over 3.90 in general.
This means that the parents saw their children as gifted if the behaviors in the scale were shown
frequently. Table 3 represents the descriptive findings of the study.

Table 3
Descriptive findings on the items
[tems Min. Max Mean SD I'tot Allgihe [Tz
deleted

Strong memory 2 5 4.58 0.64 0.54 0.76
Effective problem solving 2 5 4.27 0.72 0.73 0.74
Long attention span 1 5 3.96 0.91 0.69 0.75
Asking question out of curiosity 2 5 4.65 0.62 0.57 0.77
Being an effective observer 2 5 4.58 0.68 0.62 0.76
Being a creative thinker 2 5 4.44 0.67 0.62 0.76
Showing high mathematical ability 1 5 4.26 0.78 0.61 0.77
Quick adaptation to new situations 1 5 4.09 0.94 0.63 0.77

The mean of the total scores given by the parents on the instrument was 4.37 (the
standard deviation is 0.47.) in a range between 2.50 and 5.00.

Discussion

In this study, the aim was to develop a short-form parent rating scale that aims
to evaluate children in terms of giftedness. The items of the instrument were determined by
asking the parents of gifted children about the manifest characteristics of their children
in terms of giftedness. In this way, it is aimed to find items based on the implicit theories
of parents. Implicit theories express the judgments that individuals form in their minds as
aresult of their lives and experiences [44]. Sternberg [44] stated that the shortest way to reveal
implicit theories is to directly ask individuals what the characteristics related to giftedness are.
Therefore, to determine the items that should be included in this study, data was collected by
asking the parents about the implicit theories in their minds about giftedness, and it was
considered important to collect data from the parents since the developed scale was a parent
rating scale. It is an important contribution to developing the gifted rating scale since beginning
to find items by using the jargon of the parents alleviates the establishing of a common parent
language for the parents of gifted children. Another contribution of this study is that the
instrument has lesser number of items and short phrases for gifted characteristics. As it is
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known, parents are not as acquainted as teachers in assessing their children’s giftedness and
they cannot spare a long time for rating their children [36]. Hence, the 8-item instrument with
short phrases was validated in this study.

In literature, it is frequently said that the participation of parents in the identification
process is as important as the participation of the teacher [28; 47]. When the literature is
examined, it is seen that there are studies stating that parents are an excellent resource for
getting information about the giftedness of children [26; 39; 41] and that parents’ ability to
recognize giftedness is seen as the most reliable source by many researchers [20; 48]. In this
study, it was also seen that the parents provided consistent and reliable information about their
gifted children. In line with this finding, Loeber et al. [25] also found that mothers provided
more useful information than teacher ratings or children’s self-reports.

Based on the findings of this study, it can be said that the validity and reliability of the
parent rating scale were found acceptable and the instrument might be used for screening
purposes in gifted education. According to the results, the Cronbach’s Alpha (reliability) value
of the SFPRS was found to be 0.78. Considering that there are 8 items in the assessment scale
developed, it can be concluded that the reliability of the test is high [4; 29]. When the literature
is examined, it is stated that the reliability will increase as the number of items increases [12;
43]. When the reliability values of existing parent rating scales [24; 30] were examined, it was
seen that although the number of items was higher than SFPRS, Cronbach’s Alpha was close to
SFPRS. This finding can be interpreted as SFPRS being a reliable measurement tool.

In the study, different goodness-of-fit indices such as NFI, RMSEA, RMR, GFI, and CFI
were used to check the suitability of the one-factor solution in the construct validity analysis.
The first index was the chi-square/degrees of freedom (x2/df) ratio. For an acceptable fit value,
this ratio should be less than five [37]. In literature, it is revealed that good fit index is achieved
for CFI, NFI, and GFI when it is higher than 0.90, but the RMSEA value should be less than 0.08
[16; 19; 22; 35]. This situation can be interpreted as SFPRS being a valid instrument.

As aresult of the descriptive analysis of the research, it was determined that the parents
generally rated their children above 3.90. This shows that parents see their children as gifted
when they frequently display behaviors on the scale. However, as proof of validity, parents with
gifted children were expected to give their children higher scores than parents with non-gifted
children. When the data obtained from the parents of gifted and non-gifted children was
compared, it was concluded that the scores given to their children by the parents with gifted
children were higher. Similarly, Schmitt et al. [36], revealed that there were significant
differences between students who were identified as gifted students, and gifted children were
rated with higher scores by parents than non-gifted children.

In the study conducted by Schmitt et al. [36], it is stated that parents will not complete
these scales due to a large number of items and the long response time in the parent rating
scales in literature. Considering the Scales for Identifying Gifted Students [32] parent form, it is
seen that the response time can be up to 1 hour. The average response time of the developed
SFPRS is around 10 minutes, which is one of the strengths of this rating scale. Having a
theoretical background based on the work of Silverman [40] is another strength of SFPRS
compared to other scales in literature. In addition, a predictive evaluation was made with
8 items in the SFPRS and this can be considered as one of the strengths of the measurement tool.
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It is thought that the SFPRS developed within the scope of this research can be used by
parents to ask themselves questions when they have doubts about their children’s giftedness,
and can be integrated into the identification models of schools or districts, or integrated into
other measurement tools. In addition, measurements can be provided in a way that qualitative
elements can be easily integrated by using SFPRS.

Limitations and Prospects of the Study

292 parents with gifted and non-gifted children participated in this study and an 8-item
short-form parent rating scale was used. The number of participants and the number of items
in the scale can be considered as a limitation of this research. Although this research was
developed as a scale that parents can answer in a short time and easily, it can be recommended
to increase the number of participants and the number of items in the parent rating scales to be
developed in future studies. In this study, a 5-point Likert scale was used to provide optimum
variance. Because Likert-type scaling does not have the same function for every culture, it may
be suggested to use different scaling methods instead of Likert-type scaling in future parent
rating scales to provide more detailed data about the student. In this study, construct validity
was examined to test the validity of the scale. A limitation of this study is that convergent and
divergent validity, test-retest reliability and measurement invariance were not verified. In
addition, researchers may be advised to use concurrent validity and divergent validity. Since
the indicators of giftedness may differ in different cultures, it may be recommended to compare
the SFPRS with different cultures for future research. It is recommended that a similar study be
conducted to develop short forms of teacher rating scales. Additionally, future studies might
investigate the correlations of this scale with teacher ratings of similar constructs and other
criterion measures, like standardized tests of IQ, academic achievement, and other talents.

The findings suggest that this scale may be a suitable assessment tool for school-based
use. This study provides preliminary evidence that the SFPRS offers a promising short-parent
rating scale for use by school systems and researchers. As a result of the study, it is
recommended to increase data sources by including parent rating scales in screening processes.

Conclusions

The aim of this study was to develop a short-form measurement tool for parents to rate
giftedness. The study group consisted of parents of gifted and typical students. In order to determine
the items of the scale, parents were asked questions about the prominent characteristics of their
gifted children and the opinions of two field experts were obtained. After the expert opinions,
10 items were determined. While examining the content, the construct and criterion-related
validity of the scale, Cronbach’s alpha value was also examined as an indicator of reliability.
As aresult of the analysis, a one-factor solution was supported for the 8-item instrument.
According to the results of the analyses, the instrument was found to be valid and reliable. The
comparison of the scores given by the parents of gifted and normal students revealed that there
was a significant difference between the two groups of parents in favor of parents with gifted
children. Therefore, the SFPRS can be practically used by parents to screen for gifted children
without using tedious and lengthy instruments.
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