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Título: Diferencias en el autoconcepto entre alumnado con altas capacida-
des y alumnado general: un metaanálisis desde 2005 hasta 2020. 
Resumen: Los estudiantes con altas capacidades, aquellos que presentan 
una mayor probabilidad de lograr metas extraordinarias en uno o más do-
minios, generalmente difieren del alumnado general en algunas de las di-
mensiones del autoconcepto, o la percepción que tiene una persona de sí 
misma. Sin embargo, la investigación actual sobre altas capacidades ha evo-
lucionado introduciendo nuevos posibles moderadores en estas diferencias 
por lo que se hace necesaria una actualización sobre el tema. El objetivo del 
presente metaanálisis (referencia: CRD42018094723) fue sintetizar los es-
tudios desde 2005 sobre las diferencias en el autoconcepto entre estudian-
tes con altas capacidades y alumnado general. Los resultados mostraron 
que los alumnos con altas capacidades presentan niveles superiores de au-
toconcepto global y académico, especialmente el matemático. Sin embargo, 
no se hallaron diferencias en autoconceptos conductual y emocional, y hu-
bo puntuaciones levemente más bajas en autoconcepto social. En el auto-
concepto físico, estos estudiantes puntúan notablemente más bajo que el 
alumnado general. Las diferencias en esta subdimensión están moderadas 
por los procedimientos de identificación, la procedencia y la edad, por lo 
que se sugieren que los estereotipos sociales acerca de las altas capacidades, 
así como los hábitos de actividad física podrían estar detrás de las dichas di-
ferencias. 
Palabras clave: Autoconcepto. Autoestima. Superdotación. Altas capaci-
dades. Diferencias. Comparación. Metaanálisis. 

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

 

Introduction 
 

Gifted students can be defined as those individuals who are 
more likely to achieve extraordinary or outstanding goals in 
one or more domains that are culturally recognised by socie-
ty (Pfeiffer, 2017). Gifted students have an asynchronous 
development – i.e., their cognitive development is faster than 
others such as their emotional and physical development-, 
and this makes them display special social and emotional 
characteristics (Rinn & Majority, 2018). Numerous studies 
have addressed whether gifted students have higher or lower 
levels of socioemotional adjustment than their non-gifted 
peers in different constructs such as emotional intelligence 
(Alabbasi et al., 2020), personality (Peperkorn & Wegner, 
2020) or perfectionism (Stricker et al., 2019). However, dif-
ferences on socioemotional characteristics between gifted 
and non-gifted students are still under discussion (Alabbasi 
et al., 2020). This is especially relevant nowadays because not 
only has the number of studies on giftedness increased ex-
ponentially (Gürlen et al., 2018), but the concept of “gifted-
ness” itself has evolved together with its identification meth-
ods (Acar et al., 2016; Hodges et al., 2018). 

 
* Correspondence address [Dirección para correspondencia]: 
Álvaro Infantes-Paniagua. Facultad de Educación de Albacete, Universidad 
de Castilla-La Mancha. Plaza de la Universidad, 3. 02071. Albacete (Spain). 
E-mail: Alvaro.Infantes@uclm.es 
(Article received: 01-01-2021; reviewed: 22-11-2021; accepted: 29-11-2021) 

Throughout the years, the conception of giftedness has 
evolved from a general-domain, intelligence-centered per-
spective (Acar et al., 2016) to a more specific-domain, talent-
development approach which considers not only cognitive 
factors, but developmental, contextual, and non-cognitive 
factors (Stenberg & Kaufman, 2018). Consequently, the 
identification of gifted students, which was traditionally 
based only on IQ or achievement measures, also includes 
nowadays other instruments such as nominations or portfo-
lios (Acar et al., 2016). Today, traditional and non-traditional 
procedures coexist and, although they are still far from iden-
tifying the majority of gifted students, they make it possible 
to recognise those gifted students who were traditionally left 
out (Hodges et al., 2018). It should be noted that this paper 
uses the term "giftedness”, which in Spanish is literally trans-
lated as "altas capacidades" (Tourón, 2020) and, therefore, 
refers to all those individuals considered talented, highly 
able, or traditionally referred to as "gifted". It also considers 
any conception of giftedness that has been followed in the 
reviewed studies. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

Eligibility Criteria 
 
Before the search, the following inclusion criteria were 

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

 
Study search procedures 
 
Different search strategies were designed according to 

the databases by following the PICO(S) structure (Moher et 

al., 2009). Five databases were reviewed from their inception 
until 9 November 2020 at full-text level: Education Resources 
Information Center, Psychological Abstracts Index, Academic Search 
Complete, Web of Science and Scopus (Table S1a in supplemen-
tary material). Furthermore, five specialised journals were al-
so reviewed since they are some of the most-cited journals 
on gifted research (Gürlen et al., 2018): Gifted Child Quarterly, 
High Ability Studies, Journal for the Education of the Gifted, Journal 
of Advanced Academics and Roeper Review (Table S1b). To avoid 
mistakes in the search process and the loss of potential eligi-
ble studies, the researchers did not use the screening tools 
available in the databases. The search was not limited to 
published articles. 

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

A total of 11,712 records were found in the different da-
tabases and 555 from the specialised journals. Another six 
were also added from grey literature. After deleting the du-
plicates and screening the titles, abstracts and full-texts, 39 
articles comprising 36 studies were included for the meta-
analyses (Figure 1). 

 
Figure 1 
Flow diagram. 
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Cross-sectional and longitudinal studies were mainly in-
cluded due to the aim of the study. Additionally, those stud-
ies including an intervention design (i.e., experimental or 
quasi-experimental) but also considering a comparison group 
of non-gifted participants were included. Longitudinal and 
interventional studies were treated as cross-sectional in the 
quantitative comparisons by only including the data gathered 
from the first wave.  

 
Coding of variables 
 
The following information was extracted and coded from 

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

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

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

 
Risk of bias in the individual studies 
 
The risk of bias of each of the included studies was as-

sessed by two reviewers using a tool for observational stud-
ies (Viswanathan & Berkman, 2012), which was adapted for 
the purposes of this meta-analysis (Table S2a). According to 
the sum of their scores on the selected items, the studies 
could reach a maximum score of 30 points. These were indi-
vidually classified as “high”, “moderate”, or “low” risk of bi-
as if the studies reached a total score of < 50%, ≥ 50% to < 
75%, or ≥ 75%, respectively. This classification was consid-
ered in the moderator analyses. The first two reviewers ran-
domly assessed seven of the included studies, reaching sub-
stantial interobserver agreement (κ = .75), so the first re-
viewer continued to assess all studies and any discrepancies 
were resolved by consensus. These results can be found in 
the supplementary material (Table S2b). 

 
Effects sizes and statistical analyses 
 
Hedges’ g was the statistic used for the calculation of the 

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

 

 
(1) 

 
(2) 

 
The statistical analyses were performed with Compre-

hensive Meta-Analysis Software Version 3.3.070 under the 
random-effects model in recognition of the differences 
among the included studies (Borenstein et al., 2007) and 
weighted according to the sample sizes. Additionally, Q and 
I2 statistics were used to measure the heterogeneity of the 
studies (Borenstein et al., 2007). For the latter, we followed 
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the Cochrane Collaboration’s guidelines (Higgins & Green, 
2011) in order to interpret the level of heterogeneity: 0 - 40% 
not important, 30 - 60% moderate, 50 - 90% substantial, or 
75 - 100% considerable. Furthermore, sensitivity analyses 
were performed (Becker, 2000) and the publication bias was 
examined by means of Egger’s test with a level of signifi-
cance at .10 (Egger et al., 1997). Given the low sensitivity 
this method presents for meta-analyses containing less than 
20 ES, funnel plots and the suggested mean ES were also ex-
amined through the trim-and-fill method under a random-
effects model (Duval & Tweedie, 2000). The inclusion of 
these analyses was intended to overcome the methodological 
limitations of previous meta-analyses which did not perform 
such analyses on the included studies. 

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

following the recommendations of Borenstein et al. (2009). 
In addition, the R2 was found to determine the variance ex-
plained by each continuous moderator following the proce-
dures established by Botella & Sánchez (2015). 
 

Results 
 

Descriptive characteristics of studies 
 
The characteristics of the 36 included studies are shown 

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

 
Table 1 
Studies’ characteristics. 

Author, country, risk of bias 
and design 

Sample: gifted / 
non-gifted and age 

Gifted 
identification 

Gifted special 
attendance 

Included measures and 
dimensions of self-concept 

Alesi et al. (2015). Italy. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

17 / 62 
MC: 8-9 

IQ. Ordinary. Test Multidimensionale Autostima: 
GSE/GSC. 

Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016). Jordan. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

105 / 196 
LA: 16-18a 

Multiple. Special centre. SDQ-III: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC, 
VSC, PhSC (AppSC+AthSC), ESC 
(ESSC), B-TSC (TSC), SSC (PeSC). 

Amini (2005). Iran. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

156 / 184 
LA: 17-18a 

Others: admission 
to special centre. 

Special centre. CSEI: GSE/GSC. 

Benölken (2015). Germany. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

165 / 123 
MC: 8-9a 

Multiple. Talent pro-
gramme. 

Ítems: MSC. 

Bénony et al. (2007). France. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

23 / 23 
MC-EA: 8-13 

IQ. Special grouping. CSEI: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(PeSC+ParSC), B-TSC (TSC),  

Bergold et al. (2020). Germany. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

50 / 50 
EA -LA: 12-18 

IQ. Ordinary. Scale for the Assessment of Academic 
Self-Concept: MSC. 

Edins (2010). USA. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

29 / 35 
MC: 6-11 

Multiple. Special grouping. SSES: GSE/GSC, SSC 
(PeSC+ParSC). 

García, Canuto & Cebrián (2019) and 
García, Canuto & Palomares (2019). 
Spain. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

21 / 97 
MC- EA: 9-12 

Multiple. Ordinary. PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC. 

Ghobary & Hejazi (2007). Iran. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

60 / 60 
EA -LA: 12-16 

IQ. Special centre. CSEI: GSE/GSC. 

Golle et al. (2018). Germany. 
Low. Cuasiexperimental con grupo 
control. 

423 / 2328 
MC: 9a 

Teacher’s nomina-
tions. 

Extracurricular 
programme. 

SDQ-I: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC, 
VSC, SSC (ParSC+PeSC), PhSC 
(AppSC+AthSC). 

Hasanagić et al. (2019). Bosnia-
Herzegovina. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

31 / 31 
EA: 11-15a 

Multiple. Ordinary. SPPC: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(PeSC), PhSC (AthSC+AppSC), B-
TSC (BSC). 

Herrmann et al. (2016), includig 
Preckel & Brüll (2010). Germany. 
Moderate. Longitudinal. 

261 / 1069 
MC: 9-10 

Multiple. Special track. SDQ-II: MSC, VSC. 

Košir et al. (2016). Slovenia. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

85 / 319 
EA: 11-15 

Multiple. Ordinary. SDQ-II: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(PeSC). 



Differences in self-concept between gifted and non-gifted students: a meta-analysis from 2005 to 2020                                                                    283 

anales de psicología / annals of psychology, 2022, vol. 38, nº 2 (may) 

Author, country, risk of bias 
and design 

Sample: gifted / 
non-gifted and age 

Gifted 
identification 

Gifted special 
attendance 

Included measures and 
dimensions of self-concept 

Kroesbergen et al. (2016). 
The Netherlands. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

35 / 34 
MC: 6-7a 

Multiple. Ordinary. SPPC: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(SAcSC), B-TSC (BSC). 

Lee et al. (2012b). USA. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

1526 / 109 
All: 10-18a 

Multiple. Special pro-
gramme. 

SPPA: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(SAcSC+PeSC). 

Li & Shi. (2019). China. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

80 / 104 
MC- EA: 8-11 

Multiple. Special grouping. TEIQue-CF: GSE/GSC. 

Liem et al. (2015). Singapore. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

569 / 324 
EA: 12-13 

Academic achieve-
ment. 

Special track. SDQ-II: ASC, MSC, VSC. 

López & Sotillo (2009). España. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

50 / 50 
All: 4-17 

Multiple. Ordinary. PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC, ESC 
(LASC+HSC), B-TSC (BSC), SSC 
(PSC), PhSC (AppSC). 

Mofield & Parker (2018). USA. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

264 / 66 (advanced) +86 
(ordinary) 
EA: 11-15 

Multiple. Advances group-
ing and pull-out 
programmes. 

SAAS-R: ASC. 

Preckel & Brüll (2008). Germany. 
Moderate. Longitudinal. 

46 / 156 
MC-EA: 8-11 

Multiple. Gifted: Special 
grouping. 

SDQ-S: ASC, MSC, VSC. 
Fend & Prester: SSC (SAcSC). 

Preckel et al. (2008). Germany. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

162 / 162 
EA: 11-15 

IQ. Ordinary. SSCI: MSC. 

Preckel et al. (2010). Austria. 
Moderate. Longitudinal. 

93 / 93 
EA: 14 

Multiple. Special grouping. SDQ-II: MSC. 
 

Preckel et al. (2017) and Preckel et al. 
(2019). Germany. 
Low. Longitudinal. 

283 / 639 
MC-EA: 10-12a 

Multiple. Special grouping. SDQ: ASC, MSC, VSC. 

Rafati et al. (2014). Iran. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

131 / 262 
EA-LA: 15-18a 

Others: admission 
to special centre. 

Special centre. CSEI: GSE/GSC. 

Riaz & Shahzad (2010). Pakistan. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

93 / 104 
EA-LA: 12-16 

IQ. Ordinary. RAASI: GSE/GSC. 

Sarouphim (2011). Lebanon. 
Moderate. Cross-sectional. 

68 / 174 
EA: 12-14 

Others: DISCOV-
ER. 

Ordinary. PHSCS: ASC, SSC (PSC), ESC 
(LASC+HSC), B-TSC (BSC), PhSC 
(AppSC). 
RSES: GSE/GSC. 

Shechtman & Silektor (2012). Israel. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

330 (special) +178 (pull-
out) / 466 
EA-LA: 10-19a 

Multiple. Special grouping 
or pull-out pro-
grammes. 

PHSCS: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(PSC), ESC (LASC+HSC), B-TSC 
(BSC), PhSC (AppSC). 

Shi et al. (2008). China. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

94 / 189 
MC-EA: 9-13 

Multiple. Special grouping. RSHSCI: GSE/GSC, ASC, SSC 
(PeSC+ParSC), PhSC (AppSC).  

Song & Ahn (2014). Korea. 
Moderate. Longitudinal. 

117♂ / 117♂ 
LA: 17 

Multiple. Gifted: Special 
centre. 

PSDQ: PhSC 
(AppSC+AthSC+others). 

Veiga (2009). Portugal. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

52 / 878 
EA: 13-15a 

Academic achieve-
ment. 

Ordinary. SCAL: SSC (PeSC), ASC. 

Verschueren et al. (2019). The 
Netherlands. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

274 / 1299 
EA: 12a 

IQ. Ordinary. PRIMA-child report scale: SSC 
(SAcSC). 

Wirthwein et al. (2019). Germany. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

97 / 97 
LA: 16.66 

IQ. Ordinary. Items: MSC, VSC. 

Yan & Haihui (2005). China. 
High. Cross-sectional. 

1993: 34 / 65 
2003: 30 / 70 
LA: 16 

Others: early admis-
sion to the Univer-
sity. 

Early attendance 
to the University. 

SDQ-II: GSE/GSC, ASC, MSC, 
VSC, SSC (PeSC+ParSC), ESC 
(ESSC), B-TSC (TSC), PhSC 
(AppSC+AthSC). 

Yeo & Garces-Bacsal (2014). Singa-
pore. 
Low. Longitudinal. 

30♀ / 61♀ 
MC: 8-10 

Multiple. Special grouping. ASCQ: ASC. 

Yeung et al. (2005). China. 
Moderate. Experimental. 

29 (special) +28 (hetero-
genous) / 29 (hetero-
genous) +681 (ordinary) 
EA: 10-11 

Multiple. Ordinary and 
special centres. 

ASDQ: ASC. 
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Author, country, risk of bias 
and design 

Sample: gifted / 
non-gifted and age 

Gifted 
identification 

Gifted special 
attendance 

Included measures and 
dimensions of self-concept 

Zeidner & Shani-Zinovich (2015). Is-
rael. 
Low. Cross-sectional. 

374 / 428 
EA: 15-16 

Multiple. Special grouping 
or pull-out pro-
grammes. 

MSCS: ASC, SSC (PeSC). 
Tennessee: ESSC (ESC), B-TSC 
(BSC), PhSC. 

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

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

With regard to the gifted students’ samples, most of the 
studies considered multiple criteria to identify a student as 
gifted (n = 21), eight studies only relied on IQ measure-
ments, two studies based the identification entirely on aca-
demic achievement, and one study only relied on nomination 
as a single indicator of giftedness. Within the multiple crite-
ria, 15 studies mainly considered IQ plus other indicators 
and 12 studies considered nomination and other indicators. 
Furthermore, nine studies reported that their gifted sample 
presented an IQ ≥130. Most of gifted participants attended 
special classes or centres for gifted students and/or ad-
vanced, enrichment, or pull-out programmes (n = 21), en-
richment extracurricular or summer programmes (n = 3), 
whereas in 12 studies, the gifted students did not attend any 
special programme or at least it was not reported. 

Finally, concerning the self-concept measurement in-
struments, the most used (n = 11) was the Self-Description 
Questionnaire (SDQ), including its version on academic 

(ASDQ) and physical self-concept (PSDQ). The Copper-
smith’s and Piers-Harris’ scales were each used in four stud-
ies. The Self-Perception Profile for Children (SPPC) and Adolescents 
(SPPA) were included in three studies. The remaining 14 
studies applied other measurements of self-concept (Table 
1). 

 
Meta-analyses’ main results 
 
The 36 studies included in the meta-analyses reported a 

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

 

Table 2 
Mean effect sizesa 

Dimension N k n g 
95% CI 

Q I2 (%) 
LB UB 

GSE/GSC 19 28 8236 0.19* 0.04 0.35 170.09*** 84.13 

ASC 20 31 11808 0.42*** 0.26 0.59 306.41*** 90.21 
MSC 11 16 7023 0.56*** 0.41 0.70 79.81*** 91.21 
VSC 7 9 6408 0.07 -0.13 0.27 68.62*** 88.34 

SSC b 16 27 10315 -0.10* -0.20 -0.00 69.60*** 62.64 
SASC 4 6 3473 -0.11 -0.32 0.10 16.52** 69.73 
PSC 3 5 1316 -0.09 -0.25 0.07 6.58 39.21 
PeSC 10 17 7149 -0.14 -0.29 0.01 54.42*** 70.60 
ParSC 5 9 3310 -0.03 -0.34 0.28 37.44*** 78.63 

ESC b 5 9 2323 0.03 -0.12 0.19 21.85** 63.39 
HSC 3 5 1316 0.12 -0.09 0.32 10.22* 60.88 
LASC  3 5 1316 0.20 -0.06 0.45 15.21** 73.71 

https://revistas.um.es/analesps/$$$call$$$/api/file/file-api/download-library-file?libraryFileId=9131&submissionId=461971
https://revistas.um.es/analesps/$$$call$$$/api/file/file-api/download-library-file?libraryFileId=9131&submissionId=461971
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Dimension N k n g 
95% CI 

Q I2 (%) 
LB UB 

ESSC 2 4 1007 -0.12 -0.32 0.09 6.53 54.09 

B-TSC b 8 13 2500 -0.02 -0.16 0.12 29.30** 59.04 
BSC 6 10 2255 0.09 -0.01 0.19 10.91 17.54 
TSC 2 3 245 -0.43 -1.03 0.17 8.52** 78.99 

PhSC b 9 17 5620 -0.23*** -0.34 -0.11 37.70** 57.56 
AppSC 8 15 4812 -0.22** -0.36 -0.07 38.76*** 63.88 
AthSC 4 6 3246 -0.07 -0.24 0.09 7.88 36.52 
Note. N: number of studies; k: number of samples; g: Hedges’ g; CI: confidence interval; LB: lower bound; UB: upper bound; Q and I2: heterogeneity statistics; 
ES: effect size. GSE/GSC: global self-concept; ASC: academic self-concept; MSC: math self-concept; VSC: verbal self-concept; SSC: social self-concept; 
SASC: social acceptance self-concept; PSC: popularity self-concept; PeSC: peer relationships self-concept, ParSC: parents relationships self-concept; ESC; 
emotional self-concept; HSC: happiness self-concept; LASC: lack of anxiety self-concept; ESSC: emotional stability self-concept, B-TSC: behavioural-
trustworthiness self-concept; BSC: behavioural self-concept, TSC: trustworthiness self-concept; PhSC: physical self-concept, AppSC: physical appearance 
self-concept; AthSC: athletic ability self-concept. 
a Excluding Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016).  b Combined index. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 

 
Results by dimension 
 
The final results for each dimension are presented here-

inafter. Given the extension of the work, only the significant 

results of the moderator analyses by ANOVA (Table 3) and 
meta-regression (Figure 2) are reported; the rest are included 
in the supplementary material (Tables S4 and S5). 

 
Table 3 
Moderator analysesa. 

Dimension Moderators k g 
95% CI 

Q I2 (%) ANOVA 
LB UB 

GSE/GSC Bias       
QB(2) = 14.40, p = .001; 

R2 = .450; Qw(25) = 
103.67, p < .001 

 High 8 0.14 -0.18 0.45 41.01*** 82.93 
 Low 9 -0.07 -0.23 0.10 19.58* 59.14 
 Moderate 11 0.49*** 0.25 0.72 43.08*** 76.79 

 Geographical area       
QB(3) = 9.61, p = .022; R2 
= .220; QW(24) =135.77, 

p < .001 

 Asia 7 -0.05 -0.36 0.26 17.45** 65.61 
 USA-Canada 2 0.20 -0.60 1.01 9.35*** 89.30 
 Europe 11 0.02 -0.20 0.25 33.20*** 69.88 
 Middle East 8 0.55*** 0.25 0.84 75.78*** 90.76 

ASC Identification       

QB(4) = 9.58, p = .048; R2 
= .295; QW(26) = 220.73, 

p < .001 

 Multiple 24 0.44*** 0.30 0.58 101.79*** 77.41 
 Achievement 2 0.42 -0.54 1.38 37.76*** 97.35 
 IQ 2 0.66 -2.26 3.58 73.05*** 98.63 
 Nomination 1 0.17** 0.06 0.27 0.00 0.00 
 Others 2 0.12 -0.73 0.97 8.13** 87.70 
 Bias       

QB(2) = 11.95, p = .003; 
R2 = .467; QW(28) = 

175.23, p < .001 

 High 4 0.46 -0.08 1.00 22.43*** 86.62 
 Low 14 0.17* 0.02 0.32 68.71*** 81.08 
 Moderate 13 0.73*** 0.45 1.02 84.09*** 85.73 

 Geographical area       
QB(3) = 17.62, p = .001; 

R2 = .335; Qw(27) = 
210.86, p < .001 

 Asia 10 0.18 -0.11 0.47 43.59*** 79.35 
 USA-Canada 2 0.91*** 0.66 1.15 2.367*** 57.76 
 Europe 14 0.38*** 0.19 0.58 62.40*** 79.17 
 Middle East 5 0.72** 0.25 1.19 102.50*** 96.10 

MSC Origin / Geographical area       QB(1) = 18.70, p < .001; 
R2 = .257; Qw(14) = 

62.14, p < .001 

 Eastern / Asia 3 0.18** 0.06 0.31 0.23 0.00 
 Western / Europe 13 0.64*** 0.47 0.80 61.91*** 80.62 
 Identification       

QB(4) = 18.69, p = .001; 
R2 = .462; Qw(11) = 

45.86, p < .001 

 Multiple 7 0.65*** 0.42 0.89 31.64*** 81.04 
 Achievement 1 0.17* 0.03 0.31 0.00 0.00 
 IQ 5 0.73*** 0.40 1.05 14.19** 71.82 
 Nomination 1 0.33*** 0.22 0.43 0.00 0.00 
 Others 2 0.25 -0.05 0.54 0.02 0.00 
 IQ > 130       QB(1) = 8.45, p = .004; R2 

= .552; Qw(8) = 18.09, p  No 7 0.52*** 0.36 0.69 17.24** 65.19 

https://revistas.um.es/analesps/$$$call$$$/api/file/file-api/download-library-file?libraryFileId=9131&submissionId=461971
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Dimension Moderators k g 
95% CI 

Q I2 (%) ANOVA 
LB UB 

 Yes 3 0.96*** 0.72 1.20 0.85 0.00 = .021 
 Measure       QB(1) = 5.14, p = .023; R2 

= .362; Qw(14) = 55.35, p 
< .001 

 Others 7 0.79*** 0.48 1.10 27.05*** 77.82 
 SDQ 9 0.40*** 0.27 0.54 28.30*** 71.73 

VSC Origin / Geographical area       QB(1) = 7.46, p = .006; R2 
= .697; Qw(7) = 25.35, p 

= .001 

 Eastern / Asia 3 -0.25 -0.54 0.05 5.13 61.03 
 Western / Europe 6 0.22** 0.06 0.39 20.22** 75.27 
 Age       QB(1) = 28.43, p < .001; 

R2 = .956; Qw(4) = 6.64, p 
= .156 

 Adolescence 4 -0.26* -0.46 -0.06 5.78 48.07 
 Childhood 2 0.33*** 0.25 0.41 0.86 0.00 
 Identification       

QB(4) = 54.85, p < .001; 
R2 = .964; Qw(4) = 6.15, p 

= .188 

 Multiple 4 0.32*** 0.23 0.42 1.61 0.00 
 Nomination 1 0.30*** 0.20 0.41 0.00 0.00 
 Achievement 1 -0.18* -0.31 -0.04 0.00 0.00 
 IQ 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 
 Others 2 -0.32 -0.95 0.32 4.54* 77.98 
 IQ > 130       QB(1) = 18.22, p < .001; 

R2 = 1.088; Qw(3) = 1.61, 
p = .656 

 No 4 0.32*** 0.23 0.42 1.61 0.00 
 Yes 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 
 Special attendance       QB(1) = 6.33, p = .012; R2 

= .185; Qw(7) = 56.39, p 
< .001 

 No 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00 0.00 
 Yes 8 0.12 -0.08 0.32 56.39*** 87.59 
 Measure       QB(1) = 6.33, p = .012; R2 

= .185; Qw(7) = 56.39, p 
< .001 

 Others 1 -0.32* -0.61 -0.04 0.00*** 0.00 
 SDQ 8 0.12 -0.08 0.32 56.39 87.59 
 Bias       

QB(2) = 8.51, p = .014; R2 
= .311; Qw(6) = 47.75, p 

< .001 

 High 2 -0.32 -0.95 0.32 4.54* 77.98 
 Low 4 0.03 -0.25 0.31 43.03*** 93.03 
 Moderate 3 0.38*** 0.25 0.50 0.18 0.00 

SSCb Identification       

QB(4) = 12.72, p = .013; 
R2 = .389; Qw(22) = 

48.65, p = .001 

 Multiple 19 -0.17* -0.30 -0.04 45.23*** 60.20 
 Nomination 1 0.04 -0.06 0.15 0.00 0.00 
 Achievement 1 0.32* 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.00 
 IQ 4 0.03 -0.10 0.15 3.24 7.26 
 Others 2 -0.09 -0.39 0.21 0.19 0.00 
 Special attendance       QB(1) = 7.77, p = .005; R2 

= .178; Qw(23) = 56.71, p 
= .003 

 No 9 0.06 -0.07 0.19 12.32 35.08 
 Yes 16 -0.20** -0.32 -0.07 44.39*** 66.21 

PeSC Origin       QB(1) = 6.82, p = .009; R2 
= .590; Qw(15) = 30.76, p 

= .009 

 Eastern 8 -0.31*** -0.48 -0.13 11.61 39.73 
 Western 9 0.01 -0.15 0.18 19.14* 58.21 
 Identification       

QB(4) = 16.18, p = .003; 
R2 = .405; Qw(12) = 

34.86, p < .001 

 Multiple 12 -0.16 -0.36 0.03 34.76*** 68.36 
 Achievement 1 0.32* 0.04 0.60 0.00 0.00 
 IQ 1 -0.42 -1.00 0.15 0.00 0.00 
 Nomination 1 0.05 -0.06 0.15 0.00 0.00 
 Others 2 -0.36* -0.66 -0.06 0.10 0.00 

ParSC Geographical area       
QB(2) = 21.17, p < .001; 

R2 = .784; Qw(6) = 12.36, 
p = .054 

 Asia 6 0.22 -0.09 0.53 10.12 50.57 
 USA-Canada 1 -1.22*** -1.75 -0.69 0.00 0.00 
 Europe 2 -0.09 -0.49 0.31 2.25 55.47 

ESCb Measure       
QB(2) = 17.48, p < .001; 

R2 = 1.118; Qw(6) = 4.37, 
p = .627 

 Others 2 -0.25*** -0.39 -0.11 0.62 0.00 
 Piers-Harris 5 0.12* 0.01 0.23 3.53 0.00 
 SDQ 2 0.15 -0.15 0.45 0.22 0.00 

HSC Identification       QB(1) = 4.62, p = .032; R2 
= .806; Qw(3) = 4.21, p = 

.240 

 Multiple 4 0.01 -0.15 0.17 4.21 28.75 
 Others 1 0.36* 0.08 0.65 0.00 0.00 
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Dimension Moderators k g 
95% CI 

Q I2 (%) ANOVA 
LB UB 

 Special attendance       QB(1) = 7.67, p = .006; R2 
= 1.232; Qw(3) = 1.55, p 

= .670 

 No 3 0.34** 0.11 0.57 0.11 0.00 
 Yes 2 -0.05 -0.20 0.11 1.45 30.88 
 Bias       QB(1) = 7.67, p = .006; R2 

= 1.232; Qw(3) = 1.55, p 
= .670 

 Low 2 -0.05 -0.20 0.11 1.45 30.88 
 Moderate 3 0.34** 0.11 0.57 0.11 0.00 

LASC Identification       QB(1) = 7.88, p = .005; R2 
= .748; Qw(3) = 5.83, p = 

.120 

 Multiple 4 0.29** 0.09 0.50 5.83 48.54 
 Others 1 -0.20 -0.48 0.08 0.00 0.00 

B-TSCb Identification       
QB(2) = 20.43, p < .001; 

R2 = 1.072; Qw(10) =  
8.81, p = .550 

 Multiple 9 0.13** 0.04 0.22 8.07 0.86 
 IQ 1 -1.16*** -1.78 -0.54 0.00 0.00 
 Others 3 -0.13 -0.33 0.08 0.74 0.00 

TSC Geographical area       QB(2) = 8.78, p = .003; R2 
= 1.034; Qw(1) = 0.741, p 

= .389 
 Asia 2 -0.13 -0.42 0.17 0.74 0.00 
 Europe 1 -1.16*** -1.78 -0.54 0.00 0.00 

PhSCb Origin       QB(1) = 26.16, p < .001; 
R2 = 1.16; Qw(15) = 

11.53, p = .714 

 Eastern 12 -0.34*** -0.42 -0.26 9.51 0.00 
 Western 5 -0.01 -0.11 0.08 2.03 0.00 

 Geographical area       
QB(2) = 30.26, p < .001; 

R2 = .685; Qw(14) = 7.43, 
p = .916 

 Asia 7 -0.20* -0.36 -0.03 3.86 0.00 
 Europe 5 -0.01 -0.11 0.08 2.03 0.00 
 Middle East 5 -0.39** -0.48 -0.30 1.54 0.00 
 Age       QB(1) = 19.38, p < .001; 

R2 = 1.02; Qw(15) = 
14.59, p = .481 

 Adolescence 13 -0.32*** -0.41 -0.23 13.94 13.94 
 Childhood 4 -0.02 -0.12 0.08 0.64 0.00 
 Identification       

QB(2) = 11.89, p = .003; 
R2 = 0.775; Qw(14) = 

18.87, p = .170 

 Multiple 13 -0.27*** -0.38 -0.15 18.15 33.90 
 Nomination 1 -0.03 -0.13 0.07 0.00 0.00 
 Others 3 -0.32** -0.52 -0.12 0.72 0.00 
 Measure       

QB(3) = 15.12, p = .002; 
R2 = 0.526; Qw(13) = 

14.04, p = .371 

 Others 6 -0.30*** -0.43 -0.18 4.24 0.00 
 Piers-Harris 5 -0.34*** -0.51 -0.18 7.10 43.62 
 SDQ 4 -0.06 -0.16 0.03 2.15 0.00 
 SPPC/SPPA 2 0.16 -0.33 0.66 0.56 0.00 

AppSC Origin       QB(1) = 7.31, p = .007; R2 
= .738; Qw(13) = 19.495, 

p = .109 

 Eastern 10 -0.37*** -0.47 -0.27 9.13 1.44 
 Western 5 0.12 -0.22 0.46 10.36* 61.40 

 Geographical area       
QB(2) = 10.44, p = .005; 

R2 = .822; Qw(12) = 
16.41, p = .173 

 Asia 7 -0.25** -0.41 -0.09 5.92 0.00 
 Europe 5 0.12 -0.22 0.46 10.36* 61.40 
 Middle East 3 -0.43*** -0.55 -0.31 0.13 0.00 
 Age       QB(1) = 4.22, p = .040; R2 

= .552; Qw(13) = 24.08, p 
= .030 

 Adolescence 11 -0.28*** -0.45 -0.12 23.04* 56.60 
 Childhood 4 -0.08 -0.18 0.02 1.04 0.00 
 Identification       

QB(2) = 7.71, p = .021; R2 
= .387; Qw(12) = 27.19, p 

= .007 

 Multiple 11 -0.15 -0.35 0.05 27.13** 63.14 
 Nomination 1 -0.09 -0.20 0.01 0.00 0.00 
 Others 3 -0.42*** -0.62 -0.21 0.06 0.00 

Note. k: number of samples; g: Hedges’ g; IQ: confidence interval; LB: lower bound; UB: upper bound; Q and I2: heterogeneity statistics; QB: between-
subgroups heterogeneity test statistic; Qw: statistic for the specification of the model; R2: explained proportion of variance; GSE/GSC: global self-concept; 
ASC: academic self-concept; MSC: math self-concept; VSC: verbal self-concept; SSC: social self-concept; PeSC: peer relationships self-concept, ESC; emo-
tional self-concept, HSC: happiness self-concept; LASC: lack of anxiety self-concept; B-TSC: behavioural-trustworthiness self-concept; PhSC: physical self-
concept; AppSC: physical appearance self-concept. 
a Excluding Al-Srour & Al-Oweidi (2016). b Combined index. 
*p < .05. **p < .01. ***p < .001. 
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Global Self-Concept / Self-Esteem 
 
The 19 studies addressing global self-concept showed 

that gifted students scored significantly higher than non-
gifted students, with a small difference (g = 0.19; 95%CI = 
0.04, 0.35) however, and considerable heterogeneity (I2 = 
84.13%). The geographical area was found to be a significant 
moderator indicating that only the studies from the Middle 
East showed significant differences, although the model ex-
plained only 22% of the variance of the ES. On the other 
hand, the risk of methodological bias also proved to be a 
significant moderator, with differences only among studies 
of moderate quality, with this model accounting for 45% of 
the variance. 

 
Academic Self-Concept 
 
Academic self-concept was analysed by 20 studies show-

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

The differences in math self-concept were also analysed 
with 11 studies and in verbal self-concept with seven studies, 
showing significant and medium-sized results only in the 
first of them and in favour of gifted students, although in 
both cases heterogeneity was considerable. Among the mod-
erators were the origin of the studies, the methods of identi-
fication and the self-concept measurement instrument. From 
the three of them, identification methods reported a higher 
percentage of variance in both dimensions (46.2% in math 
and 96.4% in verbal). In math self-concept, gifted students 
scored higher in all subgroups except those identified by 
"other procedures"; the differences were medium-large for 
those identified by an IQ test. Similarly, in verbal, all sub-
groups showed significant results except for samples identi-
fied by other procedures, although those based on IQ or 
nomination showed lower levels among gifted students with 
small ES. As for the measurement instruments as a modera-
tor in math self-concept, although the differences were sig-
nificant in all cases, they were smaller among those who used 
the SDQ compared to other instruments. On the other 
hand, in verbal self-concept the differences were not signifi-
cant in the SDQ subgroup. Finally, among those samples re-
porting IQ, the cut-off point of 130 also moderated these 
differences, with much higher scores in math self-concept 
among those gifted students above this cut-off point; in the 
case of verbal, however, the model saturated due to the low 
number of studies in the subgroups (R2 > 1). 

In verbal self-concept, in addition to the above, age by 
category significantly moderated the mean ES, with gifted 
students scoring higher in childhood and lower in adoles-
cence and explaining a large part of the model (95.6%). Oth-
er moderators were participation in special grouping, alt-
hough only one sample did not participate in special group-
ing, and risk of bias (Table 3). 

 
Social Self-Concept 
 
The 16 studies that included some measure of social self-

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

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

 
Emotional Self-Concept 
 
Five studies were able to address differences in emotion-

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

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

 
Behavioural Self-Concept 
 
The combined behavioural and trustworthiness self-

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

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

 
Physical Self-Concept 
 
The 17 studies addressing physical self-concept found 

that gifted students scored significantly lower than non-

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

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

As indicated, age was also a moderating variable in both 
general physical self-concept and physical appearance, with 
significantly lower levels only among adolescent gifted stu-
dents. In the case of the general physical self-concept index, 
meta-regression analyses (Table S5) corroborated that age 
was a moderating variable, this being the only correctly spec-
ified model (intercept = .247 (p = .261), bj = -.035 (p = .024), 
QR(1) = 5.11 (p = .024), QE(15) = 20.31 (p = .160), R2 = .67) 
and showing how the differences become larger as the sam-
ples are older, and how gifted students score increasingly 
lower in comparison with non-gifted (Figure 2). 

 
Figure 2 
Meta-regression scatterplot of the model including mean age as a covariate in physical self-concept. 
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Risk of Bias 
 
After performing Egger's test on each of the dimensions 

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

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

This study has also addressed behavioural-
trustworthiness self-concept and emotional self-concept, in-
dexes which were not included in previous meta-analyses. In 
none of the cases were significant results found, neither in 
the combined indexes nor in the individual indexes; howev-
er, the results are based on a low number of samples (n < 10) 
and therefore they cannot be considered conclusive. The re-
sults of the significant differences are discussed below. 

With regard to the academic dimension, math self-
concept showed the largest difference between gifted and 
non-gifted students, followed by academic self-concept, and 
no differences were found in verbal self-concept. These re-
sults seem consistent with the Internal/External Model 
(Möller et al, 2016), although it is important to point out that 
academic achievement in math and verbal areas has not been 
addressed in this meta-analysis, which would be a require-
ment to be able to confirm this model. Despite this, a previ-
ous study already indicated a more pronounced effect of the 
Internal/External Model among gifted students compared to 
non-gifted, suggesting that intelligence may be moderating 

the effect (Steinmayr & Spinath, 2015). The moderating role 
of IQ ≥ 130 in math and verbal self-concept highlighted in 
this meta-analysis supports this idea, although in the case of 
verbal self-concept the subgroup above the IQ cut-off point 
was only composed of one study, so the evidence is limited. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 
Limitations 
 
The main limitation was the impossibility of accessing 

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

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