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'\bstract 

lf 

\ 
examined sibling 

" , 

relaEionships within f~milies 
1 

wher'e only orie of two childr'e:n had been' labeled gi"fted. .~a~elingi 
't>:' ~ .. -"!,. "'r <> r • t ~~. _.. - ,1 

school fOD! 
, ! ' 

. . 
w~s defined as selection' for attendance 'at a summer 

, ... ~... ..- .:",' ~ ., .. " .. ... •• '- oh' 

tj1e ·gifted ,end taiented. " Oàta were obtained from 27 païr$ of 
~, -

• 1 

gifted, an~ nongifted siblings and thèir families' by -means of 
" , , 

,foréeq-choice ,questionn~ires 
, .,1-'1 ... 

'investiq~t,ed the ~ibling ',> J 

to'~iftednes~, ! 
wl;üph 

',' ~ 

. . .. . ,~ 1 
posi tion and the 

r~lationship. :Responses were anal~:~~ing 

siblings' sex,. the 9 i'fte d, child',s sex, sibling 
"------. 

size of .the age gâp' separaUn,9 the two chj,ldren . .' / 
l " , " 

, In th~. rFea, '"Of, CO!"Pe,titio,n, ':a~d '.~omp~rison.,. the ,~ifted 
. C!~lldren; ~ndt tnelr unlaee,~ed'- ~}.bl~ngs produoed, consisten,tly 

'di fferenj: responses •. 
" 

. the" sel f image of ehe 
• r 

f 

'Competitior') eppe'ared' to be beneficial ta 

gifted Siblingt,.: ..:.c~ùr.ging CO'ope;}ti,~j'-' 
For unlabèled, children - competitiOn h~ 

essentü311y négative effects which inhibited cooperation ' . .:'snJ"­

~ainag~,d th~ ov,eralV1e of sibling i,~teract~on. '. 

There, was ~lso an intel'actîon of" sibling ,position and 

gifte~ness .' 
, " ~ .. """., 

,More ft.iët;ion . was '. percëived by ~o\h giFted and 

nongifted siblil'lgs .in situàtionê where' the labeled' member was thè 

aIder of' the two. ,." 

',' 

Parental ~estionnaires we-re desigHed ·to . assess how well 

"inf!rmea parents were of 
--"'- , ... 

tneir . 'chÙdr-en' s. 'perceptions~ A 
,! ~ - .. • •• 
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RESUME 

.' 
,1 -~ 

étudie le rapport qui , sév1t à l' in-
~ ~, • l <~!.. 

4 , t€r'ieur ci' ne, :Èratri~ GÙ un enfant" sur d~ux a été, dés'ig~'é 
~ .... , ~ , l,. ,. ... 

• I! ...... ~t.. " ", 

comme e'nfant doué.. ~rw d~,signatibn "eI)f.a~~ do.~é", p,r~yie,nt 

du fa~ t que l "enfant \~i t été' a~is ,à un cours SP~ci.~li,Sé, 
" 1 ,\1 • 

P.9u~ :enfants dO\lês et', talentuèu,x 'du.r~mt > la p,é~iode de', 

vaca.nces scolaires us~e])es d' ,été. Les données ont été 
!Jo. "'" 

" 

,t, 

" . 

tirées d'un questioI)naire à choix limité auquel 27 couples ,\ 

1 • ' 

d'enfa~ts doués'et ,non ioués et leJrs parents ont répondu. 

Ce questioh~~:i.re ~~al:.tai~ ~~écif~<tfèment dur';~I>èrt <ln;-re 

les, ~~mbr,es, d l un~ fràtr,ie,.,,' L~S~. :r:~ponl:i.~s', o~:t é~é a~alY,s~e,~ -

selo~' te ,'~e~_r~ d~ tale~t, le sexe 'de l"a fratrie, le se.xe ", 

de 1 ',enfant doué, sort rahg 'dan$ la fàrnille e't la d.iffé- , ... ' , , 
" 

, rence d' âge ~ntre les membres de la fratrie .. , 

En c,e qui concerne la comp~ti ti.vi té et l' auto- . 
r ..' • "".. ' 1 _ ~I ,', -:.. • 

comparaison ,'~'l' enfant, doué et 'le 'noIr doué extéJ:iorisai~nt' 
.... • ""'. .. • • j 

~ <f'>-, .. 
, --k.- ,,~'. ~ "" 

éonstamment des réa'ët'ions: di v;ergen te~'-
.~ . . ~ La compét~ tiyi té;' 

- , 

-, ' 

nôtarnment,,, $elnblait' 'con,tribuer posi tivernent- à l'image pro-; 
v ,. ,~ 

pre de l'enfant doué tout ~ri" stimulant le -Cj.ialogue et la, 
'C> • " .... " 1'" , , -

/ ' 

,', , . 
. " 

: collaboration,. Or', pqur l' épfant n'on -do~é', la c~mpétitivi~, , 

té ~vait plutÔt :n' effet -négatif i!'lh~bant ~a c0J.iaboration·· <" \~ 
tout e.n ~edu~sant. 'i ,'action ~é~i'p,r';~u~ .e~t~e ,le,s. de~x. enf~nt:s. 

En o~tre/le, rang de ,1'e'nfal1t doué dans' ia· farni:lle 
" 

affectai t également l' acti:on _réc.lproqu€ entre le's, deux 
" 

enfants. Beaucoup plus de désaccord' et de; ,tension étaïent 
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" 

" 
" 

, 
\ 

Jo 

, , 

"~ 
, -

',. 

, 1 

i 
1 
1, 

,1 

l 
". r 

~ 

.: 



.. , 

'. . -.. 
+. 

',. , . 

.,-

, ! / -

• f 
, 

"., 

\' 

~ '. 

. " 

" 5 

. " 
Par·' ~illeurs,. le questionnaire adressé a].lX parents ,. 

a~aït pour -but de mésu'rer jusqu' à q~eF--po~~t ceux-ci étaient 
~.-"' r '\. 

sensibili~és aux perceptions ae~ en(ants. 
, , 

En faisan.t: une 'çompa~a~son des réponses données J 

,pa:r les parents et l' enfan~, nour' nou~ sortune~ re~dus compt~e 
, . 

que Ig~néralem!=!nt' les ~~re~ts 

les'sentiments de l~enfant. 
l' 
/ 

comprenaient passqblement bien 

L'ign~anc~ d~montrée par les 

parents envers les 'sentiments de l'enfant doué ou non doué 
1 II , 

'-était semblable dans leS deux cas sauf que la mêi'"e était 
" . 

habit-uellemenr. plus "se,1?sibilispe que le ,I?~re., 
1 .. ," • • • 1) ~ , ' 
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'Chaf:lter l 

Review of the Llterature' 

This stud~ examines sibling relationships in a family when 

one 'o'f the ,ehildren i8- l~beled gi fted. If is' t~ê ~ffect- of 

1abeling rather: th-an the,qifted 'child's specifie abillbes whièh 
/' ... . ~ ... ~ 

are of' inl:el'est. j, ,Therefare, for tlie ourposes of this, study, 
• 1 

giftèd~ess i~ defined by the ~elèctibn 
", 

of a ~hild for attendaQce 

at a summer schoqi for gifted and talented students. Several, 

variabl~s ~uc~ as ~loseness in_ag~, sameness of sex, and~sibldng 

pq~.i tian have' been sh~~n to influence ,MW 'sibl ings inter'act pianI< 

_ & Kahn, 1982; S~tto,!-Smith &- Rosenberg, 197(1), however, litt le is 
• • 1 • 

v 

how giftepness, interacts with these varlable's and 
o 

influences th~ ~lationship. :The impact of qiftedness on f 9mily 
~ """1 .., 

interaction' ha~ "t'yp~c~lly been studied 'in the context of 

parent-ch~ld. rèJationships~, Very few stu~ies have ex~m~ed 

s~b ling int'e rll'c,Ù 00',: specifJca 11 y when one chi Id has been labeled 

"gifte~" wh!:l,e otl;l~rs have not., The rèlationship· between a 

·gifted chiÎd' and, ·'a pf!rent who. percelves such 
r , .... 

" 

qiftednesp ls hoth 

qualitati\lely' 911d q'uantitatively ai f.ferent~ , From other 
, . 

. :par.ent::'c~.Üd rel~ti'Onsliips (Cornell, ~981; FIsher, 1978). 5ince 
, . 

every .,relat~onship· and each' ~ndividua1 affects the entire family 
• • ~ • ~ 1 . _ f 

system, any differe~ces\ in parent interactIon with the chi1dren 
- • ' J '. 

~ • ~ ... ~ l \. 

~~i~l ',in, ~~rn" ,aff~è_t th A ·siblina relatiOn~hiP (Kantor.te Lehr, 

,0 1975,). 'It is_ JI!1P.ort~('lt to' investigate thE} ind i v idua1 perceptions .r . 0, • 

of each" fanrily, member 'when exoloring -such farriily 
• , 1 

i'ntera-ct ib"hs 

-, 

.:-,~. 

" 

.. 

.' 

. ... 

> ' 
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Slnce these are-at the core of 8ny subsequent actions and may 

vary radicalty (Blumer, 1969) . 

• ___ In order to distPnguish wh.ich 'effects are attJ;ibutable to 

... the J;lresence of "giftedness" within the . famil.y unÙ, it is first 

neeessary ta discover WhlCh charac~tics are a norma·] 
~~ 

any sibling ,rel~tiortship. _ 'The fol]qwing review of 
1 • ..., 

b_y-pràduct of 

trye litérature examines etudies on 'siblings, families of qi fi:ed r 
, r 

children and" firpllly, findinqs on the intèrsibllnq relationship ! 
when o[1e of the members is labeled "qiftJed." 

Sib~ïngs 

{ 

J 

- S ib ling in fi uenee . Two factors affect how close sibHnqs 
, 

will be and how much influence they'will exert ovel' one another. 

Fîrst; child,re~ have been shown to attach themsél\(es vel:y early 

to those people wh?_ ére yesponsibl~ for their care an~ nurture 
• 1 

(A.insworth, '1979; Bgwlby, 1969)., However, iD the absence 9f 
{' .. \ 

:- -

ad~uate '~motional or physicai suppar:t from parents, tne c-hi Id 
./ 

1 

o -- . 
may attach to an available sibliog. 

1 
Such relations~ips may be 

o 
quasipal'ental" creating- a- situation where one child -possess~s 

\ . 
ma lie 'pa~er' and pl,ays arr authoI'it,atlve l'ole. Other, situations niay 

, , 

arise, as in the case of family break-up, wh~pe>s~b1ings beco~e 

i~terdependenf and cli~~ to each other foi suppor~ and eomfort. 
1 r, 

The more.avaiJable 
1 1" " 

parents a~~, emoti~nally-an~ 'physic'ally, the 

less intense will be the ·attac~rrte.nt between the stb lings (Bank"" 
1 

• 
Kahn, 1982) ... 

-The other ma jar fa'ctar QoveI'm,nQ sib,ling closeness -is how 
~ 

, 

much time the' childr.en spend in ea~~ other' s \ ~àmDany dt,lring tne'i r . 

'·dev~lo~. Prox~mity in age. - will-. éncou,rage 'w!,at th~ 

.' . 
1 
1 -- , 

! 

-' 

/-

.' 

i 

1 , ! 

i 

,j 
1 
! 

, i-

l , 
! ,-
l 
1 

L 

1 

1 

1 

j. 
i 



• 1 

1 

1 

\-

i 
. l~ 

li.tel'ature l'efers to as "high accessIt between sib linqs, and 

simiial'ity of sex will usùally mean similar interests and' 

activities. Such high access siblings have enormous power to 

• 
. influence,one another and act as each other's ~eference point. 

Such siblings hdenÜfy easily "with one another and tend, to 

perceive more samen~§s than.differ~nce between one another (Bank. 
,..' i 

_ &- Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith ,t,. Rosenberq, 1970; White, _ 1~75). 

"long a continuum of access fr,om almost total (identical twins 

reared together) to.~minimal (large 8ge gap, opposite sex, great 
, 

parental support) siblinqs will develop attachments and bonds ta 

,one another with v,arYil"!9 d,egrees rf, ~n~] uence •. SU,Ch 

very- iMfluential in the forming of persohality 

. 
bonds are 

and last 

th'rou~fttout li fe. 

T~e degree .to wt}ich o'ne sib ling may influence another i8 

~ al sa affected by bi.rth,-order posit{on. Younger children àr:e mpr.e 

imitative artd ~o~e influ;nced by ~ldèr siblings who. act as l'ole 

· models' (Abramo~itch, 
• 1 

1979; Santrock, Readdic~ & p,ollard, 1980) . 
"l, 

Females.. qppeal' ·ta be Jl16re affe.cted - by 'ma1e's 1 (Suiton-Smith' ~ 

.; Rosenberg, 1'970), possibly a 'culturally induced phe'nomenpn which 

results fr~m~sex steFeotyping and historical prizing of males. 

" 
arison. Comparisàn will 

.. e. 
sibling. From a.very ear\yage. 

occur naturally , b~tween . -
f 

As the. young chi lq seeks to 
. 

establish an identi,ty, ,he or she will ~ look to ~lose family , 

membet~ for 'confirmation:, A sibljng, especia~ly one close in age 
i 

will become i reference for compariMo~ .. These socIal comparisons 
, l ' ". - •• ' ~ ... - :. . . 
· are an importént ,means wh€reby' personal performan;e and beha~toÎ' 

can be' eompar:ed with' a(otl1er' s in ' a very simiJ al' contéxt and 

" 

" 



", 

" 
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position (Bank ~ Kahn, 1982; Santrock et al., 1988; Sutton-Smith 

~ Rosenberg, 1970). st~1~ ~ill especlalJy look for traits in 
•• ~"4.).j 

the ather which parents might find especially attractive as they 

compete for parenta 1 love and attenti,an. Parents in turn will 
, " 

compare the performanci of 

wIll" people 1 ~utsid~ the 

each sib ling in a variety of areas as 
.' ", 

family, cprcl~ . immediate These . , 

comparlsons are natural, inevitable and may be covert or overt, 

conscious or unconscious. They are ,the process by wHich an 

individual attempts ta find a place in the world and difficulties 

on1y arise when a si~lihg îs constantly p1aced in a position of 

inferiority as a resu1t of. sùch comparisons '(Bank ~ Kahn, 1982; 

Tesser,' 1980). 

Competition. CompetitioQ natur~lly evolves as a child is 

forced to shar~ parental lo.~e and 'attention (Puner, 1952; White, 

1975). C10seness :~nereases opportunities for competition sincé. 
, ! 

high aCDeSS . sib1ings are drawn into similar fields of endeavor 

and experience cOQst~nt comparlsans by. themslves, their families 
• 

and outsiders. Three ~reas have been suggested in which sib1ings 

havè thè most p6wer ta hurt one anather: ach1ejement and ~uccesst 
.... '-, 

ohysical attracti'veness, and soç-ia l relations. " End] ess 
: . , 

ri compa}-'isons occur in these are as Which, are in a state of dynamic 
0. 'Ii 

balance .• '. Rarely daes one sibling outstrip the others in aIl 
~, 

, '. areas but' .when this ocèurs it results in negati ve se 1 f concept, 

inferiority feelings and underachievement (Ro~s.~ Milgram, 1982). 
" 

~ little competition might pro've ruse fu 1 as :a 
, :. < 1 

spur and incentive 

to improve, but tao much accompanied by ioo little chanc~ of 

succèss,will oaralyze .. " 

.. ' 

,; 

, , 

.' , 

" 

',' 

1 

1 

t 

1 
î 1, 

,,' 
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Aqgression. Comoetition often leads fo aqqression. 

~orlerate amounts of aggress1v~ contact can often be re~ssurin~, 

necessary and positive when they are not interfered with by . . 
parents (Bank ~ !(ahn, 1982; Puner, 1952; '-'Ihite 1975) • The 

\ 
central causes of aggressi~n are des ire for pareT"")tal attention or 

the establishment and strengthenlng of the chi1rl's p~sitian or 
• ...,j " 

vraIe wlthin the fami1y (Dreikurs, 1973; Lev~, 8uski1a ~ Gerzi,. 

1977). Qvert aqgressi~~ lS more common among males than females 

and particu1~r1y prevalent' where there are two male siffilings 

" (Santrock et:' al.,' 1980; Sutton-Smith ~ R'osenberg, 1970):' Since 

.01rier chil~f~n tend to be larqer i~ size, they have been found ta 

exert more'raw, physlcal power over younger siblings who, in 

turn, are mor~ manipulative and covert in thei~ struqgl~s (eank ~ 

" ... Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith ~ Rosenberg, 1970). In adolescence the . ' 
n~ed for superiority oyer a .sibling peàks 61r:ld,is Qft~n ~)(pr.es~e.9 . 

" in sadistic verbal attacks (Bank ~,~ahn. 1982). . 
.., , - .... t;' - -~ ..... 

Personality characteristics aUributed to' sex and birth ---, /' 
S~ver~l studies have found'that males geneta11y appear to. 

t 

be more aq,\1resslve than fema1es (Bank ~ ~ahn, 1982; Santrock et 

al., 1980; . Sutton-S.mith 0\. Rosenberg, 1970), while fema1es tend 

toward nur;urant, explicatory behav~~rlctinQ aqqressive 

feelings ta more covert modes of expression such as tattJing,· 

bribery and coercion. Sutt'on-Smith ~ ~970·Y conrfucted 

an intensive of .sibiing dyads 
'i. . .,' 

stody < into characteristics 

accordinq ta sex· and " blrth-order pasitio'n.: They fa un d", that in <~ 
,~ '; .... ~, 

familie~ where there wera two male siblings! the younges~ was in 

the most unequal' power struqgle or 811. Sir'nilarity 'of sex' 

1. 

" 
- " 

. ~ 
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( ç 

, 
'\ " 

r , 

,li) 

encouraged competi tion but Ùrck of cômp.ar'at i vs si ze, ' ' weight ' and 

a~e, placed thë yaunger ,~ibiing' at a rlisti~ct disadvantage. 

Behl3:vior resulting from such a situation was very' ,aggr_es,sive, 
1 ~ -- .1_ ... l'1 • 

. am<iau!:j a~d dep-ressed.' The older mare' in this dyad was aYso 0 

rated as very Rua..ne l,sorne, high on anx'iaty" very conforminq and 
, , 

competitive# An explanation could be that the aggressibn 

instigated by 'the yaung~r male caùsed a reciproca~ effèct,from 
>. 

the aIder. 

In female dyads the 

competi ti 'le . 'aCid ":domineèring 

was 

than the' older 

'less~. i~de~end~nt, ", J 
sistéT. 5he fel t , 

j 

closer to her mother and generally achieyed less weIl. The.alder 
" ~,I 

sister by contràst saw herse] f a~. havlng 'a good r'elationship ,wHh' 

the' younger sibling, assumed very often a caretaker or nurturant, 
. , 

role, , appeared pàrticularly competer:!.;' and 'was 
" e 

the most 

indepe'ndent of aIl gir J groups. She feH closer to f!1Ei fsthe1i' 
\ 

thah to' th~mother. 
" 

In opposite sex dyads' where the female ' was the aIder she 

scored h'ighest among a 11 qroups' for ambition and tenacity'-and had ,~ 

-- t'Îigh scores on competH.i veness and 3ggression. This female often 

related accounts of parental ~avoritism for-ner :iounq~~ broth~r 

.' 
frequent overt aggr'ession. ',' 'The and expressed her concern in . . 

,youn'ger broth~r in tb,f:lsè dyads is the most powerfui of ' a11 :the . 

second sibling group~ , in t~at he is the-most . able in physlcalty 

overcoming an older sibling. 
. , 

However, these.younger brothers 
1 

appear to be withdrawn and"depr~S$iv~ males who !j;onFirm that they 

~re favored by the father. Th~y quarre l'a ~reat dea 1 and, repprt " 
• - < . , 

fewer assdciations wi th their older sj,.sters ~_. 

• 'r 1 .... . . 
t ' . 
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In families where the male is a youllger 

sister, he .is characterized as aggressive, ,self conf~dent, 

curious and 'pl~nful. This grôup is the least threatened by. a 

younger 'sibling: . The younger si!3ter in turn is characterized ~s 
"". ""; , 

very athletic, revengeful, self1sh and'competitive. She is the 
" , 

least feminine and' least anxious of aIl the groups and 
\ 

her 

...... 

. ' . . - . 
,: ~-Pn~~~'#-cha~acteris.ti~S ari! se~n by Sutton-Smith ~ Rosenberg' 

.. ' 

as an "unmitigated' record of the· oider ,male .sibling ',s influence 
'. 

• 0 

on the y,ounliJ~t girl" (p. 151)'. 

From their 'results Sutton-Smith ~.Rosenberg contluded that 

siblings te~ded to reinforce • their own :sex char~cteristic~ in .., 

their 'siblings. This reinforcement occurs within Athe fra~ework 

~f the eIder exerting more influence over the younger and, Qsys 
,1 , 

influencihg girJs more than the reverse. Such conclusions have 

been criticized if') several studies (Grotevant, 
" 

. ~ , 

1978; Sc~acter, 

<'Shore, Feldmah-Rotman, Marquis, &- Campbell 1976; Tesser, 198Cl) , 

in favor -of a theory of pibling deidentification .. "Cleal'ly the, 
< : 

... : t'~ 

• persohality profi les should be fut'ther elaborated on the basis i'of 

fami! ial and 
~ . , 

cultural' background; 
l '. 

expe?ta~ion~, socioeconomi~ . 
~ 

1 

statu~, parental educat'ion and, above ~ a'~ l,: Tamil y dynamics~ '; 

• 'J .. 

~litt~e attention has.bee~ D~1d}0 .how,a~d what Darticular~family 
~ ... -

interactions effect spe.cifie' D,ersona lit y had .( , an wh icI') on 
': ~, 

" clÏa"racteristics.·· It banÇlot be inferred ,that beèauee a group of , 
" -

'ohi)dren exhibit aggressi'{e ~ehaviar, . aIl cpuses fôr such 
, , 

"behav ia'r are of the SIJII1I3" nature. Tt }s Mot, .p~ssible to" aÙribute 

generali,zed causés, ·gr. predictions 
" 

since . 'r' 
~ ',r 

to eaçt)." sib l:inq group 

behavi(')r~ are ,l'lot 7necessqri~y iDQi~::ltive of c~uses ahrf por ~rr; ,-, 
~, ~ .. 

" .. 
- , 

! , 
l' 

" 

, 
" 

-. 

',' 

" 

. . 

, " 
\. ". 

' .. 
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, caLJs~s predictive of." what behav iors the y 'miqht 
< 

There ' 
. 
qenerat'e. 

, . 
, , 

ha's a1'80 been no mention of different, leve1s of achievemènt, 

success ' or intellectual .ability, ~o~ 
( , I

j 

this miqht affect 

di fferent siblinq~' !,el at,ionships, or ~ven pel"t:~PSl 'result' f.rom 

it. " , 

Bi rth 'ordèr and achievern~nL , ~ ----- --------=- ,In' studies of emi'he'nce t flrst 
# "'f ;: 

bOFns . and oidest 
l '. 

childreh pr~dominate (8a'nk , . kahn, 1982; 

~r.iodba~I(s',' 1978). Varia'us the9ries have sbught' tà .explain. 

. 
" ' 

"this. 
él • 

could simply be that the class of first barns 
" . . , , and o~ly chiJdren combined is larger' than any ~lass of ~p.cond or 

1 ., .f 1 f 

J .. "'-... 1 • l ~ • 

later barns. :,' Other resear,chers suggest . ,t7at intel ~ ige'~ce 0 f t~,e 
.' deve10pi~g cMild i5 enhanced the hlgher th~ average mental age of 

'. . " 
" U " 

the fa'mily memtie17s (Berbaum &: "1oreÙ:md, i9130j Falbô, . . 1980; 
" 

Zajônc, Markus'< Markus, 1979')., The oldest" êhiloi sp~nds an 
1 

amount of Ume in , the presence of, ad,ults whpse ment,? l ag,e i~, 
, ./ 

higher, presumably, then it would b~)f it were ' combined"with 

" t/;lat of .. .anothèr younq, sibHng. HistoricaUy" as, well,.' many 
" 

1 

" 1 

/.. 
<l; 

l ' , 
accrwed • adyantages 

, 
ànd . faml-ly .:status have - . ~. ) 

of ,inhèrit1:lnc~ 
, '. 

firstb~rns males and cu,ltura1 l"emnants 'of "these al", fi rstboroll 

ta 

tra'ditiahs may remain'; 
, ' 

'. , P':l'r~nt$ have been -shown ta ,give more and 'undivided ,llÙentian 
'f 

~, ~ .. 
ta the anl y ehUd; a categ-ory into wh'icn the oldest chi Id Falls 

: 
until thè ïhrth of the second. Parènts tend ta expect more of 

~: ' .. 
, t;'he Fust born (Bank: 

.~ 

~ Kahn, 1982 ) and these hiqher pa'rentai 
" 

.', '~pectations have been, -~found to have slgni ficant correlations 

tC - ~ 
~i~h' several"cognitive :me.aiures '!1~rjoribanks, 1978). It has 

further been found that ab11ity and achievement scores decrease -, 

,'. 
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as 'spacïng 'between male sibl~ngs" decrea~~s, alth'ough 
r 

this trend 
" 

is reversed ïn the case of" female dyads, where~ close "age> spacl l1g",,"' 

might ev~n prove bene fi c i a 1 . (Ci 1ir~ II i, ~7 8 ). Th:S e f~ nd inqs . are 

not incongr~ent with those of Sut ton-Smith & Rosenberg in their , " 1 • 
per.sona1ity profiles of. ~ibling' sets,' "In male dyads," 'where 

a!j'lrassion and competition ·~f·.m6ré . overtl~ ."XOfessed;. cfoae aqe 

spacing would enhance these characteristics, p~s~ibly to tne 
{ 

, j 

detrime~~ bf' academic o~ cogni~ive 'galr~' 
l ' 

In tRe: female dy,ad, 

, 
the ,stereotypica1,ly femaie q~a lities of nurttlrance and 

, , \ 
caretaki~g, olose age,spacing ~iqht ~acilitate mutual help a~d 

cooperation, 
" • J 

Par~Rt.s., partlcularly" mothers, !'lave also' be,en found l:o be' 
" 

more :anxioù~~ demanding firstborns CBa~k .~ end possessive "of . . 

l ' Kahn, 1982) perh~ps ',expla~ni~g 'why firstborns generally tend 

: 'towa~p ,'hi,gher .an~i~ty ,and ~~nfàrmancËl: score:~ ·than later siblirg's, 

;, (Sutton-Smith'~ RO,senberg, 1970),,' It has been ,suggested that ',the' 
':: l ' ~. 

1 .. , 

birth of 
.' 

the secon'd sibling fore,es 
'. ' 

the oidest child to grQ~ up 

more .quickly s~nce:it propels ·that child into . . si tuations "wryere 

indepeRdence'~ill be this point the reinforced and praised. 
1 ' 

At 
. . 
first born e~periences a·decline of affection si~ê~ the mot~er- i9 

·r
l

..... .. ~ • 

. ~ . .. 
"now 

, . 
preçccupied with young~r ml?re de'p~nr:fent di'ild.' The, tl;1e -' 

" 
oldest ca~; no longe,r cdmpete in the same arena as th,e younqer - " , 
.siblin.g and therefore seeks ta" regain lost ;'parental .attention' by 

achie~ing 'intell~étual success ~~d, independence (He lson, 1968)1 . ' " . 
ro., ~ ... ~ 1 .. ' l" • t.: -"\ • 1 . 
In contrast, later' barns 'a;-e treated more spontaneousl y and 

, , " 

'unconditionally by their mèthers 'and·this results in less anxious'· 
1 ~ • '. 

, ," / .. 
.-

, . 

" 

: 

..-..... • r.:1".,)<..,.J,~ 

'1 

\ " 

" 

, . 
. 
, . 
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, , j 
,Cjnd cari'for:rid'l'g p~r!3o'riali'tiés·. 

!' 
,t?nds ta be rein'forced' for 

, , 

1 

Fur.ther,!!'Ore, the "yo,um;:jer siblim;) 
" , 

, , 
dépennent 

'. traditi,onal exp~ctatiàns for the' xoùnger sibling tend ta ,be' Iess , 

'demanding than those for the fil'st born' and the,se later chilGlren 
,- , 

in ,turn are e~pected . to appreciate tl:le efforts of, th~' oldest 
1 ,--- .... - ' " .. 

(Bank ',~ ,.Kahn, ',1982)'. ~'Howevètt i'f' the YOl.)nger 'chnd 
-

feels 
, '. 

co'n!:!lstently , inf.erior té .- ao' -older sib lin'g ~, there r:!lay 'be" a 

,tendency ta givé· UP ,ràther th an :'1001< like a ,f.ai luie by comparisàn 
" 

,( Snydet, '1980,). ",' 

Cooper'13Uqn e~couFag~ment, of 

·coope.v"ation ,between', siblings 15 "'pftén' - qUQt~'d as. a me~ns. pf 

offsetting·, si,bl1ng comp~tir.ion ~ ,. (Puner, '1952). 
, . 

.. ;. ~ 1 

StUJ1i~s _ ha,ve not yet,· inve~tigated. :'whether ,cOfllpètitiO'n and 

cooperation can eo~xis~ within the 
\ ,. \ 

, ,. 
same ar~rlas' or ',whet.her they 

'.Tt _,mignt -be irtterac.ti vs " é'ffect. have. an 
" 

,that' they . . are 
. " 

certain ar~às' , and . 
, . . ' 

èàoper?lion ,ir~ s~..tuafioQs whère 'Compe,titior:t, is minimal., , " 

.', , , 

- ,'., ,'. It has' been suggèsted 'that the pr'eser:lc~ of a youriger .stib'Üng' 
;;.r- • ,;' 10 ..: _. ,," ' •• 

whom çh~ .çah teacr. p,romotes a 'sènse. :of comoet-ènce 
• • ~ 4 

a-nd can bo~t' 
" , 

inte.l1ectua.l· 'd~vèiopmènt {S'ànk '-c Kahr.t, , 1982;· Zajonc, 
~. t' - ." c '. ' .. ~ r 

al., .. .! et 
, , 

J ", • : l , , ,.... '. ~ ~. ,~. • ..,. .: 

1979),., ,n1dej"r sisters, ha).'e' been' fO,und to' be bett'er hachers for 
. ,,;.1 • 1 .'''' ' ........ " • w 

. ' . ... 

" 'sihlings ar~ mor.e"l~ké'ly tà âtcép-t 
" \ ' 

, , 
heljJ F:~om an older sibling if 

',\ ' , ", 

;the'a~~ in~er~al be~ een them-, t$ .large', (Ci.cif,elli; 197.7"). -Since .. .. ~ , . 
• .. 1 J .. ' 

a ',large ' age . int,er a1 .. bElt,wè,en. siblings 
• " ~ 1 ~ 

'reduces , ' 
closeness, 

" c?mpar'i~on am( co~eti ion are al'so reduced. th~ yo~nger sib l~nq 
. . , ' 1 ',' • < " 

feels' ~ës~ of "a threat: 'esteem .and, iSl able to ,accep>t helo 

, . , ' J • ... ... ~ '" 1 

'1 
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From the older, presumably J more able sibling. 
. ( . 

lt ; might be" 

" expected, then" th~t 'coopèratlOfl" wotlld increase as closeness 

decre~ses. !Uso "wheré tbere was an aIdee fe'male in the sibling 

dyaçl, mate cooperation might be expecte? 

Càmmunica~ion bètw~èn siblings • The depth and degree _of 

. commUniG~hon b~twe.en siblings wi JI depen,d on .how close thèy are 

té o~e another and how. much they perceive thems~lve~'as being the 

saine. In the case of çlose or' fused ~deAtificàHon ,Cidentical 
" 

\ ~ , ,1 

twins'raised ~ogéther) an·intense a~d deep oo~mu~icatio~ would be 

expected. In the c~se of siblinq$ who fe'el Iittle' ln common with, 
, _. 

,each other, litt le orsuperfici~l ~pmmu~ication might result. 
, ' 

Bank. ~ Kahn (I982,) outli'ne tbrt:;e.le.v.eIs or' pers?n.aiity at; 
, r 

wh,l,ch C?~mmunication . might funèt~o~': 'arJ t'identÙY core, the most . . . ' 

basic ,and' deepest levei of' Dèr.so'nallty; a 'subide,ntity level, 
1 

corilprtsing those, asp,eè:ts- of the se 1 f which:,' 'ttiough not 
, ' " 

at' the 
, . , . ,.... 

of : ,identi t y, ,ai·a· \ important to . , , èbre ", . 
, . "'pe;~ona" or ,pub;t ic 1 Y, pre~efl.ted image 

, • iii • 

the ~egree' of access, siblings may 

self ' definit~o~; and .a 

of the ,sel f, '1)ependin~ on 
f •• • 1 

com!Jlunical:e at aU -or. 1 any 

subset., of ,,' 
~eptt'l of 

these level~. High' access might promate' 
1 

chances and 

éommunicatio~ but, it al so 
" 

encour~ges ~ompetitiQ~, and 
. ' 

,sibl~ncf -rivFllry which:wo~ld inhlbH communicatï'cin. Low access 

situations 
, ' 1 

do' not ' ,generallY elicit . , intense rivairy and 

" competition, and: 'miqht' allow (or greater communication despit~ 

" 

.. ... \ . 

,the façt that
c 

siblings do n9t ideniify to the ·same degree. The 
- 1- ~ • 

arep of ~ibling èommUh,ic~tion ~s ye~ to 'be investigated in' any 

deptn •. 

Siblinq identities. Withln the three broad 'content areas 

' . , " 

. " 
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out1ined by Ross .~ ~ilgram (1982), achievement -
and success , 

. , 
. ~ 

sexuel attractiveness, ~nd social relations, most families are 
,.1' 

person can occupy.. à. certtn 

psy.chologica1 space at any one time (Bank &. Kahn, 1982).' T lS . 

space refeTs. to the ident~ty or persona that the famlly ~em. el' 
, ' '''" 

., 
structured that only one so 

assumes: and ~~presents within the family unit. If one chlld 

beeomes the "bratrf" tne other sibllngs' will. eleet or be directed 

into another idEmtity l'ole •. , Such .~ndil/irJual pe'rsonae serve a 

famil,ial 'purpose of portFaying J i3 ~nited. family j,?entity (Kantor & 

lehr, 1975) but for the . family'· memoer can be 'confining, 
. 

. ch'a 11 eng ing 0::' fI' i gh,tening . Families ,oenerally, anô parental 

attitudes ~pecifically; play a ~ajor .role .. 
diree~ion ea~h ,child will take. C]ashes .between . sibiings with~ . , . -

- . \ ' • i 

t09 much "'competi tion and '-8ggres'8 ion ',may ocèur as a result o~ both 
"c.. - ~ 

,.b'eil1g chosen, . frir the. same l"qle '-:'withih' the :-familY"j 5inc~ aIl 

~~hie~emen\s will th en be ,direct~d. a~ 'u the"same area- of ~~deavor, 
, . 

cO!1~tant comparison a~~ ~(jmp·etHi.?'n~ are ineyit~blé (~ank &. Kahn, , 

J:982) • 

Rolès ,'inay be ,largel~ determined by cultural. and traditional 

v~lues of the famil'y,whkh reqûite 
. -

th'e sexf!ls eto di ffel'entiafe in' 

'. 
prescribed 'ways. This often resul-ts in' males be-ing cha.nneled '. " , 

• in'to ~caçiemic pùrsuits while f~maleS' 
" 

are encouraged 1'n soc ia 1 . or 

attractilreness domains. Such differentiated channeling a How's 

éach ~hild an area 

sibling, which in 

of succe"1l:free f:om competition with 

turn red s competition, aggres~ion' 

the 

and 

rivaÏry sinee it often results in physi:al separation for pèriods 

of time, different interests and aspIrations. Partial separation 

.. 

1 
" 

•• t- .,.. 

.JI. 

.-
,) 
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or deidentificatlon of identities occurs w~th~n most families and 0 

" 

is reinforced by both parents and children. Differences between 

children whioh might be purely speculative and arbitrary when 
.. 
initially expressed become absorbed into the familial pa~tern. 

Siblings b~cqme more differ~ntiated From one another as the 

differences between them are noted and expressed (Bank & Kahn~ 
.;, 

... 1982). 

Difficulties arise when identities are rigidly imposed and 

run counter to the individual needs of the chi Id. When a child 

becomes fixed into a negative identity 

posit~on to a sibling, the identity can 

sibling-sibling interaction and result . 

and placed in an lnferior 

d~ct~te parent-child and 

~P~YCh010giCa1 damage 

(~ank & Kahn, '1~82; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). In thi's type of 

~ituation there is a danger that the less favored child will 
" 

differentiate from the advantaged sibling 
/ . sa a~ ta ' p"ercei ve no 

,,<' 

commonalities between' them at aIl. This may resu l t :in an,. 

automatic rejection of arty attribute, eharaeteristic or talent 

exhibited. by the' .,!tIore "'"'.., , able ehifd and severe1y .decrease the 

options availqb1e tOn the disadvantaged sibling '(Bank'& 
, .J 

\" 
Kah,n, 

1982; Tesser, 1980). 

tf" DeidentificâtIon', be,twèen siblings. Deidentification, is 
• to;!" 

Q , 

defined as the judgment that a sibling is differe~t from o~eself 
, . 

(Schachter' et a1.,,4 1976; TeÈlser, 198Q), '. suqgesting .chat' 

.' 
deidentlfication, like closerless, can , exist along, 

1 

Partial deidentification 
Q 

is appropriate and even beneficial 'in', 
f 

reducing sibling rivalry and competition. Howe'vei, .total' 

deidenti fication is the most extreme emotional cri,v,oree, of ohe 
\li 
1 

,u . " 

'. 

\ 

\ 
~, \ 

'. 
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sibllng From another and' usually occurs when there are s~6nq 

splits ln the family embraced id'entlties of each :slbÜnq (-I=Iflnk !y -

Kahn, 1982). ln f~rnll1es w~ere one slbl ~nq lS oJer~aluerj' and 

percelved as havlng a11 the emotlonal riches Of the famlly,. tt}e 

remàlnlnC) sib llng may tota l l Y aeid'entlfy., 8y feelIng dl fferp'nt 

and completely re]ectlng tl1e other slblmo, one aVOlr1S, the --

Intense rlvalry and campet !tIon which would r by negative 

comoal' Ison, destroy ,self esteem. De iden.b fIcat,lo'n theory 

suqqests that hiqh 
Q 

access slbllnqs have a gr~ater ootentlBl f.of'. 

rIval l'y and hence may feel Hie neerl ta deldenti fy more in oroer 
n 

~ ,to redvce the intense feelIngs of competitIon (C;chachter .et, l'Il., 
- -,:07 

. 1976; Tesser, 1980). 

Two varIables have heen found WhlCh. Interact i'n the 

deldentlficatlOn process: closeness of Slbl1ngs and re~vance Qf~ 

the task beinq pe~formed. In cases where the other 1 s per formance .. 
i\3 better and siblings are close, the· less able 8Ib ling maYe 

<t! 

systematica lly reduce the . relevan'ce of the task in order to~ 

protect self esteem From unfavorab le_ compar IsDn. Sy contrast, 

the more able sibl inq may show more tpnacüy to the task and i ts 

importance and relevance is ralsed along with self esteem as a • 
result (Tes8er!.-/1980). Oeidentifi.catlOn can worl( on either or. 

both variables of clo8eness • or relevance but if it i8 -not 

aporopriate to reduce relev8nce, 88 ln the case' ()of cotnpu1sory 

.. school work, closeness can then be decreased by the 'introrl,uction 

of frictlon. It has_been found that there lS more frlction.when 

sibllngs are close than dIstant. F"urther, ·when one slb llnq fee l s 
, " 

at a disadvantaqe and ,outperforrned by the other, that oerson is 

, ' 

G 

1 

r 
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. ' 

. likely ta "i,!s~igate' aggres-~ion and 
'" ' 

{nt roduce . fr ietton. The more 
. , '" " 

'.sudcessful ~ibiing tend; to ide~tify .mo~e strongly with the less~ . , 

1 • , 

is r-aiséd by sLJch favorable comparison' ab1e sin'èe self esteem 

(T~ss'er., 1980). 

~ot on).y do sibJings deideri'ttfy by themselves but they are 

enaoura'ged ta der sa by family manipu'?tion. Mothers were asked to 
,.. J ~ ~ 

judge the amount of deidenti fication 'in pairs of .. ·t~eir own 

children aged l month to JB years. Judgments showed a Hnear 
1 

incremen~ From,' nèar c~ance in é the first yea.~s of li fe to near ,. -

by age ;six when valueê stabilizeçl. Later, on uni.versal levels 

entry t\ college, 

de,identifIcation 

the sam~ chlldren were às!(ed to judge theÏr ,own 

from their sib l ings. It was found that th8 

mothers' ea'r.ry deidentifj.catlon judgments closel;- resembled tho'se 
1~ • 

of th~hi ldren themsel ves at the later. age, suggesting that 
.' 

> 

mother' s judgment may incorporate father' s and .that 
, 

deidentification~may De to a large extent'imp;sed on the children 
------ , ' 

, _ by the pElrents ~n order to oDviate rlvalry' and r.;ompet~ tion 
, 

(Schachter, ·Gilutz, Shore.'x Adler, 1:978). " 
. , . 

W,hile deidentification theory 0 pray ides a framework ta 

" explaÙi sO,!11e observable, behaviors, it is . uph'e.1d almost 

exclusively by males, and studies of fema-les neithe"r co'nfiI:m nor , , 

di~prove the theory. This could be- acc;ounted for' by the fact 
", 

,that'males are more overtly aggressive and that pressures on them 

to succeed and achieve have tended to be greater. F 
, . 

not historically received . the same en~ouragelT1ent or 

tompete and succeed. 'Female roles· have str,essed 

" aggressi ve communicatory methods of sa 1 v ing prab lems ang pe1"haps 

, , 

'" , 

l' 
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the t:hreat to, sel f esteern by u!lfavor8b·1e COmp~rlS8n -is not gr~Rt _ 
, 

enough to combat tl,e nurtur;:mt ç:are-oiv)ng role' th'ly are 
, , , 

eneouraged to play. Further rese~rch' on' deldentHl~8tl.on s.!l0 uJrj 

be conrlueteri which mlght examine the e-ffects of sex of S\t:JJ lnq on 

deide~tlfication. Sirnilarly othér: variables such 8S SlZ-8 of 

sibH~g constr~~lation, education and values of ,famlly 'mlqht be 

investiqated to sb)ow how these interact with the deldentificatian 

, , , 
process. 

F8rnll1es 

The famlly 8s.a system. Studles have gr:merall y tenderl ta 

foeus on a S'ub13ystem of the 'famil y Ufil.lt, confininq data ta 

parent-chi Id Inte;raction, or, in Tarer cases, ta intersibling 

P'll atIonshl ps. Such a foèus on a famlly subsystem lJlay take 

oèhaVlar out~f cantext Slnee Faro il y members wark wlthin the 

. 
total system and their actions are interrel.ated. Those of one 

. , 
individu,al will have an effect on every other rnember in the 

~ , 
system. 5imilarly the 

1 

values and FuIes of the f,amily unit will 
; 

affeot each individual (Karytot \ Lehr, 1975). It is" 
, ' . 

imoÇ)rtant ta l~àk a't eny IndlV irlu~l acUan a'S part of 

system ef fam~ 1 y interaction sinee i t is this'system of soclal , ' 

interaction, which is at the basis of. each subsequent behavÏor 

(81ul1le'r, 1969). The famlly will' adopt, strat-egles which regulate 
( . 

t~e behavior of individuals and t~ese ~t~ategl~s 'are ~s~umed "ta 

Qe DUrpo"3ive anrl ,well inteQdec1;~Hhough not al,ways,sucCE6ssful. 

, . 

Tension and stress ~re' inevitable and the re'la~ibnship between ", 

-(amEy, mem,?érs i8 one '-of chanqe, edaptatlOn and grqwth (Kantor ~ 

L,l?hi, 1975). 

, . \ 

. ' 

, ' , 
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relatj..onships must b'e /Vieweq il) the 
! 

~en~ral 'conte~t. of faml1y 
1 

Pare;nts relations. exert . muçh , 

inf\ue~ ,on hOW"slblings interact and 
c 

on the types of, l'oIes ana 

identity each ~ibqng.assumes_:(Bank ~ Kahn, 1982; .B~idges,; 1979; 

Kantor & lehr, 1975; Sutton-Smith ?r. Rosenberg, 1970,). Parents 

shape' a child's behavior by.their reactions ta it aner siblings 
" 

sh~pe parental behavior . causing them ta l'sact . in di fferert w9Ys 

ta' ea~h child (Sutton-Smith .... Rosenberg,. 1970)., tamil]' 

demographics .such as cultural orientation, ethnie baekground, 

socioeconamic:; 'status, parenta~ education are' a few of the 

countless variables which dictate hdw parental expectations rnay 

influence sibling i~teraction, 

1 Séveral studies 
. -

have sugge,sted tl:)at the mothel" s inflûence 
1 1 

has a more direct eff.'ect àn .th'e children but 'that the presence of 

the father and the quality of his rslati'cJns~lp ,,:,ith her determine 

how the mother deâls with the chi1dre~ (Clarke-Stewart-,' 
'r, ... 

19.78; 
, 

lytton, , l?79). In weIl functioning' famil'ias" ch i.ldrer.l are 

favored for diffe.l'ent characteristics' b~t. no' child ,clearly 

pr'è~~i1s (Bank ~'-Kahn, 1982}.'. No nrember or', subsystem is 

repeat~dly s~~rifi~ed' to the needs of· thé family'unit as a whole 

" 

or any ot~er subsystem or mei' ber'. Each indivi,dua 1 is ~ecog~iZed 

but equal and ~' ere . ~~,:~ f-leXibiIit~:~t~ the-l'oIes 
\ 1.' ~ 

faf'!1ily member 01 ys' in' family iritfrEictio·n. No one 

as di fferent 

which :each 

person' i8 consistently the instigatar 'of an acti~ri" or the 

b follower. Instead, depehdinq on the situation, each person t";jas 
j 

the opportunity.to·act as leader, followe~ or by,tander (~antor ~ 

lehr, 1975) . As the' family strives to create â unit ideptity 
. . ' 

\' 

.. 

, , 

1 • 

, 1 

'. 



", 

" 

'. 

------- ~-

28 
: "1 

~ach member of '~he- system mày 'su 1.1 gr?w and, deye top as an. 

J~ndiViduai. ' 
'\'- ~ 1. . 

/
' 

I)isablement in the Jamily system âccurs ,when .thère is a 
; 

constant, competitien bet'r;feen,sl:Jbsystems ,ard ari inflex~b.i1ity of 
- , 

p~ayer P8'rt~ ~ " If 'orie ,person is -aUowed ta gain pllwer:. av el' aIl 

the ~t~e-rS an imbalance, océurs whïch. nilght 'cause - 'repeated' 

'sacl'i fiee of another' s individual need's. ,Similar:ly when 
". , . ~ , 

an 
, 

ind~ldual iden~ity' ev,olve~ wh 1. ch' il:; in' total opposiÙb~ 
l ' 

to a 

exist wiUÎin. the:' fam'~].y unU: 1 

Perceptions in families. Kn~wi,ed.ge· of 'ho~ the family 

percei. ves each child is essen~ia'l . t'a' unde';~tandir'tg ho~, the 'famil y 

'memb.~rs~ relate to 'that individu~l'. 'Humans ~ct, to~ard things on 
. ..... . ..' ' ... .. '" _. , 

the basis 'Glf "thè meanin'g.s which those thïngs h'ave', for- 'them;a~d 
, 1 

, , 

this meaning deriv~s from soCi~L inter'achon that one has w~th 

one' s fello"Ws' (Blumer, 1969). slnce 'meanl.ng , iêl > subj ecti ~e it max . . 
vary,r.adical,ly fr'om any objecti've' i~t'erpretal:~on: _ ln arder ta 

" , -
understand how and ~py a persan ~cts, ih',a speQifj.c " way, ,iç must 

" 

firsi: b'e esfablished what ,the indiviElual's perception and 

interpretat;iOri of ' the 'situation are. It matt:ers less what has 
. ' 

really occurred' since it is the subjective' interptetation' of.' 
~ . .. ~ 

events which is at the 

. Perceptions of .fa!"ilial 

cprë of, any sU"bsequent reaction.· 

relationships_ may vary' dramatic,ally' 
\ -

among members and parents may often be U"naware of tension or ',rack 
r 

of communiçation between siblings or betwee~ their cHildr~n ~nd 

themselves (Bridges, 1979;. Serot ... Teevan,. 1961) .. Even if 

parenE's----feel they are totally Jair' in tt-ieir tréatment' of 

. , . , 
J' • 

, '1 
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sibli~~s, each child might perceive the parent as favoring one or 
. 

th~ other (Bank ~ Kahn, '1982).- When pare~t~ interfere in sibling 

~conflict one chi-id i~ bound f'o feel the ldser who may look for an 

opportunit y for revenge (Lev i et al., 191'7). 

The effects of qiftedness on fam(lies. This study is 

conèerned ~ith how a child who is labeled "gi fted" infl uences ~ 

oth~.r . family members, sp~cifically a nongifted sibli~g. The 

exact a~iiities 0: ~the labeled child are not sa much importB'f,lt as 
:. . ," 

~ 

l 
the seleeti ve'- labeling proces:; whieh has been shown to' 

profound effect on childrearing~ _It appears ta aet as a signal , ' 

to parent!? to rea!3sess the.ir expeetations vis-à-vis the target 

child anc;t seems to serve ,as a justification for e~tra demands 

made on t~~ 1~e1ed chUd.5 Increased parental 'expeetations and a 
. '\ 

raised tolerance of unusual or inaporopriate behaviur may often 

result (Fisher, 1978)·. Four ways have been suggested in i which 
! 

the" presence of a designated 9iftjd child m~y in..fluen?e the ~ 
family ~nit:. competition between family members, sibling rivalry, 

~ , 

insensitivity to ';ïndividual differenees and worth, and \~aek of 
~ 

respe'ct fpr individual 9pinions and diff~rerices (Hackney, 1981) . 

lne recognition of giftedness may not a1w~ys 
. 

be a pôsiti ve 

experienc~ for the ramily. A su.rvey of t:'t1e literature suggests -
\. .) 

that very often gifted children i:lemand more of' fa'miJ.y 'members r • , 

than other children (Parker, -1975; Povey, 19~O; RowIrands, 1974). 

T~ey mey need less s1eep, ask more questions, 'show precoc!ous 

development, verbal acuity 8Dd cùriosity. These traits may drain 

~ 

~ ~parents of both 

resources 1eft 

energy and em,otion, leaving tliem with little 

over to deal with less demanding siblings. 
! 

\. 

), 
i:'. 
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Giftedness can 'a1so bec0!'1e an organizing force within the fampy;-

structuring the entire fami1y's, 1ifestyle sa that individual 
l, -, -

needs may be' sacrificed ta thèse ,of'th,e, .9~fted family member 

(Cqrr'\ell, 1981; Hackney, 1981)., Even. ~he~ the .label is>~poslqve ' 
- - ~ , 

and good, it can have an intrusi ve effect with negaU ve impacy. 
,~ 

~Fisher, 1978). 

Parents often express feelings of heavy. obligation, 

responsibility, emotional and economic drain (fish~r, 1978; 
• \! al"" &0 

Hackney, 1981;~ Rowlands, 1974; Strang, 19"'60).. A gifted .child may 

challenge the conventional P_~,t terns of fa,m:i) y li fe, thr,e~tening 

parental sel f concept and generat ing - fee lings of inadequacy, 

inferiority and pressure (Fisher, 1979; Rowlands, 1974; Strang, 
. i. 

~96(l) . AlthQugh the gifted child is. still abQv~ al~ a child with 
. 

the same emotional and social needs as other ~hildr.en, rearin9 

practices may be itensified with an oveiemphasis on infellectual - . 
~ , 

development (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 1978; 'Parker, 19,75). 'In 
'. , 

""' families wherè there is little , cul tu ra.! or educational tradition 
.1 , 

there may be °inuch disruptiun as the g.t-fted child Ls perèonal needs 

conflict with tho5e of the family unit (Rowlands, 1974). 
!j 

Traditional family l'oIes m:';ly be altered w.hen. gifted children a're 

idealized or attributed with more adult maturity and wis~om than#' 

i9 warranted (Fi~e, 1980; Hackney, 1981; Rowlands, '1974). Such a --

merging . of generation boundaries and lac~ oF differentiation 

. ' 

between parent and e"hiJd raIes 15 dangerous to the maintenance of ,< -- , 
'balance and democracy within the family unit (Cornell '. 1981; 

Fine, 1980). 

. Fisher (1978) studied familiès of 

/' ,{-~ 

gifted children an~ found 
t 

1 
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trat whe~, chi1dren, ·are label'ed gifted by a school and p1aced in a 
, , 

, , 
differenfia1, , program of ,in~tr .... ction .• ThE} 'family may disagree 

, . , - . ,. , 
with ' the identification. . When parents do not agree with the 

, labeling of > giftedn~ss' they feel: a burde~ and reponsib,il.ity to 

live up to such an -identïfic~tiqn. Conversely, parenti may 
, . -

cons~der chi1dren gifted who have not been _ recegnized by the 

sçhool, and . in effect the'y laQel the child th~mselves'. These 
, 

parents and those ,~ho agree witl:l an external label tlrlat their 

,chi'ld 19 gj"fted do not· Fee l burd'ened 'but tether challenged an'd 

stilllu lated; The responses of paren~s who 1abeled chifdren 

themse1 ves did not differ sigr;1i ficantl y from, those of parents 

', .. 1 
,l1hose childre(l had be'en labeled Dy. the"school and who !agreed w.ith 

f " ~ , 

such an external designati.,On. The effects o~ the lab'eling process 
, , 

appeared to be constant regardless of ~ho Md the labeling and 

the important variable was the recognrtion and acceptanc:e by the 

. parents. of the' ide'ntification. 
'. ,. 

With~n the f,amily unit, parents mighf alsci disagree~.with 
l ,~ .~. 

'each ottis1 âboùt wheth~r the child is gifted or not-. Cornell 

(1981) ~tudied 22 familie~ where there was identified giftedness. 

In onl.Y 10 families did both parents agree Of the question 'of , 

wh'ether ,~he identification was correct. . Family agreement and 
\ 

recognition cannat. be assumed and 
, .' 

where there is disagfeement it 

~rnay cause familial- disharmony and canflicL Alliances'may be . 
rnade.oetween _ the gi fted child and the parent who - per'cei ves the . . 
gi,ftedness, and the se" al] iances or subsystems may aperate ta 

exclude other family members. They might, also serve- as a 

pr.efarred union ta avaid t'amUy cClnflict (CoMell, 1981). In the 

, , . 

" ' 
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cise"" where "bath pMents perceive one 
1 1 

child as gifted and where 
1 

t ere aré' other si~1ings-:'the subsystem created might e\ffecti vel y 
• 

e~clude pnly the unlabeled sib!ings. 

Some characteristics of familles with gifted ,chi Idren. 

Giftedness covers a wide ra~ge of abilities and appears in very 

diverse circu~stances ~nd familial backgrounds. It is, 

therefore, ", difficult to mak~ generaliza.tions although a "few 

commonalities aPRear. A ~istoricaJ survey of persona1ities who 
\" , 

revea1ed that, they tend to come from , had achieveq eminence 

families where a great deal of effort was spent seeing that 

familial aspirations for the child were met. The target èhi Id 

was the focus of int~nse interest and attention, although such , 

families~lso"ShOw less harmony than traditional units, with man y 

instances of early parsnt death, divorc~ and nontraditional 

parental unions. Several eminent men appear to have had strong 

ambivalent ties to their mothers and cold, distant," alpof 

relationships with highly demanding fathers" lt is .suggested 

that these family situations 
-. 

necessi tated .that <:r. the gtfted 
" , , 

~: 

children use theÏ'r· giftedness crea~~ve]y to adapt and modify 
" . 

living strategies· iIT arder 1 to cope and surv ive. In contras-t, 
,.r:" 1 

'competent, hig8. achievers appeared to com,e From qénerall y more 
1 

conventiona l home env ironment~ ,whi,ch· were more harmonious" 

serious, structured ànd better organized (~1bert, 1978). 

Cornell (~l) observed famili~s of gifted children during a 

structured fam~.ly task, deslgned ta assess' intei-acÙon and 

cooperat.~on. ,~e' found that they were more eager t.o articul.at-é 

viewe and dispJayed a more ordered and organize~ approach to 
.' 

i. 

, l 
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famil y interaction th-an càntrol families wi th no g~ fted chi.ldrén. 

, T.hey t~nd~d ta take turns in speaking and p~rents used every 

,qppo"rtunity ta teach 'and 1 instruct 't~e ir children .. ,?uring 

subseg.usht interviews, . families wH'" giftèd children 
, ' 

âlso 

expr~ssed ~n empnasis on close family-re1ationshlps and com~on 
t t 

acti vi'l!les.' They ore fewed doing things toqeth~r a1;1 a. famil,Y. an-EJ 

aeti vities chasen were culturall y or educa~ionally br.iented 

~(Cornell, 19~1; 'f'lsh~r, 1978)., Fisher (1978), found -that In 

: families wh13re giftedness'" w,as. recagnized, parents "Qqve ,the 
f 

impression ,of feeling more pressured. and duty-baund to providè 

. meaning fu l pas Umes for t~e children' . ... 
-

They sp'ent most of thelr 

le1sure time with' , the children and en~oyed doing s~,. there was ,a. 

sense of pressure ~l~ays ta oe' doing sa~ething, and ti.n\e was a 

precious camm'adity ta be us~d with care-: '~arents wefé g~erally 

more inval v ed wi th the child' s education, emphasized . and 
-l ",-' 

,encouraged learnin.g and had ambitious goals. Th,ey assumed a 

shared responsibility with t~e schaol for the educatian~f their 
J 

chlldren, especia1J.y in the are,a of m6tivation.· "'_ .. \ , .. -, . 
J , ", 

In a-study of creatively, gifted female college'stÙdents and' 
-

their. f§lmili~s, parents were foumi! ta oe persons of irtelle~tu,~l 

and .. mora~ seriousness ,who .. h~ùt ~tronger theo'['etical"~alues and 
-

~weaker politieal valu~s. '\ 'Emphasis WpS on mor?l integrity and 

'> • achisvement was taken 

, .. 

• 
appreciation for intellectual curiosity 

, ,. 1 • 

above,sver'ythin'g' else, 
, 

togett;.er, witti . a C~ÎIsPiêua.us 

cl968) .• ,- .', ,1 ' 
.~ Sex, difference_s in par:ental respanse ta giftedness. Several 

", 

" .. ' 

, . 

, . 
. . 

" 
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stùki'ng differen~es are ~ppare~t in the ways mothers 'and fathers', 

" ' 
react. to and :int-eract with ~he gifted' chilq ~ Mothers of gifted 

c"~~dreh are achievïng ·wOmen. who tènd to' hav.e smaÜ rather, than 
" , 

large families. Fewer 'a-rl'!"identifled'as full timè'hbuséwives and, 
• 1 • \ 

• , 'J 1· - ' 

t,hey rue ~ bettet '. ~ur à te ed '. tj,a~ w~men :,n gené rai (G r at h. 1 ~7 5 j. 

The~e mothèrs '.tend Ito take ~ far Digher share of responsibi Üty 

for their gifted child ',s education tban ot!1er mbthers and gut 

pressure on 
, 

{ 1981)' foGnèl 
l " i 

~thése childnen ''to achieve (~ovey, 1980),.' Cornell 

tha't .in èle.ven- à'f the .twelve families wtie:re there' 

was disag?eeme~t be'tween 'pa~ent~ about Identification: it'was the 

mother who 'petc~i ved the giftedness. Interviews with pare~~s 

in.d'icated that 'even whsn' the fath~r agreed with, the . label, the 
, 

, . 
. mother nad, usuqUy the' orlginated 'the ,iDea and had convinced 

• ...... 1 

fether.' These mothers appeared \ high1X' ïnvol ved· in the, gift,ed 
... . ' , -

chi,fd' ~ ~duca'tion and, achië~emen't, expressing' .. feelings ~of .more 

olosene~S' ~,iÙ)'that child.' .They 'also'perceived th,e-ir famiJ:ies' as,'" . ' 
, ' 

" be ing more -cohesi ve, howè\(er, no sUFJPort 'for. th,is. higher e~t imate 
. '~, ~ ~ .' ',l,..· 1 

cif' fa~Hy' cohesion,,~a~' .fc)urîd iri the .em(l'ffical observations ,!;if.' the 
, , 

'family eCqrne1L, ~981 t. . ' , ' 

- " 

, ( ,In' ·th~ 8ame study, fa.thers who perceiy.~d 'giftedness ,too!<_ ~ ~:~ 
\ , .... \ ,. .1 \ ~ _ ~ ~ ". 

m'àre active T~le. in c'hild çar'ing and, rea,r'~ng' afl1d '.,jere .more Dpe~ly-
• ,.. , - ." • \ .: ., -.. ~ ~ , • "" ~ ," \, t' ~,' ... 1 

< aff,~ctia'l;)até,~. Thèy, a~!.sp COr'fs.i,~'ten.t1y. peroei.ved' th~' gifte-q 
.. ' ~ , # 1 

firstborl') as .being more Hke ,the~sel ve~.' _ Fi~ner' (1 ~78~ a~8o, 
• ',. " ' . " 1 • 

~und ., that fethers _ (jf ackn'owledgl:'!d gl fte'd chHdrB'1'l weré more 
~ , 

,~I ~ 0-"" 9. 
them" ptw.sically ,Iàncf .psyd101ogic'ally 'than· other 

~ -" . available to 

falhers. However ,. 
. 

th:is ',stiJdy' ~ade' r:ui 'other 
~..... . to 

" 'i 

diffe~ences '. in. ' resp~rise ~. 8Gcordincf t,a s.ex "'. of .pat'ent. "There 
- . " 

.' , 

'. , 

, . .'" 
. .---.. 

. ' 

.' 

. , 

" . 

l' 

\ 
Î 
i 

o .1 
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appe~rs'to 5e a general tendenèy for fathers 
, 

of gifte~ ch~ldren 

to 'assume 
. . 

a 'less 'important raIe in- the' 'plannHig of 
" 

. ', 

" 

the~ child' s 
• 

education. Fathers o~ten ~eferred ta t~e 'suDJect of "giftedness" 

as the mother' s "crusade" or ",cause, ", dissociating themselv~s 

from, it entirely .(Gornell, 1981)'. Sex di ffe::rences' ap~ear.e<l -in 

hpW "giftedne~s" ls deYined. Mothers tended' ta,. opt for a 

learning ,a!Jility, ,definition while fathers p:re,ferred ·to espouse, a 

definHion of, e~t~'eme talent or' geD~us. These brDad categories of 
• 0 a.. ' 

, 
definition ac'cording ta sex also ocêu~red in fami l~es where tliere 

\ ' ' ... 

wâs 'no perc~iveq '9iftedness. This appears then ta, be a 

generèl~zèd ',se'j< difference in perception rather than 'a ' d-irect 

result of having,~ gif~~d child within the fa~}ly unit (eornell,~_ 

1981) . 
, , , 

Attitudes regarding the issues of giftedness differed 

depending on whethèr 'parents req~gnized their ~~~ld as gifted or.~ 

npt. . Parents. who ' Pércei ved giftedness (percei vers)' expressed 

either po'sitiv'e al' negative attitudes about_ iL ')Hthough ~he 

ma.jor.it.y .,?qns~·dered it a b.1esst~g OF _ a gin, other_s ''Nere w~Tried 
, '. 

If' 
about ~ocia.1. ~sslleè suph as snobbism; elitism or discrimination. 

r, 

These parerits w~re. awaré of, 'the -differences p~tween gifted 

chi-l-dren and thei~ -p~ers but were willing ta {'isk being different 

10 arder ,bo achleve- the fulfilment of intell_ectua 1 . or academic 
1 

pot~ntial.· "NoFlperceiving' parents expressed either neutral or 

. " 
negati ve . 'opinions . âbout gi ftedness • 

..... , :' . 
Such negati ve at t i tudes 

related ta· presuméd mal~djustment, 
, 
freakishness or poo'r mental 

health tha,t aècomoanied giftedness. They did not want a chï Id 

who was ~if-rerent and focused efforts -in the direction of 

~ l,. 
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mlnimizinq rhfferences and lntegrabnq thelj chi Id uito._ 8ccepted 
, , ii 

,soClety (Cornell, 19~1; Flsher, 1978). ' 

Power,hierarëhles ln farnili.es. In mos f8mllies there lS a 

.. power 'hierarchy or "pec!<1nq of such a 

hierarchy tiepends ,on the tone 

ortier. If The s,t,reng,th 

0"; famlly interadtion and eXlsts 

a10ng 'a continuuf!1 From total ?emocracy, where power is equa land 

fleXIble, ta rigid autho;üarian"lsm (Kantor -\: Lehr, 1975). 

I-lowever, even in homes where there i s great democracy, oarents, 
- . 

. ,by yutue of_ their size and e,;><p9rlenCe, wlll usually ass~m-e more 

.pOI./er than their childr~n. The chl'ldren, therefore, grow up ln 1J 

dorninànce hierar.ch,y with a prescribed order of importance and 

there lS mirumu~ of conflict as 'long âS ~ach member stays wlthm 
, -

.his or ,he1'" respective pOl'(srs. (Sutton-Smlth !le Rosenb.erq, 1970) • ... 
'However, when a younger sib llnq attemots EO destroy the system of 

, v 

balancè by gettinq a parental thirrl party involved, the system 15 

temporarily upset. n lS ,. therefor8, to the advantage of the 
, 

oldest slbling to eflact a power. hlerarchy since he or she thereby 
1 • 

achieves ~hght1y fll'ore powe.r than the ydunqer sibJ ing. Similarly 
~ , , .. . , 

the younger sibllng qSl"'S when the '. system is ul3set by parentàl 
.... 

intervention. Generally';. slb l ings experience a re1ationship of 

~'re1ativ~ equality ~iS-a-Y1S the str~nger p~te~tai, power, wI.th- the Q 

oldest sibling sllqhtly more domlnant ,than-the younqer (Bank ~ 

Kahn, 1982; Cornell, 198-1; Sutt,on-SmÙh ~ Rosenberg, 1970). ln 
. 

famlies where both sibllngs' are percei~ed as beinq of equà 1 
" .' 

::lbility, whether bath gifted. or nongifted.. tnis type of power 
1. 

hierarëhy eXlsts and parents assume a more dominant position than . . 

eJ.ther- ·s.~bling. However, the level of achi_ev~ITlent. el<09ctation 
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and types o,f family InteractIon may Và'ry (Corne~l,,: 198f; ~~s~ep, 

1\78). Prob1ems arIse wh,en. sib 1 ings are perc~ived"'as bei~g' of' 
~ '.... 

unequa1 ability. The pow~r structure ln- these' f~mi] ies 15, 
" 

radlèally altered Slnee the sib"lwgs are now unequaqy m~tched., 
o 

. In Cornell' s study (1981 r, famlll~ were F.equi.reç:l ta, perform 

a cooperative task designed to assess faml1~ .interaction 

patterns. ~n estlmate of each Indrvidua1's te1attve po~ar wi~hin . , 
l< 

the fam{} y unit was m"ad~ .by measunnq tHe, lang~aq~ ini tlated 

(lànguaqJ\.lnlUBted-' mea,sure), ~n4 reco~dinq' by'WhO~ 1 ~n·d. ta who~ 
lt was) dHeeted '. (1 anquage recognItion 5~ch 

, .. 
observatIons were taken ta lndiçate' the~r~lativ~ 

power of eàch famlly member. 'On the languq~e i,niti tad measure, ' 

the giftecl cfnld' ~anked as hlqh' as the father, anrl 

as thè mother, l'eaving the unlabeled slbllng much 

'alimost. as high 
'i , 
~ower, at the 

battom of .the group values. Such a findlng'sùgge~ts that the 
1 

cri fted child' i8 
o , 

assumlng almost'a third parent , 

1 

rol~ witt\i1:l this 
a 

cont~xt of fami1y in~eractlon. Dn the recognItion peasure'lthe 
~ " ':.' 

, .' 

~glftE!d.. èhild was the t a.rg et' .of" most Hlit iated 
l , 

! 
th~ m,?st fim:;ortant Q power positi!,Jn wI,thin the ,Famil,. Father ,was 

... B ...... ,1 , 

the "l-east powerful suggesting a 't-ata1 roI e., r?versÇll[ nad oe&rred 
, -,' • • • 1 

betw~en , the glfted chlld and thlS family member. Again the . '. 

v 
unl~beled sibling received.a much lower score; onl~ the father 

WCjs lower 
'. 

bé, ta ken 
, , study can (CorneI1, 19~1). 

lof ';elaqVSl power within the' 'JamIly unit, ,U 

I-f thlS as sn 

indicâtlOn cala De 

seen thal the reiatlonshio between 'gifted and unlabf;led child is , . , 

, . 
no longer one of relatlve equaUty.-" In faet 'th'e roles of parent, 

and'gifted child apoear ta h8ve merged anrl becom~ confused. 
~- , 

; 
:: 

1 \ 

) 

o' 
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Such a fuea~ure of power ne~rl not, however; be inrlicatlve of 

the generallzed power, hler~rchy of the f8mlly. SI tùational 
J) 

/ 
faml1y tasks neey nat represent qeneral f~mlly Interactlon anrl 

il ~ ,-
such DO\~er t'confIgurations may be restricterJ to soeCl hc 

c. 

SItuatIons WhlCh parents feti,.8re learning contexts ln front of 

an observer. No mèntion was made of how perc81vIng fathers 

rhffered From nonpercPlvlng ones in their interaction with the 

glfted child anrl with the unlabe.lecl slbllnq and Instances of 

father's perceiving whlle mother clIn not were to.ç> rare ta 

es'tabllsh whether thlS mlÇJlit make a dl fference ln the resul ts. 

Flnally, measuring speech Inltlated and received may not be tl,e 

best way ta measure the relatIve power of each famlly,member and 

would fjepend on general meaSlU'es of verbal abi Ilty of\. l~vIrlua1 

family members. However, these results do 5uqgest th,ü parents 

treat' Jabeled and unlabeled sibIJ.ngs very dlfferently. 

GI ft"ed Cilildren and ~ SiQlings 

Social and emaÙona l ad justment 0 f Cfl fted chilrJren-' For the 

purposes of this stucly the actual abilities and characterlstics 

of each 'chi Id are less Important than the process of recognition' 

and labeling. Therefore, a comprehenslVe survey .of tHe 

literature on qiftedness and its dehmtians ynll not be 

" undertaken. Several good, source!? may I)e cons.ulted; for exa~ple 

Clark, 1983; Freeman, 1979; GaJlaqh~r, 1979; Passow, 1979. 

However: several general comm~nts rega~ding the glfted chilrl's 

social and emotional adjustment will be addressed. 

_ Difficultles in social and ernotlOnal arljustment seem related 

ta the degreè of -~ispal'l~y between the Intellectual abllit.y of 

'. 

1 ----.... ~-~-

'\ 
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the, qlfted c;'hlld and th'8t cof hlS or her peers (Chen" 1'9BO). 

G8nerallzatlons are Hard to make Sinee the qifted PooulEtlon is 

so wtelleetually, culturally anrJ 

pyschologlcallo/., However, thes,e lnciividuals are in the flrst , ' 

. place chll~ren w~ose ~ocI~l developmeot o~oqresses in ~uch the 

same set of stages as chi Idren of rJlfferent,'abi Ilty. Çjtages may' 

appear earli~r than would be eXdect~d and be passed throuqh more 

• qUlckly or convers.ely the intellectually gifted child may l'ag 
,~ 

behind h"lS' or her chronolqgleal oeers ln socIal and emotional 

arsas of development (Chen,' 198b)., Oiscrepancles between social, 

emotlonal -anrl 'intellectual developrnent may not be obvious and may 

k hvirlen under a veneer of superlor verbal and reasonln'g 

ability, lulllng parents into the false' bel1t;)f that the gifted 

child is more mature and able th an is re~lly the èase (Hackney, 

1981)., Superior articul~atlon 'may enable the gifted cnild ta 
" ' 'lf~J .. 

propel al1 conversations within the fam'ïly"to the exclusion of , 

less able f~m~ly members, mânlPulat~ parents, criticlze and 

-" 
ndicule le~s: able sibllngs, and generally'provoke' rejection by' 

l ~' , 
S'Ltéhr\]ecbon mey 'cause gifterJ children to "li peers and siblinqs. 

• 1 

miss many social experlences, Inhlbiting or delaying their social 
( 

and emotional development (Fine, 1980; Fisher, 1978; ,Hackney, _. -

1981; Rowlands, 1974) ~ Parents may wadVë,rt~~t ly eXàcet:bate' t~e 

sitUation by emphasiZlng the lnt~llectual 'putsuits of .gifted 

children, denylng -fhe importance of so~ial ~nteraction and 

excusing inappropriate behavior on the grounçi.s 'of .,superior , 
, . 

intellectuel 'a'bi1ity (Congdon, 1979). 

Idealization by pgrents, unrea1istic , . exoectatîons and 

r 

. 
'. 

.' 

, 
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distort&d ,s'el f per.c~ptions may caùse the gifted chUd to set,! \ 
" 

unrealistic target5. Thls can result ln frustration when th'ese 

are ~n(}t met .. The gifted chi!d may then veRt unhappiness a~d 
,1 . 

, , JI "'" 
angér anto sibllF'lgs and °may feeI, that he or she 15 'loved and 

, . , 

given attention only beC8'use:of .. aèhievements anrl successe!il. This, 
, \.." 

sets uP a .cycle of.. additional' pressure ta succeed a.gain in order 
\ 

ta regàin par~ntal attentIon and esteem (Hè Isoh, 1'968; Strang.' 

1960) • 

. .., Se~eral studies ~ur:;est .. ·.that the .. gifte,ct Chi~d is more 
~ , 

perceplive And sensitive t e ~ environment 'and, -therefore, more 

vulneratHe to it (Congdon, 197~; Whitmore, 1981).. 0\ child who 
1 

receives too much attentiQn ~-many of the "family riches" 
--

May fee I guil t regarding a less fav.orèd sibling and' mày ~eel th-e 

necessity to hide or downplay achievement5 for the purpose of .. 
,preserving a 'less favored sibling' s sel f esteem (Bank :\ Kahn, 

1982) . 

a 
~ effects of ~ stereotyping. Sex raIe ~x~~tation~ 

:", 
."histçricàl'!y ·bè,~n excellence for men and m~dioèrity for 

have 
, " 

women 
, 

'(Bank ~ Kahn, 1982). ff a "female'~ 'achievements outstrip tryose , , 

of a male sibling/ sh~ may often. fe~l ; the need to c,onceai her. 

ability Cultural and traditional 

expectations I!'~y i,gnore' ftthe needs of 1:t "bright female a.nd 

,constantly, J3ubjùqate . them to thos~ of thé male s~b l ing'- .... Many 

"p~op\e' ~til1 feel that' in order ,to" be PEl~'Ula'l: a female mus.t de'~y' 
IJ .' •• ' , 

.. her ~ntel,.leetua~ abiliHes (8ridge!;1, 1't79: Rowlan~s, 1974). 

-&ibling P?sition ,of t~e gift~d _~. Severel studies have 

,shown that in a 'population bf ,gif~ed children, fitstborns and 

'. \ 
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anly children· are over r~Dresentèd (~arjOrlb8nks, 1976, 1978}: 

Hawever, 'one simple explanatlon for tris mày be that these two 
• .. 1 ~ 

classes whe~ combinerl wlll exceed any other 8lbling position 

papulatiQn since familles are decreaslnq 'in si~e and theTe are 

, ever more people opting for only one or tylO chilrlren, Corne-ll 
Q 

(]~81) found that in 22 families where there was qlfterlness, it 

was always the flrst born v/ho was recoq"mzed 8S .the qifted ch,lld 

by at reast on~ parent. In only 10 of those familie~" was the 
" 

second born a1so ldentlfied as gifted and ln only 2 of those 

cases dict both oarents agree. Lacl< of recognition of. a second 

barn as gifted increased wheh the chU d v/ps of a diffetent: sex 
. 

from the" fnst barn glfted chifd. This study suggests 1ack oT 
'. 

r~èog'nition of the second born 1 s gi ftedness may depend ta a large 
f 

extent,on how slmilar the twà Chïl~~~e •. le~ when ~he'secDnd 

baT~ was ~lso in_a g~(tëd pr~~', the·chl]d' was of:en 'referred 

ta as l~ss qifted and as havinq ,tarents ln if~erent areas From 

the f~rst bor~'gifted ~~9rnell, 1981): An èxplanàtio~. ef this 

mi'ght be a- par~tlal deid~~tifica~ï6n .betwee0 the siblings ta avoid 

. .' ... 
tao much sibJ~ng rlva1ry arld compebtion whrlle still all?winq the 

, ! , 

apportunity' for equal recog.ni,ti~Jn. of ability -' ta] ents and 

~ achievement. ' 

Pe.rso'nality development of. gïfted children.· l\ll childre!:1"ln ~ 
• c 

Cornelt's study completed a Chlldten's Personality nuèstionnaire. " , 
i .' 

" 
.The responses of the qifted flrstbornS W~Te c~mpared ta those of -

l ' 

nongifted firstborns shewe~ higher. measure~ 
'. . 

and on shyness'j 
. " 

"getting upset and 
" • 1 

• ,. At; 

lower measures on gregarlousness. 
~ .. "':I .... ,. 

I\ithaugh a . , 

general profil'e is not ql~en for the oersonality of the first 

,. 

'1 

" 

" 

• 

,. . 
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, 

" 
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barn gifted ch{ld, the score~, seem to suggest an intensifi~d 

approximation of the traits' of' the nç>ngifted firs~born .. 

Respohses of the second bor~, gifteds'wère compared to thase 
~, ' 

ôf the first 'born giftea siblings 
-ti ' 

and found 'to be generally, 

better adjusted, more easy ooing, less perfectionistic, more 
1 

sociable and affectionate. This population was not compare'd ta 

nongifted second borri controls and' it wou~d be interesting ta 

disèover whether their profiles were generally similar but showed 

more i~tensification as appea~ ,to be the- case with firstborns. 

; The results do seem to indicate that th; relationship between 

. \ .. 

.. 
1 

aIder and younger gifted s~blings follows a similar pattern to 

the pers(lnality profiles out lined by ... ~utton-Smith &: Ros~nber.g 

(1970)'. A 'further investigation showing the effect of sex 

differences on-'sibl,ing personality response would be' inter.esting. 

The siblings bf gifted ·"children. The gifted child has , 

historically be6!n viewed as being' better adjust.'ed and superior in 

abili.ty largely l;:Jecause of a superior en'vironmen.t ana genetic' 

endowment (ComeIl, 1981). \ However, 

" 
.. 

an unl~peled s!blinq shares 

,both and yet in many ca§es is nof recognized ~s being gifted by , 

e~ther fami~l'or self (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Cornell, 1981; Fisher', 
~ 

1978) " 

Thé effect of giftedness on nongirt~d sibli~9s' reiated to 
, 

sibling posUlo'n. Access, sib"l ing posi tion, age spacing and sex 
, , . , . - . 

of sibling play a large role in dt;ltermining what" effect 

giftedness will have ofI the s~bling Te~ . W~en the 
, , 

" 

,glfted chi lé! is "an" onl y chlld ~he effect is least disrup~i ve on a ~'. , 

famÜy, Wtn:ln tK~' gi'ftéd child'ls ,qJ:de~t·and male the,r:e may also' 

\ 
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be 1ess disruption then otherwise ' (Fis~er, 1978). However, when 
--..' 

the gifted èhild is the oldest, a younger ",sibling mighj: find it 

an almost impossible aet to follow '(Peterson, 
J' 

1977) • A 
1 

successful aIder sibling may become~ the only reference'point for 

the younger child which leaves only two,ehoi~es: either try and 

-catch up and compete, or drop out of the arena, underachieve 

(Whitmore, 1981) and deidentify (Tesser, 1980). The presence~of 

a gifted \ C11dest chi Id may cause parents to undervalue a yaunger 
" 

, ' 
",' .... ~ 

sibling when there i8 a great difference between the two ehildren 

since par~nts may equate giftedness'with the traits of the oldest . 

child (Cornell, 1981; F.,isher, 1978). ' 
, 

When the gifted child i8 the' younger sibling, the aIder 

nongifted child.-ffiây perceive this as a threat from be1ow. 01der r ~-~ ,\ 
children become worried when younger siblings skip' grades ar;td. 

ap~roach theïr own levei and this pressu~e rrom bel~w Cqn produce ~ 
resentment and jeàlousy (Peterson, '1977). FiSher! (1978) found 

't • J' ... ... .1. 1\ 
r 

that the wor'st disrup-tion occurrèd in families where the gi fted, 

ch~ld haq an'older nongi~ted sibling. In the two famiE,es where 
\ " 

parents did,nàe agree with the scho~l. identification of 
, ' 

the 

child, the target children wete the youngei-~ "and both had an 
.' , 

nongifted sibling .. (one male, ',one 'femaIe) . Further, in ol,der 

. families who had sel f labeled the' children ès' gifted, despite the 

lack of school recogniti?n, the target children were the younger . ;, .. ,,,. -, 

siblings of identif.ied aIder' gifted' children. In bath ~a'ses the 
, 

parental .attitude adopted' may be viewe~ as an attèmpt .ta perceive , . . 
" , . . 

and' treat the 'twCl sitHings ,in the fami.~y . e'qually,' règa~(HeSs of 

exter0~1 lab&ling. 
~ , 
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, ~ effects ~ ,giftedness on nongi.fted siblings related ta 
, 

'sibling,~." A study oF female gifted college students 'found 

that they 9id not differ significantly in their personality 
" 

responses From their, brothers even though th,e males we;e not 

"identi fiad as, gifted ~ Brothers Fel t they were taken less· 

seriGusly, ,rated themselves ~s less practic~l and as having 

interests which wer-e less.· strong. .H~ever,·~eing the 'brother Df 

a creatively gifted sister appear~ to have had several positive 
) 

~orrelat'ions with' achievement and intellectual e~J.çiency 

(Helson, 196B). A . broad and general. explanation of these 

findings might rest with "the fact· that these Qirls were gifted il) 

an area of creati v ity. This feft the area Of -general academic 
" . ' 

ashievement, a domain that haSi historica1ly been male, free for , .. 
" , 

the unlabeled brothers. • They, theref'ore-, had an arena in which, 

to achieve 
, ----. 

free From comp~tition with ~heir siblings ~nd which 

was nàt in con'flict with any stereo~ypical idea. Unfortunately, 
If 1 ; 

no mention wa, m~~e as ta' siôling position of the gifted g~r 1 nor, 

" hOw ;close\ in age' . she and her brother were, nor what· effect thîs 

1 had on the ,res'ponses. ' Similarly no attempt was made 'to 

investigate the areas of interest and achievement of each sibling 

ta see; whether tMe brothers tended to choose different arees of 

endeavor from their labeled sisters. 

. Sister.s 'of crea}i vel y gifted femeles showed several 

differences from their ifted siblings and fr~m the 90ntrol group 

of sisters of nongifted females. They rated th~mselves as being 

more cong~nial wit~ their mothers, less confide~t and ~eaker in 

personality and 'they Fel t they had experienced different .parental ,. 
" 

'j 
, . 

" 

. ' 

1 
1 -
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treatmenr. and expeqta tIon's ~ 
;' 

It seems that the effect. Q.f a gi~ted 

sibling wi 11 vary depending on the sex of the unlàbe\ed child. 

Unfor'tuf')ate ly, since the S~rY. wa,~ resh icted ta families 0 f 

gifted females,' rio comparisans couid be marle with femlies of 

gifted ma] es • .. It is, DPwever, aoparent' that for females a 

same-sex nangifted sibltng ,,!ill be more negat~ve1y' affected than 

one of the opposite sex. Such- Increased infuence may be exolaine'~ 

as a function of greater closemess (Bank & Kahn, 1982). 

The effect of negÂtive comparison. Comparisan between 

siblings by Jhemselves and otflers is inev~table and natural (Bank 

& Kahn, 1982; SuUon-Smith & Rosenberg, 11970; \~hite, 1975). When 

a child receives Iess social reinforcement than a s1blinq he OF 

,', 

, 

she will qenerally . behave in a disruptive fashion, with boys i 
> 

-=~being most' opeQ1y aggressive C5antrock ~t il L, 1980). '. 
reaction might be explained a~ '~. an attempt ta gain 

S!-,éh a 

parentàl 

attentioh, (Dreikurp, 1973) or reduce closeness and deidenti ty f 

• (Tesser, ,1980,). '" Sa~~roc,k ~t al., 51 98Ç); foun'd tha t 1 the sib lil"\g \.. 

posi t ion '0 f the f avored chi 1 d d id no~ pred iet the beha v i or 0 f' tee ~ '~ " 

unfavored sibling as :~2!~Jhe information about.how the parent, ~ 
interacted wi th th.e chi ldren. In a study, on sib ling friction, 'i t 

t i .; 

was, further found that where oné,sipling felt'thatjhé or sh'e,was, 

being outpérfo~med by anoth~r on a task oF relevanc,e to bath, the 
\ 

disadvantaged, sib1ing would' seek to 
, 

J 

reduce thé amaunt of , . 
claseness by introducing, friction.- Ln this way th~re wes an~ 

. 
attemot to -;: deidenti Fy From _ the more, able .slbling and preserve-. , , . 
self esteem . From negatiVe ,camparison: Tl,is use' of friction ta 

.. 
reduce çlose~ess w,as stfbngly related ta closenesa in a~e between 

" 
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the chfldren and was intensi fied '~en the more' ,;abl: sibling was 
l. \ • ' .... t. '. # • 

S \ 1 ' < " l, 

- the 'younger a,f the two (Te~ser·" '1980). These res~1ts-j -like most ' , ' 

~ ( r' 

of' 'the fi~ings for deldenti fica~ipn 
" " ( 

, 1 1 

th~?ry, '~re uP,tï~ Id ,by- màles': 
" 

"while females / n~ither' praye nor dispro've : the hypotheE!:es. 
l :, ~- .--4-

~owever, no mention was made of' how differences in sex between 

the siblings' affiecteél Ahe introductid'n of friction' and how t-his 
l " 

might ' lnteract with siblin~ position. 
, '1 

~ For-m'les, the mpre a61e sibling show~d greater measures of 
, t 

1 , 
identification wit~ . , the le~s ablé' sipling when 

r , 
performa,!ce was . 

unequaJ:. This, suggests that the out,pe'tforming indiv idual' s sel<f 
- " 

lesteem is heightened by favorab~e comparison'., The less able . " 

sibling in ~ontrast showed strong deidentification since the , 

process
i 
of comparison was unfavor~blè a~q threat~ned s~lf ~steem. , 

Bath less able femêles and males showed sim1lar trends' for 

deidentification where performance was u~equal. 

I~- appears that it - , 

, 
is the comparison proces,s and one's 

relati ve pe~ fO,rmance ràther ~han the lev el "of ab~olute ab il it y or 
" , . 

performance which ois i~portant r in. maintaining and déq.ning sel f' r 
\ l '" .-J. rj, J 

, '. 
. esteem: - A pà lred and 1 conducted where subj ects were studY was 

-' 
" -

compared as ta per;formance on' a task anti bath" absolute and 

-' 
,relative measured. subjects 'were , performances were 

, ' 

. ' , 

negat~vEÜY. compared with t~.eir _ partl1ersJ regardless of w~ether l,' 

l, 

this ·'was façt true or the less 'r a'chieving partner 
, ., in 

. . 
systemat'itally t'educed tpe re'levaoce of tlie task. 

, 
The negati ve 

" ~ ~.." 
• , '. ,r y J t .. 

èomparison caused th~ subjects ta . deidentify from,one~anather,in 
• 

arder rto, preser,v'e the,i;r sel f esteam.· Th~ absolute performance 
) 

had l~ttle eftect on "thé qeidentificati~n process nor die!- the 

'" 
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, )/er~city of the ,comparison.statement nes~er -\ Campb~ll, 1980). 

An,unlabeled sibling ,might ~hoose, .then, to d~identify From 
' .. 1 ... • 

a sibHng who is' peI;'ce,ived as. being ,more able, by introducing 

"-------:- , -
frictiorl to reduc~ clos~n~ss or"by reducing the relevance of the~ 

task and ~ithdrawing from competition. Sin~e compartsons do not 

have to rep~es.ent'the absolute truth tO,have an impact, arbitrary 
\',,' , 

.... J • 

par~ntli)l or' sel f j~d~ments, as tQ the abi-lity (JJf the children are 
. 

·suf.fIcient- to créate an effect.. Constant negative comparison 

will result in lowered sel F esteem ~nd'di tate a reaction. 
. -. 

If a 
-, 

,sibling cannât compet~ in the same .arena, he or, she may withdra~ 
., 

1 

to another 

competition. 

dffspring as 

. ~ 
,area of endfilavor where 

Th~s explain~ why many 
" . 

h-avi~,g . very" diffe,rent talents 
" . 

and 

from 
f 

their 

even 

-when both\are gifted (Cornell; 1981; Fi-shE;!r,·. 1978). Findings in . . . ~ . 
- ~, , 

the literature support thèse ~uggest~ons. A sibling who fe~ls, 

!-Irlder~al~e9. m?y 
r , 

a,s:t out· caridges, '19.79), give. up or be ope'nly 
4> • 

, 1 ~ggréssive (Strang, 
J fi ~ • 

196.0;, Whitmor:.e, 1981). Those whose talents 
" , , 

, remaiD~unaëknowledged "will became resentful à~d' jea10us (Vall, , . ' 

. '1879) and,low self esteem affects the chilë~s willingness 
.. 

to take 

~Fi~e', ." - l'isks ,'and supports, withdrawal. ,From academic challenges 
" 

, i980). 

l , 

Personali~y development of the' nongHted sibling. Response 

of 'chUdrèn to ,th,e Children 1 s Personality Questionnaire in 

.; Cornell-' s ~(I 9Si) stl!dy sh'owed that ':these children ~r.e ;less w~l1 
, 

" 

adjusted than nongifted càntrols, les~ .. controlled and less 
.,' 

careful about social : . Tules. They felt 1ess valued in the family' 

and had 'lo~ self'esteem. , . . They were shy, Jfrustratéd, excitable 
, 

. '( 

o , , , 

. . 

" 

• 0 ; 
" 

f , 
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, 
" ,', 

" 
an(',tens,E!, mare an~ ious al1d neurotic. GeR,eta Il y 

t , 
4R 

th~y gave very 

poor pictures of., menta~ liealt.h. SInce many of the se children 
, 
were found to be of superior ability, it sugqests support for.~h~ 

idea that constant n~gati~e'c~mparison ,with a supe~ior sibling 

and t,tle relative lack' ~f l'ec'ognition weré' very i~f'lue~Ùal. . , 

l , 

This 
, , 

study ,did not 'èxamine' whether diffe,rence in sex' between the 

siblings ."" 
lessened the effects of having a gi.,fted sibling, or 

1 j 

whether the sexes .reacted differently'· ta the e~perience. 

~ ~ 

Further, sinee there were no cases Of sècond barn gifteo children , 
with~ first barn nongifte'd 'siblings" it was impossible to 

establish what ~~fect the gifted' child'è sibling position had ~n 
',' 1 • 

the ,relationship. 

Parental interactions', wi rh child-cen of'" unequa'J ability. 
1 

Parents are very aware of, iS,sues of equality and endeavor ta 

downplay di.fferenees between their children. T,he parental goal" 

ge,nerally is to foster a - Lov i,"g-, noncomphi ti v'e relationship 
1 ~ 

between the s~blings and ~he reco~nition or labeling of one child 

as gifted ~train~ ~t the/ par,ents' desire th ~reât both ehildi'lm 

equally. Parehts usûally ascribe favorable qyalities to both 

children, ,stressing that the ùniabeled ehild h~s dirfer~nt talent' 

~reas than the gifted siblfng (CorneII, 1981; Fisher~ ~978) .. 

Fisher (1978) found that in families where onl.y oné of the 

phildren is r.ecognized as gifted there is mo~t disruption. AlI 

parents in this eategory reported instances 'of -compar.ison and . ( 
discomfort when divergent interests and abilities of the siblings 

vied ror p~rental attention and approval. Parent~ tried to give . ' 

thé, impression that they treated "bath children eql,Jally and 

, , . ' 
'. 

l , 

\ , 

7 . 
~, 

, , 
/ 

'l . 

, 

1 

! • 
i 

l" 
i· 
J 
1 

. , 

,. 

\ .", 



,. , 

r 
, 1 

" 

a . 

------------------------~-----~ . . 

49 

endeavored to prov ide separate are as of interest to 'minimize 
.. 

. comparisons. There were several'repo~ts 

" ---------- '" 
of families engaging in 

• some nonintellectual activities in order ta give the unJabeled 

child an opportunity to succeed. 

Parents' ~ th-e' qit:ted child. There is often an' unconscious 
. 

favoring of the child who brings the most credit to the family. 

Although parents ~hink they refer equally ta both children they 

generally do not (Bridges, 1979). Very often parents will boast 

about the g~fted ~hild, ignoring the lesser achievements of an 

unlabeled siblin~ which might have been acquired at the cost of 

greater effort. There is a danger that parents might· equate 

achievement with effort (Strang, 1960) .. ' Cornell (1981) found 

that ·parents feel more pride for an acknowledged gifted child and 
q • 

.. " 
feel they ~ve a closer par'ent-child relationshlp. He also found 

that when the gifted children's persona~ity questionnaires were 
" 

'compared 'with .the parental 

. . agreement 'bet~een the two. 

assessments~ there was general 
. 

However, no mention was made of.' 

. , 

w~,ether ,yecognition of giftedness br the pareQts had ,gn effect on 0 

how' weIl parents, predïcted 1 the gifted child's personality 

characteristic"s. 

In Fisher's study (1978) parents of perCeived gifted 

children felt that .the gifted child often lèd the parent and that 

the use of traditional guidelines in child rearing were 

inadequate. Parents spent unusual amounts of time with the 

" gifted child, saw themselves as slricter and more structured witli 

that individual and encouraged the labeled child to assume the 

raIe of teacher to the .parent' il roI e of stud'ent. The gifted 

.. 



l' 

~ sa 

child and parent often assumed a relatAonship o~ playmates or 

siblings. 
~ 

Parents and .nongifted siblings. Cornel~ {1981) found that 

the parentIs relationshi~ with the nongifted"sibling may' involve 

feelings of (?arental guil t because of the. discrepan~ between the . 

. children's abilitie~. Parents feel less proud of the ~ongifted 

sibling and feel pride for different reasons. Many parents 

,perceive the unlab~léd sibling as being jealous, easily upset and 

argumentative but did not accut&tely~nderstand why. They 

endeavored to ~eassure the child t y downplaYlng the difference~ 

between the ~s. Conversely other 'par~nts report ~a total 

absence of jealousy which suggested ~ denial of the problem' 

either by parent or ~hild or both. No overt expression Df affect 

does not assume no underlying feell~gs (Cornell, 1981). Parents 

may also reprimand overt negative expressioQs of aff.ect in their 

8hildren, especially a nongift;d sibJing's j~alousy. . ThiS tnight 
. 

in turn engender guilt, depression and feelings of unworthiness 
. . 

in th~t child (Strang, 1960; Whitmore,('1981). Co~'par isons 
, 

between the nongifted sib 1.ing5.' pers~na1i.ty questionnJüres and 

t~eir parental a~sessments showed gross discrepanc~es ~gest.lng ,. 
that parents often have little awareneS5 of·the·unlabelect cti'ild's 

1n5~curity and troJbled feelings (Cornell , 
, .. 

. 
19ffi). Al though 

~" --",..- ~ 

parents downp lay di fferences in their feelings. ,toward the 

"' children, suc~ differences are somehow apparent. ~erception of a 

child as gif~ed or ~ot~is. very influential ie 
, '. 

treatment and àttitudes and must. therefore, be 
.' 

children (Cornell, '1981):" Since there were 
\. 0--.----

shapina parental 
,~ . 

nd cases of tHe 
'f 

• 

: 
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unlabeled child appearing in the first born po~ition in Corne,ll' s " 

study, it is impossible tô sa~ what effects- sibling position and 
-

. ,sib1ing sex may have had on the sibling relationship. 

Research Questions 

Although the studies of Cornell (1981') and Fishe,r (1978) 

strove ta examine the effects o( giftedness on famiiiesi the 
fi' 

orfentation. of bo~ was toward parental. attitu~es anq 

chi1d-rearlng differences. The sibling relationship between 

gifted and nàngifted children was not examined in great de~ail, 

although both researchers, emphasized the poor mental, hea1th 

profile of the unlabelèd -sibling. 
~ 

This~ study .seeks 

more precisely how the percéptions of the sib1in~s 

to examine, 

va~y 'and the ~ 

extent of parental awareness of each Chlld's perspective. 

Research Question 1: . Do the gifted and nongifted' chi1dren's 

~perceptions of the sib1ing re1ationship dlffer? 

The emotiona1 adjustment profiles of 1"', t~e 
?,; 

gifted and 
o 

nongifted child 
{' 

unlabelei sipling , 
picture (CorneIl, 

have been shown - ta 

presenting a poorer 

1981; Fisher, 1978). 

vary greatly with 'the 
1 

and less Jwe1l àdjusted' 

If a ohild's emotional 

adjustment is directly related ta how he or she' perceives 
.J>-

familial relabionships (Serot ~ Teeyan, 1961) it is reasonable to -

--' 
~ :.~ask if differences in emotiona1 adjustment . ~ ~ 

are related to 

~'~~derlYing differences in perceptions. 
f 

, , 

Q 
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Research Question 2: Are dlspar 1 ties bet.ween responses of these 

two groups generalized ttrroughol),t aIl areas of the slbling 

relationsh ip' or confined to spec i fIc are as? . 

GlVen the assumpbon that a disc~eplncy ln perceptions may u 

~ist, does this permeate the entire sibling interaction? 

Studles have shown that a more able siblinq' s sel f esteem is 

enhanced by feelings of Idenb flcabon and sam~ness wibh a les8 

able sibllng. The gifted, child therefore would be predlcted to 

welcome chances of comparison and competi,bon. The less abl e 

srbling in thlS 51 tuation tends to deidenti fy and avold instances 

of compar ison and je0mpetItion CT es'ser , 1980). A pred lction 

could, therefore, be made that thl~ wou1d be an area of 

perceptùal dlfference. Are(there others? 

Researéh Question 3: 

such ~ sibnn~' 
How are perceptlons affected • ~ v'arlables 

') 

sex, ~ ~ the gl fted child, 1:he gi fted 

child' s s'ibling position ~ ~ gap? 

Sex, sibling positlon and age gap greatly influen,ce sibllng 

interaçtion ~Bank &: Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith c\ Rosenberg, ·1970; 

White, 1975). ~ome studles suggest that giftedness interacts 

with these variables (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 197&; Pet~rson, 

1977) • 
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Research Question 4: Are parents equally aware of both 

children's perceotions of the siblings' relationshlp? 

Since hum ans act on the basis of their perceptions (Blumer, 

1969), parents may be assumed to react to $ib1ing interaction an\, 
1 "> \ 

the basis of. how they interpret the re1ationship. Parent 
-, 
Interaction with siblings is the major influence on how" the 

sib1ings will.behave toward one another (Bank & Kahn, 1982). 

However, perceptIons among famil y members may vary radIca11y 

(Serot &: Teevan, 1961) and parents may be more in touch with the 
Iii 

"feelings of the gifted child than wIth the nongifted sibling 

(Cornell, 1981). 
., 

This - study seeks to establish whether there are di fferences 

betwe~n the perceptions of the gifted and nongifted siblings . 

Frorq the literature we may then predict how these differ~nces are 
, 

related ta genera1 sibl ing interaction and then d'efine the 

speci fic effect of "giftedness" on the relationship. 
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Data Wer:e bbt,ainec1 from 27 children and their families. The . ~ 

children were aUending the McGill Summer School 'for Gif.t..ed and 

1alented 'Students during July, ,198,2. 

schoo1 '. were From ~t:hnically and 

. ~ 

Chlldren wbo atte~ded ,this 

l 
socioeconomically diverse 

bl:lckgr~unds and had been referrerl either by their schools', 

parents or both. Alt(1ough . no formaI examina tian of the 

children's abilities was under~ ken, i t 1 was- decided that 

" , 
• attehdance at. the khool met the' necessarJ: critér~a for labelirÎg 

and selection: 

Countless v:ariables,' ~il1 affect 
, , the, relationship' within 

) " .. 
. famUies and in order tà restrict these as mUch as~ possible it 

" . f .' 
was ,decided to concent-rate 'bnly ?J'I 

. , , ~ 
• - 1 

falllil ies whieh wer-e intact/· 
. .. 

with
t 
~?~h mothe~ and father living fal} HRle at home. Similarly, 

to .facilJ.t~te interprétation pf responses, only families with twa 

siblings 'we:e se~ecte'd .' &ince it was 

examine th'~ effec~s of glftedness o"r 
" . 

•• 
th~ aim of' this study ta 

\ 
labeling on nongi fted or 

~nlab~led siblings,:- the families selècted also had to meet the 

criterlon ' of h~v~bg . . only onë of 
'-

summer at the the children 

schooL The child who' was not attending thereby ha'd not been 
, -

l:ab~led-,or 'se1ected .. Ftnally, sinee the information needed was 

eolleded by méans of a questïo~naire( a minimum age for the .. ' 

childre~" WBB set' at :9' yéars' so that .oo·mprehension of the·" 

',~ '. ~ , , ~. 

, .. ' 
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questions was ensured. 
/' 

AIl childrelj attending the school ~ in Grades 5 ta' 10 (the 

olGfsst group) wére given an information sheet to complete (see 

Appendix 1)' and selection of. the fâmilies wès made fro{ll these. 

~f the 107 children polled, only 35 familles met the' cr i ter ia , . 

necessary' to particip~te i~ the study. lhe return rate w?~ 100% 

bu~ eight -families were subsequently disquali fied from the final 

analysis (1 fa~ilY split vb during 

speak sufficient English to complete 

the study, l' f~mi~y 
the qUestionnair~, 

. 
did not 

1 family 

hatl a severe1y' retarded sibling, and 5 famili~s had bath children 
• 

reg:i,stered at the' schQo1). A breakdowA of the responding siblings 

by gifted sibling position, se'X of siblings, sex match' and age 

gap between siblings is shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1 

".. '~ Breakdown of Gi ftad ;and Nonglfted Children 
by Siblings' Sex, Gifted' Sibling's Position, 

Gi fted Ch ild' s 5ex Çind Age Gap. 

Gifted 
(n:) 

.5ibling's sex 
.. 

Di fferent sex 13 

Sa me sex 14 

Gifted child' s !XJsition 
tJ 

oider. '15 

, younger . , ).2 

Gifted sibling' s sex 
• 

male 14 

fema1e ,13, 
~~ 

Age gap 

small ,;.' 
(2 years, ~r less) i3 

. } 
J" t 

\~. 
-'. .J large -"~. 

(3 years or more) 14 

~ 

Nongi fted 
(!!:: ) 

13 .~, 
14 

15 

12 

.14 

l3 

13 

., 
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Instrumentation 

A rèview of the literature indicateçl several areas w'lere the 

. ,s,~bling . relationship might experience dl.fficulties. It wes 

p~cided \0, explore. six of these wi th an original q':lestionnaire: 

comparison and competi.tion', cooperat~on,' idenq fi cation , 

perceived p,arental treatment, <-, sel f imag~ and f;i,ctio~ A final 
~ ~ '~ ,?,' • 1 

section exploreét the oyerall tone of the sibling relationship~ 

The eight questions in the compéti tiQn 'section were 'designed te " 
.. 

discbver how much' the chilqren competed and how aWare they, were 

of their own and any parental çomparisons' bf their efforts. 

E~amples are: liDo you c9mpare the work yOl!l db at school with that 

of y~ur brother or sister?" and "1)0 you thir:lk your parents fltel 
, 

th,at your work is as good as that of yOur brother or sister?'~ 

The section on cooperation comprised tW!'llve Çluestion. su'ch aS-; "Do 

you help your brother or , sister with school work or, show Fln 

interIest in what he or she is doing?", wh~ch centered on the 

amourJt of' sl';laripg and mutual help' that existed between the 

siblings. The section' on perceived' parental treàtment ask~çL 
~ . ' ,/~ 

qllestions such' as: "Do your parents praise you and give you heats . 
" , 

. as muc;h as they do your brottièr or sister?" These were designed 
" 

, ~ .' 
ta discQve't' whether the target child' fel t as weIl heated by the 

1 f,' 1 

parents as a sibling., Similarly," self image was assessed by 13 
• 

questions 
fi 

which examined how the child fel t about hlmsEll f or 

~rse:L f, for example: ';00- you 'ever feel lonely?" and '''Do you ever 
, ' , 

• t 

feel depr~ssed or ùhhappy?" The communication· section had 10 

qùestions' which 
.. 

tall<ed together, 
o ' 

explored how much the children 

and thegeneral verbal ta ne of the '''famHY relationship. Exampl es 
, . 

'; 

'-,--,,-, J ~.~ ........ 

t;, 
J 
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are: "00 you ''-ever feel yau one to talk to' ,who woùld 

understand ho,w you feeP" and "Doe~ your family generally 

encourage discussion of problems?" Questions such as: "00 you 

and your brother or sister fight? fi iiwestlgated the ;3mount 0 f 

•• 
perc~ived friction between the sibling~ and, finally, t~e overall 

, , 

'general relatioriship was explored by the ,last four, items on the 
, 

questionnaire (liDo' you like ,your brother or' sister?"). 'A 

questiQn':'by-question analysis and rationale can' be found in 

Appehdix 2. 

Parental questionnaires were developed directly From those 

fol' the children and ask'ed parents how they thbught their 

children f~lt about a sibll:n~. Questions attempted ta discover 

the' same .i,rifor·mation but from the ',parental perspective. For 
, , 

example, childrén were asked "00 yqu compare the wark ,~you~'do at . 

school with the ,wprk 'your brother' 'or' 'sistèr does at sehool1" 

while the carresponding Plarentai question was phrased: "Does 

(your child) r~garding school his or her sibllng compete "with . . . ' 
work or aeademic, 'performance?," 

Envelo'pes conta~ning the questionnaires and a covering 

letter were given, tp the famUy member attending the summer 

schoal. The children were instructed ta tell the other members 

of their famiÙe,s that cO,mpletion of the forms sh04ld be 

~ conducted pri~at~ly and individually. AU families wer'l3 given 

one week to 

be returned 

complete the q~estionnaire8 at which time they shou14 
1 
1 

to the ar0l., Eaeh child filled out a similar form 

about his or her sfbling and parents filled out two forms each: 

one for the gifted' child, one ..for the unlabeled sibling. Six 

,""1: '", 

.-

i 
, " 

1 

J 
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questionnaires were gi ven by each family partaking in the study. 

Scoring ,1 •• 
Each question had fou'r response categories represented by 

the numbers l to 4. The 'number values ,of the résponse' 

categor ies were: (l) never, (2) rarel y, (3) 0 fter'l ane!, (4) always. ,.. 
f. 

It was decided to exclude a "sometimes" 

in favor of a, forced choice ' format 

categor~ ô( '~~(tral value 

which wouid give sorne 

indication of general attitude. Subj ects, therefor'e, had ta give 

a response which"W8S . . 
1 

4). Subjects were 

questions. 

either negative (I OF 2) or 
1 

also instrucied to omit 

posih ve (3 or 
o 

none of' the 

Eaen a.reé of sibling relationship was examined and criteria 

for a high seOFl~ in that c~tegory' were delineate~. Fo't' example, 

in the "eompeli tian:' and eomparison" category, which included 

quest~ons J, ta 8, a high score, ind icated "much competi tiom." 

. Interpretations of eategory scores are presented in Table 2. At . 
this point severai questions were reeoded sinee a high score in 

response ta these questions indicated a reverse of the criteria 

outlirreçi by the category h'eading. In question 8 f for inst-ance ' 

("Are your achievements in different areas . from those of yout 

or sister?") , a high spore would indicate 

d identiqcation or differentiation fr~a'" sibl,ing and, thus, a 
~ 

prediçted avoidance of compe.tition. This question was,! 
( 0 ' 

thel'efore, reversed in its coding sa that a high score wouid now 

be represented by a low value which J.would eontribute, littie 'ta 

the overall score for competition. Questiàns that underwent. 

recoding are clearly indicated in Appendix '2. 

:' 

" 

.' 
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Category 

Competition 

Cooperati,on 

Parental 
Treatment 

Sel~ncept 

Conrnunication 

Friction 

General 

------.----~------------, .. 
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Table 2 
1 

Interpretation of category scores 1 

" 
Interpretation o.f 

Questions high score 

1-8 ) much competition 

9-20 

21-30 

31-43 

44-53 

54-64 

65-68 ~ , 

. ' 

much cooperation 
and shared interest 

good perceived 
parental treatment 

high positive 
sel f concept 

much commur'li­
cation 

much fDiction 

good overall 
;relationship 

) ~ 

1 

Maximum 
sçore 

32 

40 

40 
~ 

52 

40 

44 

16 

. , 

; . 
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Preliminary examinations of the data were designed to assure 

that the-seven questionnaire eatego~ies were meaningfu1 and that 

the questions within them were appropriately related ta one 

another and ta the eategory as a whole. Data were analyzed by 
. ... 

means of intra'Category .pearson correlations for aIl children in 

the sample. 

Within catègory correlations aIl children. Each item was 

• eo~related with'in its own categ~ry and a190 witb its eategory 

.. total septe in order to' discover whether items could be 

justifiably. grouped within the designated càtegofles and a total 
~ 

eategory score used ~or subsequent analyses. The resul tint;) 

__ ~ëôrrelatidns by item by .category can be found in Appendix 3. A 

summary by category is given ~elow. 
, ' 

Competi tian and comparison •• A total oJ' 36 correlations were 

- -------,-

calculated for this category. Of the Il significant va~ 

~enerated only 3 were negative. 

ocëurred between items within this 

These negative correlations 
ç 

category. However, none of 

the items. correlated negatively,with the category score. rour 

items showed moderate to hfgh positive correlations with the 

total categor:Y score (questions 2, 3, 4 "and 7J and items l, 5 and 

8 apjJroaçh~d signi f.icance. On~y item 6 failed, to show any strong' 

correlatlon with the tota1 score" _ 

Cooperation. Of the 78 correlations generated within this 

---- .... _~" 

.. 
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category 28 were significè~-and only . , one of these WQS negative .. 

This single negative value bccurred 
• .1 

betweer two items (qu~stions 
i 

14 and 19) within the category. AlI questibns were positively 
, 

correlated with the total category scor~ of cooperation. Items 

9,- 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, lB, 19 and /20 a11 showed significant 

posi ti ve correlations with 'the totaled score. Only items 12 and 

13 failed to show significant relations but were, nevertheless, 

positively correlated. 

Parental treatment. A total of 55 corre~ations were 

éalculated for this category.· There were 30 signi ficant values 

aIl of which were posItive. AlI items correlated positively with 

their category score. Only item 29 failed to show a s~gnificant 

positive correlation. 

Self image. Of the 91 correlations generated within this 

categqry, 33 were significant. Of these, 22 were positive. Only 

question 37 correlated negatively with its category score but the 

value was not signi ficant. AlI other questions corrèlated 

positively with the tota1ed score and significant cgrrelations 

were foun~ items 32, :}3, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 41. 

Conmunication. A 
',' -

totai - of, 5.5 correlations within this 

category produced 23 significant values. nf these 19 were 

positive. Only one negative correlation occurred with the 

category score (it~m 52) but it was not significant. AlI other 

questions were positively çorrelated with the totaled score, 

items 44, 45, 46, 47~ 48, 49, 50, 51 significantly sa •. 

Friction. Twenty-one significant correlations resulted From 

the total 66 generated within ~his category. Of these 14 weré 

" 

( 
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positive. No item correlated significàntly negatively with its 

category score. Questions 55,. 56, .57, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64 showed 

strong positi-ve correlations with the totaled score. 

General relationship. Nine of the 10 co~relations generated 

for this category were ,significant and positive. AIl items 

showed positive correlations with their own category score. , , 

Of the total 396 correlations calculated during the 

wi thin-category al'l8+ yses, 129 were significantly positive 

(32.6%). There were 23 significantly negative c6rrelations 

, (5.8%) which occurred between items within their own categories. 

There were, however, no instances of any item correlating 

significantly ~nd negatively with its own tataled categary score 

and this supported the totaling of individual items within each 

category to produce a general category score. 
, 

Between categoty correlations - aIl children. Intercatego~y 

Pearson correlations were produced from data qn aIl chi Idren ta 

învestigate how eash category related ta the 'others (see Table 

3). The resul ting corr'elation matriX . demonstrated expected 
, , 

between-6ategory rel~tions in aIl but twa of the twenty-one' 

cases. These two unexpeèted results invalved friction,,' which 

appeared ta be po~iti vely correlated with bath parental ereatment 

(r=.33) and self image (~=.23), a finding that was somewnat 

unanti,cipated but 'which might be explained from the data on the 

> individual ~roup;; of children (see below). 

, . r 

~. 

." 
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TabJe 3 

Intercategory Peaxson Correlations for aIl Children 

Compe- Cappera- Parent. Self CQnimu- • Fric- . 
~, tition ation tr-eat : . image, mcation tian 

~~era- i .. 
t tion .06- \ 

1.-
" L Parent. 

treat. .U .32** 

1 self ,.. 
1· ..image . 20 .24* .62** . 

1 ' . 
• Communi-

cation .U .50** .37** .22 "-
Fric-
tion :15* 

.04 .33** .23* . .14 

• 0 

General -.08 .55** .22 .05 .45** " 06 

-4 
'*p< .05 

**.E.<.01 

,~ - . -
'-

There is a substantial limitation on . the ir:terpretabillty of 
" . 

these arbitràry categories since a var imax rotated factor 

analysis yielded 24 underlying fa~tors and seemed not ta support 
o 

the seven discrete divisions or questions. An explanation of 

these finding,s might lie, in the fact that the categories are not 

orthogonal. The intercateg!Jry correlation matrix in Table 3 

L shows many strong positive corre] aUons occurr ing between the 
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categories. AIso, a correlation matiix generated • for each 

item .:z questioljr 'with rvery other, ' showed so e Eiigni ficant 

correlations occurring bet~een Items wi th in 'ferent categories • . , 
These findlngs suggest that there ,might be overlap - or 

nonorthogonality between the designated categories. However, 

g i ven the pau'cH y 0 f prey ious> research on whi ch ta base complex 

hypotheses 'in" this ar.ea, it ~as de.cided not~ ~ at tempt to use 

m9re comple~ factor ànalyses wi~h nonorthogonal axes because of 
, 

the subsequent difficulty in interpretation. The overriding 

considerption and goal of this study was the identification of 
, '" .~ 

meaningful' rather than unc@rrelated and lnd'ependent categories. 

It is emphasized that ideally the factor analysis should support 

the categDries. wi'thin the questionnaire and Hs failure to do so 

must Ilmit th~ instrument's validity. ~ The development of yalid. 

measures for assessing sibliAg , relationships should be the 
. , 

~~ject of further investigation and research although it is 
Il 

,.~~ond the scope of this stu,dl' 
~ 

~ 

" 
Data on the ~fted and nongifted gr:oups: 0: chiJrlrên were: 

;<0 

then exgmined separately. Intercategoryw Pearson correlàtion 

di ff!,3rences: 

were produced 
'~ , 

to inv~stigate whether there were· any matrices 
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,sibl.ing" The gifted chiiq .al,so pevcei ves a ' close rel'ationshlp 
~ 

" betwe,en" such competition 'and any frièUort betw:een the sibllngs. 
~ ( 

Self esteem 18 pos~tively . and, h~ghly correlated with 

percei ved parental treatment (!.~. 69),' indîcating ~ow ,inf}uentia l 

i8 the parental attitude tqward the' children in d~fibing"self 

image. Self esteem is also positivel)'. correlated ," with f~ic,tion 
, T 

i!.=. 34) ~ugg~sting that a gifted chi~d's positive self image is a 

function of .the ',friction that èCCUTS witt, 'an unlabeled sibling. 

FinaUy, the category of gen~r'al relat~onship-7scored i.n-

'9UC~ a way a~ to îndicate the overall, positi vé tOM of sib~ing 

interaction--appeateq to be related to Gooper'at'lon between th'e 
" '" . 

siblings(.E.=' 48), anç percei ved 'parental, treatment (E,=. 46) ~ 

, ~Interca.te9ory ~orJ;'elations".!E..!:. hOhqift'ed chi Idreh. 

An examina-tion of. t~e cor~elation matr ix for this group showed 
, 

~ '1' _ • 

,'seve~al dif-ferences' between, t'he' groups. Tab,le 5 ~ndicates that 
\ <.,'" k l" ,"" ~ ~. 1 ... ' ",' 

for, nqngif~e.d êhil~ren'( C.?IlI~tition:, 18' ,nëga,ti vel y cbrr'e lated with 
; .. . , 

cOQperat1oM' ,(E=-! 34) ,and .ge~eral ,r~la~i?n5hi_p~ (.E.~:' 4'2) Thesa 
• ' .. t,,' 1 ~ • • 

resu'its sùqg~st thÊlt fOl" tti~ ùnlabeled dhiid" competition bJ;l-Ewee,; 
:. • .." .., • • , • ~ .. , ~ r 1Ifl ... 

. , ,'the' ~ibl'~r\9'S -;~hi,b.,i~; ~hé' -w,~lli~.gnes$ ~~o èoop&rate' and .. r'I~gati vely " 
, '. • \ ,. fi ~r 

aff~cts the generSl, ral,ations.hip" to'operation i:;l weIl, cO!rela~e.d . 
with ,èommunicaiion (r=.~~ ~hd' gener~l r'eiationship , ,( r:=. 57),' 

, - , 
" < ,- . 

'.., l.' .' r 

findings' which are not ·surprising'. ,Parental treat'ment is again a, 
- l ' - ., 

geod predictor of self .. image' (:E.,='. ~}), al~o J~ of' comnlunicM:ion 
, , 

, . 
(r=.41) and, somewhat svrprülingly, friction! (.E.~.4n. These 

results onc~ _ m~re underl~po~tance qf p~~b:ei~ed' parental, 

t~eatment ih sib1 ing' inte,taction and sugÇ)~st that for \ nongi fted 
, 1 

si.blings high friction' scorès are· ,somehdw tiedb to posit~ve 

, : 
, " 
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parental treatment. This . issue is taken up later' in the 

discussion c,hapter. 

" .' 

"' lable ,5' 
9 . 

Interc~tegory Pearson Cor~ela'tions for 
Nongifted Chi ldren. 

'Compe-
titlon 

Coopera-
tion -.",34* 

Parent. 
treat. - .00 

... sell' 

image .H 

Corrrouni- . 
cation -.10 

. , 
fr~c-, , 
~tion " .06 

General -.42* 

'. 

Coopera-
ation 
'---;-

.30 

.H 

.59** 

.08 

.57** 

'*peos 
·**ë<·Ol 

Parent. 
treat. --

.57** 

.47** 

.. 47** 

.03 

Self. Commu-
image nication .,. 

.29 

.15 .12 

-.17 .55**', 

Fric-
tian 

.04 

ror unl,abeled, .siblir:gs, the general,'.relationship bebeen the' 
. , 

child~en appears.~o bè positively rel;:3ted ta cooperation (1':.57) 

, ·an'd communiea,Ü'on C.E.;:' 55) and. is negati vel y correlated wil:h ~e 

t ",', ~m~unt, of perceived competi~ion and comparison between ,~them 

V 
\ 

~ 

'" 
1 , 
1 
1 
1 

.1 
f 
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(1:;::-.42). 

An examination of the two matrices shows sorne similarit~es 

specifically in the areas of cooperation and c~mmunication, as 
• 

weIl as similar effects of parental treatment 
"-,-

on sel f image. 

However, there are several striki~~differences most notably iQ 

-' the relations of frictiqn an'd competiti,on to other variables, 

which suggest that the perc~ptions of the two gr~ups may diverge 

in\!mportant ways. 

In order to establish whether there was a generalized and 

significant pattern of divergence in responses between the two 

groups, "a series of chi-square analyses was run on the combin~d 

data for both groups. An item-by-item anelysis et the four 

different response levels (never, rarely, often, always) provided 

no more than 3 significant values on the 68 items tested (4.4%), 

(see Appendix 4). A possible explanation for the lack of 

signi~icant patte.rning was considered to be tbe lack of 

homageneity even within the two groups, which might possibly be 

masking any differences in response patterns relate~ ta 

"" , gi ftedness alone. At this point it was decided ta div ide the 
" " 

responden~as follows: 

-p - ( 

1. ?iblings' ~ - whether siblings were of the same sex or 

different sex; 

2~ Gifted sibling position;:l whéther ,the ,gifted ,child wes 

aIder or younger ,than the unlabeled sibling, 

3. Gifted chi ld 's sex - whether the gifted child was'femaie 

oJ 
~-

male; J 
4. ~ gafl - whether the age qap between the c~ildren was 

o • 

, 
" l' 
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large or 5mall. For the purposes .of this study a small age 

gap was defined as two yeârs or l~ss while a large age gap 

was any d~fference three years or over. 

The term "sibling statua," was used througbout ta l'efer to the 

gifted(nongifted classification. Ch~-square' aoalyses of these 

variables were l'un on each item of the combined data for both 

" groups ta establlsh whether significant differences in response 

p8tt~rns appeared. Results are presented in Appendix 4. Of the 

tétaI 68 ~-squares calculated a maximum of only 5 signi ficant 

)faiues. was obtained on any pne of these analyses (7.5%). The 
, , 

~ maximum number of discr~pancies between responses occurred when 

c' 

" 

'siblings wm..e of the same sex, when the gifted 'child was aIder or 

male. 'These findings cannat be considered sufficient evidence 

for affi~ming ~onaisten~--differences in patterns of response 

between the gifted and nongHted groups. 

It was, however,' deemed possible ta use the chi-square test 
, 

reeu l ts a!;\" support for rega~di~ the two respond~nt 

statistically unrelated or ind~nt, despite their 

groups as 

familial 

relationships.. Gi ven this assumption of independence, analyses 
, 

of variance could be carried out ta establish -whether differences 

in response 
,(;1 
were related ta specifie areas of the sibling 

'relationship as represented by the questionnaire categorIes, For 

this reason, thàr l,Adividual 
" { 

cate90ry l'ather item scores were 
," , 

used aS .. data for, the remaining analyses. 

Analyses' of variance , of category scores. InitiaHy a 

series"of one way analyses of variance W8S pel' formed for each .'" - ' 

....v 

ca(jgor~_ by sibling statua. This was designed ta establish if . 

, j " 
.... ·,1 . 
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there were any significa~t differences between the two groups af 

respandents when anly labeling was considered. Followihg this, a 

series af two f~ctar analyses af variance wes perfarmed for the 

two 1evels of sibling status (gifted!nongifted) by each of the 

variables to examine' whether dïffetences in response wsre related , , , 

. to ather areas of ~he"sib1ing relatianship. 

It was considered appropriate to examine the data by taking 

each 'variable in turn an~ assessing the sign1ficance af its 

effect an sib~ing status. lack of 9ufficient sample size 

prec1uded a more complex 2 x 2 x 2 ~ 2 (siblings' sex by gifted 

position by gift~d sibling's s~x by age gap) analysis of variance 

design which 'might exp lore higher level interactions and provide 

a mare complete the sibling 6 r~lationship. Table . ' picture of . ' 

shows the mean scores generated From the analyses of variance and 

a Bummary by variable af ~he significa':lt findings follows. . 

One Way .Analysis of Sibling Status---- . 
Competition and camparisan. A signi fic'ant ,effect for 

giftedness wàs found "in this cateqory, (F(l,50)=5.68, 'p<.02).' 
,. 

The' mean scare f~r gifted children was significantly higher 

(18.96) than that recorded for nongifted siblings (17.37). 

There were no si gni ficant effects in any of the ather 

• categories. 

'" Siblings' Sex by Siblirig Status 

Of, the 27 families sampled, 14 had sa me sex siblings while 
\, 

13 pairs were of diffe~ent sex. 

Competition and compa'r~san. A significant main effect for 

sibling status was 

.. \ ' , 

indicated (!:.(1,50)=6.l5, ,p(.017). 

, , 

In this 

", 
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'6ate9or~ wh~re high scores indicated much 

a~ 'comparison, gifted éhildren obtained 

perceived competition 

consistently higher 

av~rages (18.96). Lower scores, indicating lower perceived 
p 

competition w~re produced by nongifted siblings (17.37). The 
, . 

effect of siblings' sex approached significance (~(l,50)=3.898,' 

~<.054). The nongifted,èhildren in different sex pairs recorded 

the 10west average scores for competition and comparison (16.38) 
',' 

in cO,mparison. with gifted siblings in this dyad (18.62). Same, 

sex siblings scored similar1y,with gifted chi1dren recording tne 
~ 

\l 
highest averages (19.29) and their nongifted siblings scoring 

slightly lower (18.29). 

General relationship. A significant main'effect was found 
~ 

in this category for 'siblü:~gs' sex (I,(l,50)=5.14, p<.03). 

Siblings of ,the' same sex p'roduced -a higher me an score (13.39) 

than different sex siblings (1?04). This suggests that the 

additiona! c10seness resu~ting from similarity 
,f 

of sex ,solTlelllow . 
,1: 

benefits the, sibling relationship. .' There ,appearsd to be no 

significant effect of giftedness for this category. 

None of the other categories showed any significant affects • 

, . 
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" 
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Com:eetJ.tion 
G~fted 

NongJ.ft-ed 
'l'otal 

Coo,eeratl.on 
Gl.fted 
Nong~fted 

'l'otal 
Parental frteat. 

Gl.fted-
, Nongl.fted 

, 'l'otal 
Self Gonce:et 

Gl.fted - _ 
Nongl.fted . 

'l'otal c 

Commwllcatlon 
Gl.fted 
NongÜ'ted. 

'rotal - -. -
Fr~ctl.on -

{hfted 
Horigifted -

'l'otal 
General 

.' ilifted -. 
Nongü'ted 

'rotai 

-' 

" ::-

""::~, ~'" - ..1<-';;_ ......... -

" 

t' 

ci 

fl'a151e b 

fooled Mean& Generated,from Analyses of Var~ance 

Non- Sexrnatch G~fted's Sex G~fted's Position 
Gl.fted gl.fted same d1ff.' female male oider 

18.96* 19.29 18.62 19.08 18.86 19.73 
. 1~.J]* 18~29 16.38 16.24 18.1~4 ' 11 .• A7 -

18.17 18.96 17.31 17.81 1~.50 18.60 
-

31.85 , 32.71 30.92 32.54 31.21 32.33 
29.93 29.43- 30.46 32.62 2I.~43_ 2~.87 

33.190- 31.07 30.69 32.58** 29.32** 31.-10 

};).SS _ :34.71. 32.92 34.77 33.00 34.53 
32.')2 -31.57 33.54 33.69 31.43 32.80 

-33.19 33.14 -33.23 34.23 32.21 33.07 . 
-

30.37 36.S6 35.85 36.15 - 36.57 36.73 
35.77 35.86 35.69 36.62 3'5.00 32. lU 

36.07 36.36 35.77 36.38 35.79- 36.10 
. 

20.11 26.64 25·54 26.08 26.14 27.07 
25 • .41 2i.71 25.01 26.62 24.29 25.07 

25.76 26.18 25.31 26.35 25.21 26.07 

29.07 28.")0 2~.69 28.77 29.36 30.07* 
2~.33 30.00 28.62 _ 28.62. 30.00 28.73* 

29.20 '29.25 29.15 28.69 - 29.68 29.40 . 
13.1~ 13.7fJ 12.)4 13.46 -12.93 12.93 

. 12.30 13~OO 11.54 12.,!6 12.14 12.27 
12.74 - -13 • .39"-l 12.04*' 12.96 12.54 '12.60 

D1fferences between means sl.gnJ.fican~ at *~ < .05 
**:2" < .01 

"g 

yOUl'lger 

18.00 
,17.25 
17.63 

31.25 ' 
30.00 
30.63 ' 

33.00 
--12.17 
32.58 

35.92 
36.17 
}6.04 

24.02 
25.83 
25.38 . 

27.83* '_ 
30.08* 
28.96 

-

13,,50 
12.33 
12.92 

-< 

Age Gap 
large small . 

18.57 19.38 
1] .36 11.38 
17.'i6 18.38 

32.14 31.54 
32.21 28.5A 
31.68 30 .. 04 

34.21 33.46 
32.64 32.38 
33.43 32.92 

36.~1 36.54 
36.43 35 .• 08 
36.32 35.81 

26.14 26.08 
26.43 24.31 
26.29 25.19 

28.79 29.38 
-~21 29.46 
' 2.9,.00 29.42 . 
14.07 12.23 
13.14 " 11.38 
1,3..61H 11..81** 
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Gifted Child's Sibling Position by Sibling Status. 

',There were 15 families in which the gifted child was 'older 

and 12 cases wDere younger. 

Competi tior{ and com~arison., A significant main effect for 

'sib~ing'status ';las found in, this 'category (~(l,50)=5.85, .2,<.02). 
. , 

G~f.ted chilaren again reported,con~isten~ly h~gher instances of 

comparison and Ic~mpetition. /H~qhest averages were prorluced by 

git:'ted children wh~ __ were old~i (19.73) although the effect of 

position was not significant. 

Friction. No ,significant main effects were found in this 
/ 

category but there was an interestin9 i.o way interaction between 

,gi ffedness and birth order (FU ,50 =5.596, E.<' 02). Sibling . ' 

friction scores we~e higher for gifted~older children (30.07) and 
,l, , 

,,' 

.. 

, , 

" 
j 

, ' . ' 
";. • --<' 

r10ngifted younger siblings (30.0~)., They were significantly 
~, 

lqwer for gi~ted younger children (27.83)' and nongifted aIder 
, ,J • 

"qhHqren' (28.73). Thi~ suggests that ,more sibling aggressionjis 
1 , i 

perc~ived, by both children when the gifted child is aIder. T7i9 

resu'lt would not have béen 
1 

predicted: from the liter~ture which 
, 1· 

5upgést9' that Most family disruption occurs when' the gifted child 
r 

is younger (F,isher, 1978~ • 
.j . . 

Q , 

No, signi ficant effects appeared in the ,éther categories. 

Se* 'àf 'Gifted Child by Sibling Status 

G~ouping 'of the data ~ccording ta sex of the gifte~ 
" provided 13' instances of gifted femares, and 14 gifted males. 

Competi tion and comparison .. ) A stgnificant mai~ effect for 
, 

"sibling status was recorded 

children scored signifi,cantly higher th~n. nongifted respongent~ 

,- l ' 

.f 

.. 

---" 
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(18.96 versus 17.37) with gifted females producing the higher 

averages than gifted males (19.08 versus 18.86), ~lthough the 

effect of the gifted child's sex was not significant.­

Cooperation. A significant main effect was found for gifted 

sibling's sex in tllis ?ategory qf-- response (I,(1,50):li.023, 

.e.<. 001). When the g~fted child was' fema1e, scores were 

consistently higher for both g\rted (32.58) and nongifted (32.54) 

groups. When the gifted child ~as male, bath siblings produced 

lower scores in this c~tegbry, gifted (32.6~) and nongifted 

groups (29.32). This supports the 'prediction that females 

diaplay more nurturant, cooperative and less openly aggre~sive 

behavior than ,their male counterparts. 
" 

~ Gap by Sibling Status .. ,.. 
Fourteen of the sibli'ng pairs sampled were more than three 

years épart in age, while 13 of the pairs were of two years or 
, ' 

1eas. 

Competition and comparison. A significant-main effect'of 

'. 

sibling statua ~appears in this categary (!:.(l,50)::5.54, p< .. 02). 

Competition eppears to be a function. of whether, the chi~ 

llabeled gifted or nongifted rather than how far 'apart ,the 

children are in age. However, th~ effect of age gap did ap'proach 

significance ,. . (F(1" 50 )=9.386, .e.<. (53) . Highest, scores for 

competition were produced by gifted ,children when they were '1 

close th age to a nongift~d sibling (19.38) .. NQngifted children 
1 

who were ~lose in age scored similarly'to nongifted'siblings in 

'the large age gap d~ads (17.38 and 17.36, respecti vel}'). . 

_/ General relationship. When the age gap was, large, means 
> '~I 'J 

~ '. 

~--~~------------------------
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were consistently higher for bath gifted and nongifted 

respondents (I(I,50)=9.83, p<.003). When the age gap w~s large, 

means were consist,ently higher for both gifted and nongifted 

respondents (14.07 and 13.14 respective1y, versus 12.33 and 

Il. 38). This suggests that the re1ationship between the children 

imoroyes as the age gap widens. 
" " 

Analysis of Parental Questionnaires. " 

From the p:eliminary in,tercategory correlation matrices, it 
, 

was seen how influential was the perceived parental treatment on 

the sibling relationship. The following analyses were designed 

to explore how aware the parents were of each chi Id' s 

perceptions. 

Parents had each completed two questionnaires, one for the 

----gifted child and one for the nongifted sibling. The appropriate 

parental questionnaire was paired to that of its related child 

~ series of Chi-sq~are, item-by-item.analyses were rune The 

purpose of these computations wes to establish whether there wera 

1 

significant patterns of di vergence or convergend~ in response 

frequencies. 

parents are 

perceotions 
f 

Fr,om the literature the PI'edicf'ion was made that 

more "in Cell with the giftec!, child' s needs"'a'nd 

than wi tl'l those of the nongifted sib linq (Corne 11 , 
- 1 

1981) • Su ch a pred iction would suggest . tha't more significant 

chi-square values (indicatlng divergence of responsos), would 

occur when a parent was responding for the nongifted child. A 

table 'of the resu 1 ting signi fi,cant val ues is present,eq in 

Appendix 5. Surprisingly, thexe were similar nUll)be r13 0 f. 

significant values for both statua groups for ~others', (11 for 
; j 

J 

l' 
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gifted , __ or 16.2m; 10 for nongifted or 14.71%) and fathers (9 for 

groups or 13.23%). These results suggest no apparent 

,difference in the amount of parental awareness deponding on , 

giftedness and, at the most, only minor differences rel~ted to 

the sex of the parent. 

Two questions received unanimously significant chi-square 

valueS from qoth oarents and sibling groups: Question -4, on 

competition, and question ~O on friction. A discuss~on ~t tnese 
\ 

findings will be given below,' however, neither item was 

correlated significantjy wit~ its own category in the preliminary 

analyses reported earlier. 

Six of the sigriificant values derived From the comparison of 

maternaI questionnaires with the related children were common to 

both gifted and,nongifted groups and were scattered thr9ughout 

the categ'eries. The remaining significant values displayed no 

specifie category patterning or distribution. The father and 

child comparison showed three common significant values common to 

both gifted an~ ~nqifted children. There was a similar lack of 

patterninq for th~ remaining values scattered with no apparent 

clustering in any one category. 

It was not possible to perform a category-by-category 

analysis of' the pairs of parent and child questionnaires since 

there were necessarily slight differences in the numbers and 

types":-b'f Questions we had asked parent and child. An analysis by 

category wou1d, therefore, not ~ave c~mpared exactly the same 

datà and this would have somewhat lessened the interpretabllity 

of the results. Certpinly a t~sk for future research would be to 

. , 

, 

f 

~ •.. 
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develop a valid lnstrument for assessing how 
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aware parents were r 

('-) 

of their children's perceptions and fee l ings. These very 

preliminary analyses of parental awareness were considered 

sufficient for the pUrposes of this study. 

r' , ' 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion of , , the Findings 
,~ 

~'/; -:; 

Research Question 1: Do the gif.ted and n8ngifted ?chi1aren's 

perception~ of the sibUngs re1atipnship' differ~ ... 
,-- ~ 

A review of the intercategory • responsel corrltioAS for the 

tw~ .groups of .ch;)dren shows sev~ral ~ifferent relationshlps. 

Gifted children react positive1y ta the compebitive aspe~t of the 
, , 

sib1ing relationship and are ther-eby enco'ura'ged ta cooperate and 

communicate more with their unlabeled sih1ing. Gifted children 

t> . 
scared consistehtly higher average scores in thé category of 

c~etiti"n 'and comparison regardle8l'l of how the data were 

grouped. This suggests that this component of the sibling 

relationship is very mu ch a functioh of how the child i8 1abeled. 

A gifted child, no matter.what 'the siblingsl, sex, gifted èhl1~js 

position, gifted sib1ing's sex or age gap, appe~rs a1wa~s ta 
/' 

percei ve more instances! of competition and' comparison. ' An 
III 

explanati.on for this may b~ that ,suçh constant relative posi ti ve 

comparison is ' sel f enhancing ta the gift~d chil,d (Scha<;hter et 

al., ~976; Tesser, 1980.); That such
o 

competition i9 tied ta 
f , 

pe~ceptians by the gifted child of friction between .the siblings 

is not surprising. The literature would have predicted ~~at a 

less able 9ib tifl9 mi~ht introduce friction when placed in a 
. 

posi tian of negatiNe compar-ison and thereby reduce the element af--

c10seness between the çhildren (Te55er,..1980). 

The effect' of competition 
r 
15 very different for the 

,) 

" 

;., ......, 
\ 
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nongifted sibUng, and is distinctly negative in its 'impact. As 
, 

would be predicted ,f a less able child, avoids si tuations of 

o cooperation when there is much competition. Such si tuatiofls may 

place the less advanta,ged Chlld in a position where there may be 

chanëel;'l for negative comparison with a sibling 8fld. this is 

damaging to self' esteem (Schachter et aL, 1976; Tesser, .1980). 

·Similarly,. sinee competition f'or the nongifted child results in 
L 

'negative comparison, this !?ibling- will seek to reduce instances 

of closeness and deidentify.' ,Such behavior ,is manifest in the 

fact that compe.tition is closely related to low scores in the 
. 

g,enera'l relatioClship category, indicating 

relations. 

poo~ overall sibling 
1:'" 

Unlike- the perceptions ·of' the gi fted sibling, the nongifted 

cor'relation ' matrix .shows no relationship between friction and· 

competition. This is somewhat surprising since it. suggests that 
1" 

thè high friction observed by the gi fted partner , is somêhow not 

:perceived' by the unlabeled,sibli'1g in the same way. However, the , 
, . 

analysis by' g~fted eh"ild.' s. sibling position 'shows that. instanc.es 

of fr~ctiQn are .significantly higher when the gifted child is the , 
\.,.' 

older~. Laek o,f a positive ,correlation mi.ght, therefore, be an 
• ., , ç .r- \.,.~ 

artifact of.,.som.e ~dditional wit.h'in-group ch€lracter isUe which is 

uriaeeciun~e~ fpr . ...:.\ .fr ietion,. hà~ever shows. other di fferent 
~ ~ ,. 0 t!1. , 

rel-ati~~~hips' for' the two groups. Since'''' friction i9 closely .. , 
. -

}inked ,w.ith sel f ~~age fot' gi fted 'children 1 th'is suggests that 
, ( - "" 

any agg.r-essive ,encounte'r--which in turn. is l,inked to epmpetitien 

be.tween.otheO 6hildren--is reinforcing~ rr'iction for the unlabeled 

o sibling'9, :on the 
... "".-,1'9 .. 

hand, is' ;~lated 
",\ 

closely te, 6Îlrental other 

, ' . ' ... 

. '. 
, -
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treatment. It may be that peroe i ved positive treatmertt by the 
, , ,. , 

parents encourages the disadvantaged child to disrupt the 

existing power-hierarchy wlthin the fa,mily by eliciting parental 

intervention. Further, since chi Idren have been found to react 

aggressively when they receive less social reinforcement than a 

sibling, this introduction of aggression might elicit the 
, . . 

'parental attention desired. 

-The one strong similarity between the two correlation 

matrices is the effect of parental treatment on self image. How 

the parents ar~ perceived ta feel about the childrèn is Alery 

important in defining how the children feel about themselves. 

This influence appears 'not be be associated wi th the labe.Hng of 

a child as gifted or nongifted. ~ 

"\ 
These initial examinations of the children's responses 

suggest that the perceptions' of the two sibling groups differ in 
\ 

severaI ways. 

Research . Question 2: Are the discrepancies in response 

generalized or confined to specifie 

relationship? ' 

a~eas .of the: sibling 

No generalized pattern of dis,crepancy could be found between 
, 

gifted a,nd nongi fted chil}iren ' s responses. "None of the' 

chi-square analyses suggested J:hat there was any significant 

- divergence in response, regardless of how the children were 

grouped. However, sinll1e no e~amination was made of higher lev el 

interactions, it cannot be said with any certainty that such a 

patt,f3r.n. does hot exist: It may very weIl be that the variables 

• 

, .J 

on which differences were examined may in sorne way interact with 

'\ 

~ 
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one another to produce signi ficant discrepancies. Further 
r, 

inve~ti'gation, using 1arger numbers of participants and more 
< 

complex 'a"jhyses should be the subject of future research. 

Competition and comparison showed consistent differences for' 

gifted and r)C!ngifted children. It appeirs, then that this result 

is sqlely. 1~R~ndent on the giftedness difference. Further, . , 
selection t.a" the summer school, r~ther- than the 'gifted child's"-'---' 

particular ability, defined a ,;J:lild as "gifted" in this study. 
\ ,-

This would suggest that selection 'or l'abeling may be sufficient 

to produce this effect rather than the specific ab il i tiea of the 

gi fted child, AlI gifted çhildren produced higher scores~ than 
, '. . 

nongifted sibling's supporting the predictio~that this facet of 

the relationship is one. upon whic~ they thrive and which ra'ises 

their self image. Nong,ifted childre~in a11 groupings produced 

the lowest scores, suggèsting an avoidance of ,Çompetit.ion and 

comparison which is predicted to be potentially damaging td their 

sel f image. 

No significant differences in scores on thè sel ( image 
• 

category could be found between gifted and nongifted 1hildren, 

despi te predictions From the li terature. Se If image appears to 

be a function of> di fferent parts of the' 9ibling1èrelatf~nship for 

each ·gro~. Parental treatment is the most influential predictor, 

of high sel f esteem for both groups of children, and for the 

gifte'd sibli!:'g, competîtion is a1so sel f entlancing. . 

", . 

'-. " 

.1. ' . '., ' 
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Research QuestiQr:t 2: How ~ , perceptions' aff.ected by siblil')gs' 
, 

~, ~ of ~ gifted ~, gifted child' s sibling position and 

a~e gap? 
, 1 

Siblings' sex. The 
'J . 

literature would have' predicte4 ):hat' 

same-sex sib lings might exhibit more instances of comP1tition . 
which, in turn, might damage the sibling relationship. The 

effect of sibUngs', sex on competition did !.ndeed approach 

·significance. Same ,sex siblings, regardless of the giftedness 

-
statu~ of the respondent, produced higher scores 

" 
on the general 

• ~7latl:onship .' variable. ,This suggests that the additional 

Closeness produced by simil~rity, of sex might be benefic;ial, to 

the sibling relationship p~rJps, because of incre~sed 

identi fication and J11Utual interests. 

, Gi fted child' s sibling positioh. 

/.~ . 
Contrary to any 

prédictions, most friction and aggression were l'eported by both 
~ c 

gifted and nongifted sibl.iflgS when the gifted child was oider. 

Not only dièf' both gifted and nongifted chi ld report more 

friction, but they reported similar amounts. This was also tr~$ 

for the ~'g"ifted younger" condition. These results i~dicate that 
~ ~, 

both gifted and nongifted groups are perceiving their situations. 

similarly and realistically. This doee not support Fisher' s 

(1978) findinge. She found that when the gi fted chi ld ~as" 

younger, there wae more familial disruption and 

led to a pred iction opposite from our resul ts. 

this wou] d have 

~ 
An explanat10n 

for our findings might lie ïn a sel' ies of higher level 

interactions between various variables such as age gap and, 

·siblings' sex. Another expIaoation tnight lie in', th.e fact that a 
"-

.. " , 

. \., " , 
, 

, t!, 
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less able youngel" sib ling is even more at a disadvantage than one 

equally matched as ta ability., Therefore, efforts ta disrupt the 

power hierarchy, thereby eliciting the desired parental 
, ~' 

intervention, might need ta be in~tensified • Exploration of this 

finding should be- the subject of further l"esearch. 
- . //"-

Gifted chlld's sex. Predictably, more çooperation was found 

"w\'len the gifted child Was female t!1an male. Sutton-Smith and 

R«;lsenberg (1970) suggested that females generally showed more 

coop,erative and nurturant ,lA behavior than boys. ~n situations 
'I , 

where there are two female siblings and pne is labeled as gifted, 

one mig~t predict more cooperation, with the gifted sibling 

perhaps playing a teacher or sur1."ogate pare{1ting-":~ole.. In 
, , 

-
conditions where the siblings are of ,different sex but where the 

female is the gifted child one might sti 11 expect more nurturant • 
and cooperati ve beh,av ior From thè gifted child vis-à-v is the 

unlabeled sibling. There appears ta be l~ttle èffect ,of 
1. 

gi~tedness on these relationships. 

_Age gap. A large age gap between the siblings is beneficial 

ta a good relationship. Scores from children wHo· were two years 

or less apart were consistently lower on" the measure of general 

relationship. Although age gap appeared to have no effect on 

measure9 of competition Elnd comparisôn, the reduction of 

closeness due to increased difference in age seems to be 

benêficial to a good sibling relationship. This result i9 

consistent with predictions From the literature (White, 1975) • 

Summary of the findinÇls 
, 

The areas of discrepancy in' perceptions between the two 

, 
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groups of cJudren seem largel y confined tb speci fic areas o~f fhe 

relationship rather than a generalized difference. These areas 

are, in turn, of~en, dependent factors of the sibling relationship 

other" than the giftedness issue. ,As sucl1 they can often be 

predicted From the general literature on siblings regardless of 

any labeling. There are two exceptions, however, which are 

worthy of note and further research. 
~. l , 

First in the area of competition and comparison,' the gifted 

child consistently perceives the sibling relationship differently 

From the nongifted sibling. Sinçe this finding defies any of the 
\ 

groupings by variables studied, it is suggested that this might 

be a qua lit y of the sibling refationship 
! 
~hen only one of the 

./ 

children is labeled /gifted. This aspect~ of the relationship. 
\ / 

between the chi1dr~ is strorgly tied to sel f concept, ,friction, 
1 , 

and general tone' of the sib ling inter~ctiori and has 
1 

very 
, 

di ffetential effects on the two groups of i· children. Generally, 

competition between the children is beneficial to the sel f image 

of the gifted child and encourages cooperation and communication. 

For the, nongifted child, comp,et~tion has primarilÇ, n'egaUve' 

effects~ It appears to inhibit cooperation and damages the 

averall g~neral relationship. This finding implies that the use 

af cooperation as a means af .attenuating qompetÙion mi qht be 

1nè fFecU ve. Coapepatian \ increases 
l ' 
instaAces - of potential 

~."!~ .. 

competition, r favorable ta the gifted sibling but potenti~lly 

damaging tQ 'the nangifted child. 

The ~econd' anomal y is the twa-way interaction' of gi fted ~ 

sibling position and friction. Results from this study appèar ta 

, ( 

<. 
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indicate that there i5 consiçlerab1y more perceived friction by 

both children when the 9 ifted child is older. This is a somewhat 

. unexpected finding and deserves further c,Çlnsideration. Tt might 

- -. be seen~as an intensification of disruption to the familial power 

hierarchy. The you~ger sibling is doub1y 

disadvantaged, both by age and ability and seeks to gain aIl the-

more by el ici ting parental intervention, possiby one 0 f the on1 y 

ways of obtaining desired attention. 

Research Question 4: Are parents equaUy ~ of ~ children' s 

, perceptions? 

Par'entai assessments of the children' s perceptions revealed 

severaI instances of divergence, however, there were similar 

numbers 0 f statistically significant discrepancies for both 

g;fted and nongifted groups. The relative lack of significant 

val~ests ta the fact that parents were generally weIl in 

touch wi th how their children perceived the sibling relationship. 

The degree to which they were not aware was ·the same no matter 

whether the chi!d was labeled gifted or not. Further, mothers 

were, at m05t, anly slightly more aware of their children' s needa 

than the fathers. An explanation for these findings might be 

that the children who attended the McGi 11 Summer School for the 
0 

Gi ft~d had par~nts who had shawn themselves to be aware and eager 

to serve their children' s needs. They bad made a ~~ific effort 
/' 1 

,.to .en~ol th~J.r children and infoI"m themselves of their children's .. 
. prog~ess. The school' also reported actively to the parents even 

, during the four week program. For this reasan, these parents may 
i 

not be totally representative of aIl parents who have children of 

t~ • -
•. +..-
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.differently perce'ived !:lbilities and might be somewhat bette'r 

informed, as to their children's needs. 

Two sets qf questions sflowed consi!tent divergence in ." 

1. 

. 
patterns of response between parent and child: "Generally, does 

'(your child) Feel that you think hia or her work ia as go ad as 

his.' or ''''er sibling?" (adult) and "Gener~lly do you think that 

your parents Fee l you' do as we Il at .. school as your brother or 

'1 
sister?" (child). 

i.. .. Jh 
.-t •• 
. ! 

~he responses to 

, 

the se questions showed consistent and 

similar patterns oF divergence for both, gifted and nongi fted 

children From both s~ts oF 'parents. Bath ,groups of children 

showed more instances of feeling that the..i.r work was perceived by 

thé parents as being not as good as that oF their sibling • 

.: Parents, by ·contrast, responded more .. frequently that their 

,J. children would Feel ,that they were perceived as being as good as 

their brother or sister. There apj3eared to be very little effect 

of labeling and parental responses showed similar patterns 
, 

whether they were reFerring to the labeled "gi fted" ct;lild or the 

unlabeled sibling. These findings suggest tl:lat neith~r child 

feels perceived as super~or to a sibling by the parents. One 

possible explanation for this finding might be that there is 

/ 
always pressure on the children to. do better so that the emphasis 

is constantl y on what has still ta be achieved 
.,' 

rather than what, 

has been accomplished~ .;;. Conversely, parents May be generalÎy 

successful in hiding any difFerences in ability between the 

siblings. This is, however, less likely in view oF the previous 

findings of this study which show how competitive the gi fted 
') 
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children are and how aware they are, of, any comparisons" made' 

between them and a less able sibling. 

Both mothers and fathers appeared to pe'rcei\le ,their 

chil .. dren 1 S responses inaccuratel ~ for this quest ion and perhaps a 

further investigation would produce more answers. 'It should be 

noted, however, that during. the prelim~nary intraeategory 

correlation· analyses, this Question did· not correlate 

signi ficantly within Us own eategory of compètition. 

The only other ' questions which ' 'rece'! ved unanimously 

signi fi~ant chi-square ,values were: "Do you . diseuss with your 

children the reasons for· their fighting?" (aduIt), and: "Do your 

: parents diseuss with you and' your b'rother or sister the reasons 

why you . were fighting?1I (çhild). Both groups of ehildren 

responded si'rnilarly and _ showed more instanceS of negative 

response. Parents, conversely, gave mor'e instances of posi ti ve . . ~ 

responses and showed little difference whether answer ing -for the 
~ 

gifted or nongifted child. Both. mothers and father~ respo'nded 

9imil~rly. This item once again did not correlate significantly . , 

with its own category of friction but does seern to indicate that 

what might be viewed as adequate explanation by a parent i9 not . , 

similarly perceived by the children. 

limit~tions. of this study. 

One of the prirary limitat~ons of this ~tudy is the 

questiOnnnaire,tJeveloprd fo~h children and ad,ults and used ta 

gather the informatiQn about the sibling relationship. Clearly 

the preliminary statistical analyses indicate that there may be 

• over lap between the categories and there were sorne instances of 
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negative eàrrelation between individ,ual items within categori'es. , ' . , 
Subsequent, research s.hould inc1ude the further development of a 

reliable and valid instrument to measure family r\lationships and 

specifically sibling interaction. Even with the imperfections of 

the present questionnai,re differences in perceptions between the. 

labeled and unlabeled siblings !lre apparent and deserve further 

et tention. Possib l y other differences may be revealed as the , ' 

instrument is improved. 

The - number of chi Idren in our sample precluded a more 

complex analysis-of-variange design. It was no possible ta 

" evaluate any higher 'levei interactions,. al tt,ough i i8 entirel y 

possible thet sueti interactions might exist and 'ndicate other 
, 1 vJ 1 

effects of Iabeling a child as gi fted. 1 Furthe!rnore, in order to 

establish 

labeling 

m~re stringently that effects 1 may be attr buted to the 

of giftedness, .further investi~ations sh uld inelude 

control pairs of siblings where both are gi fted .and wrere neith;r 

~ child i~ gifted. This design woull allow for (IIore direct 

cornparison of intersibling relationships where children are seen 

as ·béing of equal and unequal ability. 

This\ study did net investigate the pereeived abUities of 

the unlabeled sibling by the farnily. It rnight have been that the 
, 

child not attendinq the McGill Summer School for Gi fted and' 

Talented was otherwise oecupied or chose for sorne other teason 

not to attend. The nonattendance\ of the sibling • need not be 

attributed to a perceived lesser ability. Further studies should 

perhaps _ta,ke into account the actuel abilities of the ehildren py 

means of stand.ardized tests and attempt to establish whether 

.. 
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"gifted" is ,an accurate label. Parents should a190 be asked 

whether they consider either or both of thair children as gifted 
.il 

and how they would define the concept of "gi ftedness. " These 

additional responses would allow for a better investigation of 

familial perceptions and expéctations. It' might also aid in 
. 
discovering howeach child's abilities are judged and viewed 

within the family unit. 

Finally, although everyone was asked ta complete the 

questionnaire, privately and not compare them with the respons~s 

from other members of the family, this was difficult ta monitor. 

1 Questionnaires were sein home with 
, 

the children and returned one 

week later~ There was no assurance that privacy was respec:eiP. 

o " Similarly thêre was no guarantee chat aIl questions were answerea 

accurately or truthfully. Further investigations should perhaps 

allow for child:'ren ta answer the qtAIIIIfionnaires in front of, an' 

" Observer so that individuality of response could be insured. 

Ideally, intervîews should perhaps supplement questionnaire 

information ,ln arder tq ascertain whether such responses aré 

accura'te. Perhaps an in-home observation; of the sibling. 

relationship and parent-child interaction might be inc luded as a 

mean~ of establishing Familial perceptions • 
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~uest~onnaires for Chlldren and Adults 

and Informa'hon Sheet * 

0 

t> 

) 

• 

"1 

* ~uest~o~a~res have beén photoreduced 
for ~nFlus~on in thl.S thes~s. 
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• 

Dep~rtment of Educational Psychology & Counselling 

. McGill Universit.y Summer( School for' Gifted and Talented Students 

July 5, 1982 

To Parents of Child~en in the 1982 MeGill University 
i , 

Summer Sehool for Gifted and Talented Students 

Gradés 6, 7! 8, 9! 10 

In accord with the promise to inform you of all 'research to be undertaken 
in the school this summer, this note describes one of the Studies to be 
tmdertaken with' students in our grades 6 to 10 • 

• 
The"major purpose of th~~ study i5 to gain an insight into the interactions 
between gifted students and their families, specifically their brothers and 
sisters. This study is being eonducted at McGill under the supervision ~ 
of Dr. Bruce Shore, We intend .to collect information. by means of questionnaires 

6 sen.t home with th.e cpildren', . 

find six questionnaires: Enclosed please, 
2 questionnaires for the father ~(op.e for each child) 
2 quest~onnaires for the mother (one for each child) 
1 questionnaire for the oldest child 
1 questionnaire for t~e youngest child 

J 

Please fill these questionnaires out separately with~ut consultation 
with your hu~band or wife or any other member of Iyour family. Although ..... 
answers cao De compared at ,the end, we ur~e you not to change any of your ~ 
answers. 

. 
Please make sure your name appear~ at the top of the questionnaire as weIl" 
as on .,~he cover sheet in case the pages become, separated. 

Please return the questionnaires with your 

Thank you very much for your.coopèration. 
of this s ~udy w{ th you la ter in the yea~: 

l , 

child no /iater than July 14, 1982.,' 
f 

1 

We loo~! forward to sharing a summary 

, . 
Postal .d~," .. , 3700 MeT."s. Street, Mont,e.I, pa, c.n.~ï3A 1 Y2 

. 1 
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Informat~on~ sheeJ C~rculated tb all'Ch~ldren 
\ , 

Grades,' 5 to 10 inclusi ye 
,1 o 

boy 
Nü~: __________________________________ _ 

SEX: • 

~DrusS: ____________________________ __ 

PHm~: ____ -+' ____ ----______________ ~~J----
J 1 

DAT~ OF BIRTH: 

AGE: . , 

LIS'il NAlœ OF PARENTS LIVING AT Tm; SA1>1E ADDRESS J YOu: 

LIST NA:/IES 

~ 

1. 

2. 

______________ (Mother) 

_______________ (Fat~er) 

j 
OF BROTHERS AND SISTERS LIVllJG AT S.A1IŒ ADDRESS AS 

1. SEX: 0' 0 
ooy girl 

2. SEX: '0 0 
boy gul 

j. s~'O -0 
• boy gul 

4. "S : ~ EJ 0 , ' boy gul ., 
~.t ... ~ . ' 
otners 

.. 
! '/J I{;t 1 -, 

You:r' teacher' 5 name: ____ -'--___ -:--+-____ -~'-/_.__:_-

) 
1 

J 

1 

~J 

-0 
girl 

YOU: 

AGE: 

AGE: 

AGE: 

AqE: 

l 

- , 
'" 
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~uest~onnaires for Chlldren 

/ \ Il: 
1 
1 

NAIoU.. . 1 

.u:~: \&A: 0 0 
boy tul 

AlllIII.61>S 1 " 1 

~j 
PIlOlIl!.: , 
HAl'A OF ,;HO'!'Wl OR :;lS'l'l:.R: 

, 
1 

.lGJo. O~' DHO'l'ln::k (JI! SIS','1:0I11 

!:lU ul bl!VI'hlWi ul! :;IS'4'1:.I1I 0 0 
~'" 1!1rl 

YO,ur ti.che r '. n&ae 

lllk&.C~' IOIl~: 

On th, 1011001111;$ ~ea u. .. q~a.\10n.. Plaaae r ... d 

,e.ch qu •• non cuet ully &/Ill "1 th. nUlllbcF unuer the rupori •• 

tnat appll_. to yo". :Do~~~~~~~~~~~,~~"~'~"~O~I~18~an!UÙ~~C~1~r~c~le~ 

on lx One nwntaer for eticn 1 
1 

'l'lUS 15 110'.' it. Tlli~' ana "0 ever/oI ••• nou.~ glVè \11 or llbr 0,,", 

0I'Ul10n 10l", each q".atlor.. "'lnc" evwl'Yune la IIxp.ct.11 to thl,Jl.lc 

~ dl.tferlltntl.Y, tl,,;:re ",r·e no r1t!&t or wr0r\( d.llSwers. Thar.tore, , 
p18&11~ rUI'0ll<l \0 " .. Cio '1,,00t1011 .... hon"tl,Y .... 'yo~ cano 

f" • .~ 

, , 

, " 

-----~;.--_. 

, " 
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.. 
)." 



1 
1 

l 
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1. 

2. 

t... 

6. 

~. 

10. 

li. 

Pl..t.àS~ CIIiCU. "Hl\. IIUIW 
'l'IIAT lPPLI::S '1"0 YOU. 
1sUt.:.'I'l(J!i:3. 

j)C !l0u cO'"HLre th. "01"1< 10U 110 .. t IIcllooL "" th 
ÙI .. ork la"': brotllll" or luur <10 •• at .c~ool? 

1)0 !l0u \lunJe your I*rln l.. COIII!*T" th ... orle:- !l0u 
and"10ur brotlilr or el~ter do at .. Cllool? 

aenorally, dO !l01I \1l.Al< :10'" 0.0 u. Her lot school 
'han Jo ... r brot.h .. r or Ml. t.er1 '1 
Lx. .f01l tlUnk. .fou.r l><>",nt.iI 10 •• Y0"" 110 bon"r ôlot ~'Cbool", 
tnan :l0U brollllr or slotlr? 

lX> you .Var 1'1001 ,)'011 have to plbJ uown j'o ... r ';00<,1 "orle: 
lOt Ichoo1 80 you. <!on'\ auoke ,)'o"r broU."r or Buter 
rul bo.<l? 

00 ,)'OU ever r.al tluit you nav. to <lo bltt"r ln oNer to 
oat~1l up tO :l0ur brotnll" or UB toIr? 

la thora aomethlllg ,)'ou <10' b.tt.~ th.n Y0l'l" brolher or 
bun.rt 

I.r. JOur ....,nlwv ..... nt .. ln "cnool .n ulll.r~nt arua 
from your brothlr or ., .. ter? 

Dou ,)'our brother or 81"ter help !l0U "un Bohool "orlt 
or ohow an lntoro.t .n "ha. you ar" uo.~f 

lX> j'Oll holp your brotln,r or B .. hr wHf! ocnool work 
01",8hOw"", U1ter ... 1 in wna. h. or "he .. 1101114(1 

j)C yOU CIO \n.""a t0t:.oth .. " wlin j'our ~Ntn~r 01. U1"tor 
~pla,y. wor", nobulea, .. ~c.) b.ca .... :_ j'YU r.allt Il...,t ta? 

lX> j'OU do tb).ll{;o to,:cth .. r beca .... e JOu "l'ti m ..... to (by 
~~ach.rB, parente. etc.)? 

ÙO ,)'0" 00 ~b1llt(8 tOKe th';r .... il "lloh t ... üy l camplllg, 
enare •• plên~c8 t W8tdu:nC1B '", t! t~. )1 

14. Jlo !lou tell 10ur brotller or DleUr 8,:,creu or problema 
that you have? 

15. 'l.Ioe8 your brather or sU t .. r tell you .. ocreta or problelll8? 

lb. lX> you ll .. v .. \11_ ' .... '16 klp<1B o( ,nurestu, "Obo •••• or 
1ù.e <l.Olng the 8&1118 k1l\d.u of \h.n.::1 .... j'our brothe,r or 818tor? 

11. l.Io you llhar6 \hlngB "1\11 ,)'our brot/l .. r or nuter w.\hout 
beUl/!" .... /e1ll1 ami becaua .. you r_ally Weill 1 10? 

Hl. Are yo" m"",e ta abar. \hlnt;S w. tn :four brother or s~.ter 
even IIhelj'y01l <10 not liant _to? 

l~. !lllen you are 1l0lAf: ihuigu tO!;.t ••• r '" th yOIlr broiller or 
"'9&"r, UQ :f04 mûe aH tl1e deCltllOn" MU l_a,à we actl.vuy? 

~I,). IIn(on yOU <10 thUl68 tog_tner WHI. Jour brotlLer or Bl .. ~er d.oee 
he or sile /!\alee ail the <leCl.t110nU ""d l .. u<! the ;'CIlVl tt? 

21. uo your ~nts pralbe you dn~ 'lYS .l'OU trea~B as wuen /lB 

thej tio ,Jour urotnor or ~.u t .. r? 

2<.' , l.Io your parents 81't:nu as amch tlmâ alon .. Wl th you 811 they 
apand. ôlolone "1 tl, Jour brot.her or Sluter? • 

J" 

(Cnool. ~ on.) 

"" 0 5 '.., - .. • ::; I:J 

3 4 

3 4 

2 4 

2 3 ,4 

2 3 4 

2 3 4 

2 1 3, 

:.1 3 4 

1 3 4 

2 , 3 4 

1 2 ? 4 

- 3 4 

3 4 

2 3 4 

2 4 

1 ,2 3 4 

2 J 4 

2 J 4 

l 2~ 4 

2 3 4 

2 J 4 
j 

3 4 
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" 

" 

24. ,. 
25. 

2&. 

3v. 

31. 

32. 

:l7 • 

311. 

40. 

41 •. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

46. 

NAMt: __________________ ___ 

~ your ....... nt.l lov~ 
--rc,ye your brothar or 
41th",nt vlI,)'lI)1 ' 

), 

\ 
JOU .. lIuch MIl tJle, 
alater, (even lf l.n 

'0 

110 ;rour paroInt. Ilelp you 'WHh nOIIIewari. or IIchool 
probl_ .. IIUCh .. 1.ney belp l'our broth1- cr Blster? 

Wben JOU bo'tb brlllg re port carcia fi"",e 1 lie y~ur ~n ta 
prun yelU" efforts .... ",Uen &II 'thay pr/U e tnt offorta 
of your urother or 81B ter7 . 

Do yau tlank '.l'our p&ren ta wow,<1 leve 10~ lou 11 10U 
f&J.lt<1 l.n achool? 

110 you th1nk l'our pjLnSn'tio would lovo 1014 IIIOru 11 1014 

<411 beUer l.h ~hoo1? 

When your paront. taJ.k &.bOut 'ou and 10ur broiner or 
IIl.II\Or I/l. th thOlr ! n .. r.db. cio th.,y ... ntler. you ... often 
ail tney lIentlOjl 10ur brcther or Sll.lt.r (ln a t;0Q<1 wo,)'. 
of course!) 

, 
llo you th1nk JOur pltor"n t~ prel .. r \0 ~p~n<l hm. ~W1 th you 
tlùon W1 th your brotll .. r or sls1,ar? 

llo ;rour parent. th1nk Yo>lr uucc .... u ..... t schoo. "'" .... 
1aportant ... thou of your brothur or ~lIIter - .von 
tno",h th.y ~ be ln <1l.fferent arto .... ? 

Do you Ce.l more succ8a .. ful &II a. peri/on-... than :Jour 
broth~r or lu .. ter'i > 

! 
Do YOUi8e1 ,)'OU &re l .... s succes." ul .... a perllon th"" 
your b tn .. r or Blln.r? 

lot th. 8 80111etlll.n/; ,)'ou cio iihlCfi OI<oI<.S ,)'0" ver;. vroud of 
youl'u'l17 

Do '0" eVIT Co.l <1upre .... eG or'unhapv~~ 
". 

Do you .ver reel ci1l feren t fl'Olll other k1tla J01U' ~. 
or that tb"y 1I0'n' t un4entana yQu? 

Do YO\l prd'er to p1a;r "1 \h 1C1<1.s "no &ro 014 .. .1' tlian you'! 

Do ,)'0" prefer 10 pl...,. W1 tn hiLe your k. or YOUfit;.Or? 

110 ,)'014 have more frl.entla troa,n your brotnel' or B1ster? 

Db you thlnk your brother or B1ster lB more popul&r tha.n 
yo~? 

lJo YO\l aV8r Ceol that you are not aa good. at tlunt;s as ,)'o\lr 
bro ther or Il lB ter 1S? 

Do YOU thUùt JOU have enoUj;h opportun1 ty to be pr1vate and. 
slone wnenever you nee4 1 t? 

110 YO\l bite 10 De pl'l. va te """ al one? 

"Wnen 80"'8 thlng lS bo therlfig you <10 you 11nci it ..... ,y. 1.0 
'to till 1.0 lIo ... one abou t lt? 

Do .Y0U ~ver tal.c to your brother br 81ster .abo\lt problemo 
an~ ll~t .. n tQ hlM,or h.r &<lV1C .. ? 

Do ... yeur brother or ulBter aver talk 1.0 you about problema 
and. luten to your aàvlce? 

/ 

(Choo .. 2!!!::!. on.) 

l 

1 

1 

l 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

\ 

'" S .... 
'< 

2 

:/ 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

4 

.) 4 

.) 4 

3 4 

4 

.) 4 

\ 

\ 
2· 3 

3 4 

2 3' 4 

2' \ 3 4 

1 .:/ \ .) 4 

1 2 

1 2 

l 2 

1 ' 2 

l 2 

11 2 

l 2 ' 

1: 2 

2 

l 2 

1 2 

l 

\ 

'3 
\ 
\ 
\ 
3, 

3 
1 

.i 

3 

3 

3 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
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47. 

49. 

50. 

51. 

52. 

N.ucJo.: 

Do •• your fall1.1.)" j(.netall,)' .,,':ourao;' d18CU881Jln of 

probhlllOl1 i J 

Do ,)'0'U. .ver faal \hM.~ yo" have noone ta talk ta ho "a "id 1 J 
\lDll.ars\anli hov ,)'0" ful? 

Whllll thln are' I1.C1.8101111 ta ba lIiatIe "hlCh conc ni the wholl' 
fuu.ly (&IIIlII&l' I}bllr1a.yI, ......... 1' Vaca t1.0nll, trli>",' otc.) 
III ,)'our oPllllon &altld for and connderad? 

V 
"'ben .)'0'U. are III "tt.lll!: AM a faml.ly (.a.y, arOWld the dlnn~r 
table) rio yOIl' evar rlll yOIl canllot get & Ward ln edgewue 
bl(;&lUla ,)'0"1' ,brot.h ... or al8 tar hallS tll .. con V ...... Hon Md 

noon. 1.8 ln·tore.t.~ ln vlla\ yOIl have ta aay? . . . ,,--
When you. an /Il thng ,u fUIl.ly (say, ,arounr1 the dlMor 

• table) lia yOIl t&lJc IOore than your b~th.: or nilter? 

Do you 'Vtfl' aa.y tlu~ .. ta your brother or Sls~er WhlCh are 
aucuhc ..,11 .. tueh hurt Iu.a or her l' ... !llIlj(B becallBe yo" 
.... bath .. "lth ilONa ~ll&n ha or ane l8? 

53. !la •• yo"r brother or uater "VOl' hurl yolll' roellnga "lth 
thl thl.J\g1 tba' be Or ah. a-.ra because he or she 1.8 cloverer 
\/1 th worlla ~han ,)'ou ..... 1 

54. Do you lIlII1 jour brothor or autel' flgn W 
<, 

55. When yo"r brothe't- or Blatar anll you f1ght, cio you 
Itlirt th. fl~U.~? 

56. When yo" fleht 101. th your brOtner or a1at8r, ~o you "ln7 

;7. When you flgbt "l th your brot.her Or BlaUr, lIoea h. or ab. 
wln1 

,il., When you l1/:nt Wl tu your brotner or Hl-ater, cilles he or ah .. 
8,tar-t th .. flght?' 

GO. 

Do your parent. get angry wh"" yo" flgh t W1 th yOIU' broiher, 
or Ilatar? 

Dol l'our parentll d1.IICII88 Wl th yo~ anll,yo"r brotller Or Îl8\er 
tl1u ....... ona wily yeu w~r. t 1.ghtll1<:'( 

61. !la your parents .. r\cour~e you 1.0 tiÙ.k 1;0 one another anci l'l.lHi 
, ,& pe&c~"l 801utlon te .~he proble .. ? 

62. JJo Jour paren t~ hl"",e yo" mbre often than your bro th or or 
Blster t'or the f1.ghtl.llg b8t~e.811 yOIl? 

03. Do your plirontu hl .... ~ ,Y0ur brotll.r 'or 111.11'." mo .... oi ton 
th&n .j'ou fot the f1.gh tlllg b .. tw.on you? 

0 .... 

60. 

!.Jo yo~ thulle yolU' Jllt.l'.nts are falr wh~n they Ir,{ to declù4I who 
lB to br"",e 1 o\: f1gh tUJé!' betweén ,You? 

lIoulu you III,)' :Jou generaUy haà a ";000. rcol .. tlonaiJp wHh your 
brother or Blater? 

Do you ltiçe ro"r, brother or .B1.Btor? 

!JO you ev!,: Wlsh.you naD. no brothor1l or "lùlon? 

DO you ell_r W1Ul your brotner . or ua ~ .. r weI'. of the 
oppou te ... :a 

" 
f' 

. 1 

1 

(Choo .. 2!!!:!. one) 

z: .. 
< .. ... 

1 

1 

l 

l 

1 

1 

l 

l 

,1 

1 

l 

l 

• -1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

,2 

2 

2 

2 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 4 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

) 

4 

4 

4 •• 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

3 4 

3 

4 

3 -4 

3 4 

2 3 4 

4 2 3 

2 3 4 
<::--:--

2 '3 4 
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t. 

"uestJ.onnaJ.res for Parents 

~~I'--------------------~------------

PIlOII.IIo, 

~.uu. OF OLm3~' CllILIJ: 

iGi.: :'dJ 0 0 
'Ooy "lr,l 

MIJI); OF Y<lIJljG&s'l' CHll.ll: 

l(U;. SJ::.1. 0 0 __ 
boy ,.ri 

IlIRl!.CTIOllS: 

On th. fdllowln" PIIjt'. are & auru. of q .... tlon. a OllIe ta •• I&a .. d 
• to Cl.aer b. broth .. ra IIIIU luatara. Pl ..... read .ach queatlon cartfullt 

tb. 

and. 

10 ~I n ..... b.r un<1lr th. rllpona. that ...,a t oloilly <1a.Orlbu­

Vlour ot your OIlÜC1. ÇlfC\. 0,,14 on. n\llllb .. r for ... cl! quuHon· 

o'L Itta.vlI out an u8atl.QnB .. 

8Jlcloaed tif 0 quea tl0llll .. lrU for ... ch paren't (on. for aaen- Clllld) 

uui.r •• d th. 11_" of th. chl.ld. ln ,&Ch cu. to AVOld. COll­

• 
• 

Pli • CO/IIplite Ula qu.~honn .. lr .... pa.rAtdy Wlthout oOIl.ul~àtioll wl.h 

lourj Dl&alland. or "U.. YOII CMl!,' ,0' COllr .... , COllpar& j'our an."ara at th. 

tnl! ib ... pleiSe do not change' an} anawere. W. 110 not o%ptot both parent • .. 
to "l. V;e.- th. ..... 8oIl.I" ..... 

~ ThIS IS NOT .l ToST aD everyone allou1d gl. Ve hu or 11er 0plAl0n for _&Oh 

qUlltlon,' S1nce .. veryont la e.:p.ohd to tlllnk d.lt'ferontly, .herll are 

no flKht Rr .. rong anllw..... We .ncourage you, thererore, to reapond 

to taob. q .... i1on _ hon .. Uy u jOli cano 

FlO~l'y, we hjLve ,Wied tht tena "SlllLWC'" to raftr to" "brothe'r or luter" 

une. 11. 11 lhort.or and. 1.lIa oUlllo_reo .... 

1 
) 

r 

.' 
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1 

P1-tl2 ,~J....:.....--o ______ 

PLUS!:. CIRC!.&. 'rlll!. N\Jkhl:.H lJIj!Jrtl TH!:. Rl:SPOOSI> 
THA'r -'l'PLUS '1'0 YOU. !JO Netl' Wo.A VI:. OUT ANY 
I;,UfSTIOhS. 

1. Doell compete III th hl8 or cher .. 1 bllog rojS"ai"uog 1 

acheol 1I0rlt or &ClÀa!!llC perfonnance? 

lia .. ofttn do you compare ______ -'worle Wl. th th_ of hla 

or her albll~ 

3. Is aware of your COmp&I'lSOn of hlS or her work 
111 th tru.t oC hu or her sibllog? 

a .. nerally. doll's fa el that yO\1 thlnlc. hlS or 
hiÎr lIorle 1. aJ. good aB hlS or her 81bllng? 

Do you ever ancourlill" ta Qownplay hle or ohe~ worle 
1Jl ordlr ta eparl the fee11.ogB of Iu.s or ner 81bllng? 

6. Do yOIl ever encourage ta Improvt hu or ha~ 1I0r" 
tg _tell th. perConnllllce of jllB or her Ilo11.11jS"? 

la there eOlDethlll&"..... _____ ~can do botter th.1IlI 
hUi or her lubl'lng? 

Il. Are 04oh1"V..,lII\h ln t.I~l.r.nt ,"1'11).\0\1 rroln. 
~~.~O~f~h':'"l':"e~o'::r-:h:-:.r< III bllng?" 0 , 

9. Do.. IVlr hel~l. or ger ulbl:UI&" 'Ill th Behool 
IIO-rk Or Iho .. an lIlv.re.t ln illiat he or IIh. lo. aOln(l 

• • 01\'7 

10. Doea ao tlll 8 of hle or hor pwn Croe IIloU 
wi th Lh-:-l-.-O-r--;h"".::-r:-:.'""lbl1D8 ( l..v. worle, hobb1ils, etc.)1 

11. Do you m"'. do thlnga III th ha or' I ... r Bl bllng 
aven Ilhan heOr8iii rsally does--not "ant to? 

.-
l2 •• Do' you ..... IIholo Camloly do thlngu tolleth~r< (CB.mPlll&. '. 

chore., plcnl.Ca, weel<.nw., Ite.)1 

,13. 

14. 

1G. 

17. 

18. 

20. 

Do.a ______ "pp.ar to aonflde ln h18 or hor 8lb~1njS"1 

Do... hice to do the eame hnda of tlflnp and 
ha". th. ._. Iûîida .. oc ln teru tB aB hlB or ha l' 81 bllnjS"? 

.' 
llo.. 1 ahare tIllnge Wl Ul h18 or her Blbl1~ 
of hle or Ii.r own Cree wlo11? 

Do you œ~.. ahare thln~a. W1 th n18 or her • 
81bllng .ven when h. or uhe <.Io~B not WlII1t t01 

When thl chlldren do eo .... 'thlll(f tOjS"ather; ho .. often does 
_=~:--:-_____ ~talCa th .. lead lon the &ch V1 ty and 
ma.k:. tha deC:lBlonl? 

llo you thlnk you prus. and rewar<1 Il IDlich 
ali hu or har ubl1ng (even lf Cor cOlllpi.tely dÜrer.nt 
Ul~.)l 

Do you epend. as m~cll tlJJltl &lone Wl th ______ .. ,)0\1 
do W1 th hl. or ber ,l1bllonl!~ 

Da you help 111 th hom.worle or Bchool 
prollh ... aM mllch ... Y0':l lIalp nu or lier ubl:1~1 

, 
/ 21. Do yOIl thulk .1'011 ahow that you lova as 

mLleh as YOLl love h .. or her 8lbllnjS" (oven lf J.n very 
dlffarent w&3,e)1 

(Chao •• ~LY one) 

l 2 

l 2 

l 2 

l 2 

l 2 

. l 2 

l 2 
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4 
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1-2:J 4 

l 2 3 4 
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lO~ ri 
y 

hAMl.! ____________ _ 

When report cardo are brout:"h t home, do you pralse 
the offorts an~ aehlevem"nto 01 _______ a.s mueh 
.... tho.. of lua or hot r Bl bllng-1 

23. Ar. lOU as proU<! of as you ... rI of nu 
or h.r Ilbllnc1 --------

Ar, lOU ambl.UoWl lor _______ to uu~e •• <1 ln 
achcol? 
\. 

25. Wh.n lOU aro 'talklll6 about yoùr ehlll1ren' a 
&Chleveœen1.a ta frlund,a or relatl.v8s. 1.10 you muntlon 

niiUDe &II rlu.u;::h .. \.lUi'" 01 hUI or 

26. 

27. 

26. 

30. 

31. 

32. 

34. 

39. 

40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

44. 

4b. 

ha r Il bll.l1G'1 

Do lOU preCol" \0 »pena 11 ... ln th. COOlpWlY of 

~h~e~r~'~1~6~I~1~ng?~~~œor. than ln the company of hlB or 

Do you \h uu. .ft 0 r te and .. ch le v,,",.n ta 
an .. lmport",d ... {hoao of hl .. or h.r ubhn/,'1 

Do you \ia'Ut t .. 1. more Buee.llaCul ...... 
penon "\han hb or fier ubllng"? 

Do you 11u.nk fooh 10ee ou<>oe&eful .... a 
penon '\han tue or fier 8lbllng? 

la thore liOGlothing Can 110 WhlCh mako. lum 
or hor feel vory pro~ûd~?~---

Do yOU th1nk ________ ever feelo 10nely or le ft out? 

Do you thlnk _______ ov.r feele a"pretiao<l or unhappy? 

Doe. f ... l <11fferwn\ from other kléa the a .... ~ 
age or Uî&i thoy do not wu1era tand h, .. or her? 

Doee prefor to »,pend Ume ln th" company of 
chlldren who are oll1er? 

Do,. prefor to epenl1 tl .... ln the company of 
chlldron who are the In.llle at>0 or who a.re JOWlgor? 

la Il,,~re 'p<>pul..r 1U4ong o\hor youo!:. tors 
than fi18 0 r her III bll.ng? 

Doo. ______ feol Utfenor \0 h18 or hor ubhng? 

Doe8 ____________ -:foo1 .uperlor to hl. or hor olbllng? 

Do.. ilavo enough 1> ppo r:tuo 1 ty ~o ba pl'lva:ta 
and. aJ.one "hon lîo or eha e"pr08see \ho de.lro? 

Dooe __________ ~ __ llke \0 bo pr~vat. anl1 alon.? 

Do.. fU1I1 l t euy \0 talk to uamoon. "non he. 
or elle haa .omothl~· whlCh la Ix>thorlng 11110 or her? 

Do... aver taU: \0 hu or her 8lbhng .. bout 
probl .... âîUl h.ton ~o h18 or hor IllÎvlce? 

oU a C .... 1.1y gen.rlLlly. lB thera open -dl.Quoalon of probleni.? 

Do.. over feel th&t he or ahe h ... noono to 
.lalk to who .. oula unde1'll tlUld. how h. or aha Ceala? 

'0111.1\ ,here are l1oC1810no tQ bOl maue whlch êoncorn \he 
fUllly .. a .. hole (iUUlu.al hohl1{l,ya •• ummor vacBhone, ë"Cc.) 
do you &IIlI: fôi' " oplnlOll aiU1 18 l t cpn.id.u'e<1? 

"{hon you &1'0 eHtlng togethar .... a fBIDllj' (.-.r. &rOW'l11 the 
alMar ta.ble ) do.. ~.t u -much opportW'l" ty te 
e"pr ... .au gr hor bpml0n &8 nIB, or her 81'b11ng? 
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Do a.. .ver ua •• .,rc .... ,.. or DdJ huoh thUlgb 
to hu or her brotll.r or 010 ter wluch are .. lll\e<1 
at hurtlng hla orher foellngo? 

4li. ~e:'-''''B'''t-e''''r?'---- over t 19h t 1011 th hu' or hor brothor 

49. Doe8:".,==.,-=,...".,..,ever 8 tut the flgh t 1011 tlI 
her brother or slst.r! 

IllS or 

)0. Dooe ever ":ln the f1ght "'1 th llls or rer 
brother or suter? 

,1. 1. your reactlon to flghtlng between the chll<iren an 
alll!r.Y one? 

Il.u ... , 

52. Do YOII li18CWlB "" th bath chll<iren the rouo"" for tlIOlr 
f1gh\lng? 

53. 

54. 

55. 

Do yoÎl encourage to talk to ha or her brothor 
or .. ater ~ fliia .. peacerûl 801lltlon ta tn. proble .. ? , 

Do YOIi t8Jld te bl..... more tluill hlO or hor 
b~tÀ*r or 818ter for any rlght1ng betw •• n the,..? 

Dooe porCl1ve YOIi as fa1r ln your JUÙS .. ent 
of who wu ta bl ..... fat' /1(\.)' flghtlng bet .... n th. 
chlldron? 

56. lIoul<1 ,)'OU S&,y gen.rally th&t lü; •• hlS or her 
'prother or Blllter? '------

57. ~:~"' • ."r ... r----- t 801 the eqwù oi' h18 or har broth.r or 

5B. lIou1<1 ,)'OU cnaracterue the relahonshlp between the 
ch11<iren as good? 

". 

'1 

(Choo •• ONLr one) 
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~ues~~on-by~uestlon Ratlonale 
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1'1'\>J.l-UY- l'l'hM ItArlülIAl.f., 1 .... 111."1' IUIII"11 Itt. 111 

' __ Compehtlon and "Comparl.son - !sueahone l ~o 8 -"-----' Compeb.hon occurs natura.llJ as ehlldr.n Vle for par.ntal a~tentlon (run.r, 1952). Cloo.n.o. between Blblings 

footero eompehhon o.ca.uae pf ohl1Z"ù Inter.nto (llnnk" Knhn, l~fl;». rO'Il~1Ve compllnnon nnd comp.titton which 

r~flult8 in Buperlor per;formance enhances self eGt.~em. NegatIve comparlfion renulte ln lowered self est'!em and 

pO~B'lbl ... deldenhflcahon (TeBSer, 1~8a) N'd undernehlevement (Wh1tmore, 1981). , 

Criterlon for hIt;h 9core' much comp.t:h,"'OOl'l;~d~.{§'mparloon wlth percelv.d better performance. 

!sue.t,on (Chlld) 

Do JOU ~om pa.re th. wo rk 

you do at .chool wlth 

the worlt .four brother 

or 61Bter doeB at 

8chool? 
-' 

l,. Uu j'ou tlllnk ,YO\1r illLrflln tu 

compare the work you and 

'your bro ther or Blater 

1 do at school? 

1-
Generally, do you think 

'you uo better at ochool 

than your brother or" 

n 10 ter? 

" 1 
1J7'1 

!sueo 110n (adul t) 

1. 

). 

Iloe. (you,: Chlld) compete 

Wl th hlo or her .,b11ng 

regardlllf; school work or 

aeRdemle performane.1 

Jlow ur t"'fl do j'ou 1 11fl11"U~'" 

(.you l' ch 11 d ) '9 work 'il th 

that of hlS or her 

albllne? 

Jour comvnrloon of IJJ.D or 

her work Wl th that of hlO or 

her n1011nc? 

Rationale 

, ~ 
Comparuen eceura na turally and Ulevitably but ln , 

vnrJlne degreeo. Closene •• increase. opportunÙleB' 

for comparlson (Bank &: Kahn, 1982). A more able 

olb11nl; wlll hav. aelf enteem onhan".d by positive 

compnrinon Md will welcome opportwll tie. rOI' it 

(Tesser, 1980). 

Par fllI Lit II~ l lhjlll Louit ror ('nmp"'U Hon Md 

comparlaon (Puner, 1952). They "re often unaware 

that chlldren roall" thelr eomp:\rlBOnS (Brldees, 

1979; Rowlanda, 1974). 

Chlldren wlll naturally compare themeelve" to a 

n 1 blinI: ln arder ta en tllbl1Bh id en tl ty Md neIr 

~orth (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Sutton-5mlth & 
Iloo .. nberr., Ina). Problema arlo" when CompllTlOOn 

ln conatantly negahv .. (Bank & K."1hn, 1962; 

:>iUltroçk .t al, 1980). 

,4. Ilo you thlnk your parents '1. Gen-rnlly, doe. (.your ~hll") . P"r.ntll mil,)' pereelve themRelveo .... falr in th.,r 

reel JOU do better at f.el l!ont .fou thlnk hlS ,or h-r tr.atment of Blbllhga wh.n ln fact this 18 not 

school than ,your brQ ther 

or Buter? 

O. llo ,ou ever fe.1 yob 

have la pla,y do,," your 

good work at aehool sO 

you don't mBke your , 
broth.r or sloter re.l 

bad? 

;0. Ilo you evor fccl tha t 

1 JOU have to do, better ln 

" o rder ta catch up ta 

Jour bro ther or 

1 Bluter?· 
1 

I,. lu th"re some tllln!; ;fOU 

1 do better than your 

brother or olelor? 

J. 

work as Kood an hlfl or hf"'r 

Blbhn,o:? 

Uo you eve r en cour ~;e 

(Jour chlld) to downpl.v 

hlS or h@r work ln order to 

'opar. the feellngB of hl" 

or h.r 81blln/;? 

110 (Urld/:"o, 1979). Par.ntal ea '''''''1 Md valueinr; 

10 an lmportant predictor of how children f~el , 

about themeelvea (Santrock et al, 1980). 

An nuv,," till;ed nlb1 int: m,,!/ r • .t gui! ty "'iS-II.-VlR 

a less able one and hlde achlevelOen te ln arder 

to pr.r. .. v. th"t Chlld 's BelC ea'Ieem (Bank &: 

K,ù," , 1982). Parents a.re aware of io.uee of 

"fIU:t! l tJ and mil,)' encourage th. glfted child to 

lio~plA.'y !lChlevementR ln order to equall1t!' the 

ulULrepancle. between the ehlldren (CamoU, 1981; 

f"Ghcr, In8). 

.lI. Uo JOU pVf'r f!ncour.~:c A jow./;er ct\lld mil.}' fee1 th. nee,l to catch up ta 

lh oluer Glbllng (Puner, 1?52). An able Blbllng 

cloce ln /lCP ma,y Bct an a reference polnt to one 

who 16 leoR able (Bank &: KlÙln, 1')82). 

" 

(Jour ,:hllcl i ta Improve 

hl!! or her wol"k tu ma. tch 

the performance or hlR or 

her 0lbLlnt;7 • 

10 lherl' oom~tllnl (Jour 

chf-ld) C.Ul UO b,·ttcr th ln 

hIe ()r"'htr BI Lllnl.? 

ln l well fun' tLonlny, 'famlly no one 61blifli; wlll 

,:Oll(p, rrorm t'he oth.~·ln aH aronn (Rona '" Milt;rMl', 

1 :J'~.). Lach chlld ohould have an· area ln· W,hl ch he ' 

or nhe cx~ellB (llMk t. Kahn, L91l?, Lehr'" Kantor, ! 
l?l:'). When one siblinp; ls "lwl\Ys oulp.rfo,....d i 
bJ .lJ1ott1er, thio ma,y lend to plc,eeoive rriction 'and' 

d~ld~ntlflca.t1 n (Teoaer, 1980). 

1'h 111 l t"m IHIIJr'r"-,' Ft l d rf'Vf' r n.tt 1 fi ((J(J in,.. ln 
the L t."ltU1t}r II n.n.'1.1J!JlS. 

" 

" 



, 

/ 

(Gompchhon Md comp!1rluQn, cu."t'd/ 

\,jueo tlon (Child) - ~u~Dhon (wJôl t) IInhonll.l p 

-~ 

!l, Are your achievemento 8. Are (Jour Chlld)'" achlevemen tn Pq.rhal dlfferentiatiqn or deldentlfication 

1 
ln school ln dlfferent ln dlfferent arallS r""om thooW wlll leRd .lblln~. to different area. of 

Ilreas rrom your brother of hlS or her nlbllng? • ~ ln terest ln order to avoid competi tion aild 

al" Bluter? * 
" - 81bllng rlvairy (Bank &, Kahn,' 1982). 

Cooeerahon - ~uest1ons ~ to 20 

Cooperahon ma,y lmply lack of hootll1 ty and competl Hon (Puner, 1952) and iden tiflcation "i th _hared 

mu tuai lntere_ts. Such ldentlf1catlon lndlcates percelved sameneoo (Schachter et al, 1976; Tesser, 1980) • 

Crl toria Cor hlt:h score: much cooperatlon and pereelved mutual Intereflts. i 

Questlon (Ch11d) } Quest10n (AduU) Rationale 
1 

! 9. Does your brothor or 9. DOf'D (your ehild) ovor hoIr , Tf!l\chln#: fl p~"r or olb11n/,: mil,}' b. b"n.rlcild 

, eis \er help you W1 th ha or her B1bllng .lth to lntellectua1 gro"th (Zajonc & Markus, 

1 scho01 work or show an oehooll work or ohow , 1')79) • A youn/Ser or 10e .. able Bibling 

h~ or 
, 

lntereot ln what ,you are an ~nterest ln what 
, 

18 more reacl,y to acsept help from an 
"" i , dOlnG? ohe lB dOlng? 

1 
older one whon the a«e gap is large 

110• Do :S'ou help your brother 
(Cl<arelli, 1975). 

: , , 

1 

1 

L 
Ill. 
1 
1 

1 

12. 

13. 

14. 

15. 

10. 

17. 

18. 

or suter witt, .. chool 
(questlon &nswered for 

, 

work or show an lntereot each ch.ld oeparatelJ). i -
ln "hat he or ahe 'B 

1 

i , 
dOing? 1 

1 

Do you <1.0 thinga toge th er : lO. Doe, (your child) do thlnge 1 Wllllngly shared lntoreste imply identifica-
1 1 

W1 th your brother or of his or her 0"" free wlll hon in those are!LB (Bank & Kahn, 1982, 
1 

8.ster because .l'ou 
,1 

w. th hlS or her G l bl1ng? 3chachter et al, 1977. Tesser, 1980). 

rully want to? 
; 1 

, If ?lbllngo are mBda to 9pend time together 

Do you do thlngs toge thtr 'll. Dc you make (your child) do t ~ainst thur wl11, they ma,y foel r .. sen t-

because j'ou are mBd~ tf • thlngs ">th h19 br her 1 fui and become more aggre9s1ve (Bank &, 

Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith &< Ro_enberg, 1970). 
slbl1~ even when he or she 

r . 
does not really want to?* 

Do you dq thlngS 12. Do you, !LB a who le famlly, , G1Cte<l. f'anll11e9 tend to emphaslze shared 

together aB a "hole do thin!;. togethf!r? 
, 

nC t1 Vl tien and pM timaa (Cornell, 1982; 

famll, ? Flsher, 1978}. 

Do you tell your ~haredo conCldences lmply perceived , 
brother or slster Do •• (your Chlld) 

, Bameneas and identification, 13, appear 
secrets or problems that 

to conf1de hu, mutual respect for each other' s 
ln or 

you have70 
her olblillb? 

oplnions (Bank &: Kahn, 1982). 

Doeo your brother 

or Ulster tell you , 
; -secrets or problems? -

Uo you have the Bame 14. Does (.l'our Chlld) l1ke Shared intereots 'lmply ldentifioation 

k.ndo of ln torcs tu, to do Iho aMIe klndu of. (1J1lIIk .!: Kllhn, 1962). 
" 

hobbles, or l1ke dOlng thlncs and hnve th. o","e 

the same klnds of klndo of ln~erestc.an h.c -thlngo .... your or her olbl1ng? , , , 
brother or slster? " 

. 
" 

Do you _haro thing_ wlth 15· Uoe3 (Jour chlld) ahare' thlngo , 

j'our brother or ",th hlO or her slbl1ng of , 
slster wLthout ,belftg , hlS or her 0"" free wl1l? ~har1ne of one's own free will Lmplies lack 

asked because lOU ,9f hostlllty and compe ti tion in \hat area. --
really want ta? . Parents may often b~ una~are of the ~ 

, 

Are .)'ou made to sharc i lù,', Uo JOu mo.ke (you r Chlld) 
neceOSl ty for each Chlld to have 

thlngo "lth your b;other 
pOllllonnionn wnich "ro exclunivcly hio or 

or Blstèr even when you 1 

do not "ant ta? • , 

" 

uhnrc thln/;D "lth luo or her 

III bllnlt. oven when he or ohe h~~ 0"" (Parker, 1975; 

dosa not wan t to? 
. 1 

• Thto ltem unu~rw~nt a rev~rnnl in cod in" 
ln ~he 0 tl1 t10 tlcnl Mllly.ia 

S h-ang, 1960). 

---,~. 

/ 

--

/ 
/ 

/' ,. 

" 
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(Cooperahon, Cont'd) 113 

Que"tiOn (Cluld) ,<u,'hon (Adult') RatIonal. 

19. When you &re dOlng 

thingo together VI th WoU funchonlnr, AlbI ings &re equd vi th in 

your bro ther or I!U8ter, 17.' When the chlldren ùo the pover h1ersrchy vi th respect to 

do you malee all the lomethlng téCether, how parpntal authorHy "l)d 0.110" a fledbility 

decltuono and hall the oCten does,l (yoUT child) of player p&rts (Bank .!:Kahn, 1982; 

activi tll take the lead ln the Kantor &: Lehr, 197'i). G1t'ted chlldren 

When you do thlngB 
acUvl ty and malte the may be man 1 purat 1 l'e and organize Iess 

20. 1 

able Riblingo' (l"lne, 
togethar vi th your brothe 

deeiolone7 1980, Rowlandll , 1974). . , ' ;;. 
" c 

or s18t~r, does he or 

IIhe "mal<e all the , 
deClslonB and hall the 

, , 
p 

actlV1 ty?* 

Perceived Parental 'l'reatment - ~uee tions 21 to JO 
Parental relations Vl th a Ipfted ehlld ma.Y be quail ta~l vely difrerent (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 1978) 

and paren t-chlld ln teractlon with 8Ibllngs will l.nfluence hov the chl"1dren viev and lnteract vi th .ach • 
other (Dank &: K4lhn, 1982; Kantor &: Lehr, 1975). 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

eN terla for hlllh acore: equal or bètter percelVed parental treatment V1B-k-VIS a aibling. 

QuestIon (Chlld) QuestIon (Adult) 
1 

Rationale 

Do your parente praiee 18. Do you thlnk you pralse It 10 eaoier to praie. and reward the chlld 

you and gl Vf! you treato and reward (Your child) who brlngs moS t cr"dl t to the tamil,)" 

..... much DB they do tour as much as hl0 or her (Brldef!S, 1979). P&r01)ts ma.r often be 
-brother siBter7 IIl.bllng7 

1 

of the lnequall t,)" of th.ir r or unawa.re treat-

" ment of aibllngs (Bridgea, 1979). 

Do your PAren ta sp.nd 119. Do you .B pend aB muth tlme Pl1rentn of glfted children exprellfJ fulinl!" 

lUI ,!,uch tlme alane VI th 

1 

alon" Ml th (/our chlld) of s~1I11 clooonell8 and &ftocUon for thOir 

you as they B pend alone as you do wIth,hlS or her elfted ohild (Comell, 1981; Fisher, 1978). 

"1 th your brother or 1 Bibllng? 

[ 
Alec gifted children ma.r be .. ore df!manding 

1 
t1, 

eieter? of parental time (Rovlande, 1974). 

Do your parents love '21. Do yo~ think JOU ohow that 1 
1 

Love mai becom~ Dynonymous vi th Bohi ev"m"!, t 

you u mueh 118 they 1 you love (your Chlld) an so that a less able sibl1n~ ma.)' feel lus 

love your brother or mu ch as you. love his or her loved '(~~vey, 1960; Strang, 19,60). 

slster? 
, 

81bli.,g'1 
,. 

1 
, 

Do your parente help 20. Do IOU helJl (your chlld) 1<1 th 

1 

Parents ma.)' beeome overinvol ved ln the 

you W,l th homework 'or 

1 

homework OI' school prob1eme as glfted ehlld's education and nef!dll 

acho!'>l problems aD much au you help hiD or h<>r 1 (povey, 1960; 5trang, 1960), 

much os they help 1 Dr!>l1ng'? 
> 

your brother or , 
1 

,!lS ter? i - . , 
1 é 

1 When you both brlng 
" j22. When report .. are bro~h t h?me, 1 Parents find >.t na turally "'Ml er ta praise 

report cardo home, tlo do .)'ou prlllOC th" offodo tuld 

1 

and boant of a chlld who aehievee most 

:l0ur paren ta praia. ;rour 

effort" au mueh as 

" they pralBe the efforts 

_ of your brother 6r 
B lster? 

ach.lf!VCmen to of (Jour' Chl1ù) (Pov".)', 19Bo). DMger or eqU/ülng effort 

!lB muc:h aD 

D ~blinr,7 
., 

, 

thour 01 hlV 
1 

, 
or hcr Wl th achIevemen t mBJ' ooeur 

\' 

1 

. 
, 

• ThlO 1 tem unde,..,ent a reversal ln co'!lng 
In the st3tIotlcal anal;rOlB. 

" 

(R;wlands , 1974). 

, 

, 
\ 
\' 

) 

'1 

1 
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(P.rce~v.d P~rental Treatment - Cont'd) 

" \,Lue" tlon (Chlld) 1 ,"uee tlofl (Mul t) Il .. hon.ùe 

I2f.1. Do you tlll,olt yuur i23 • ". 't ,,,"" " Cf o lu' ~hllùr~n ma,; p~l'CUV" parental al'f.chon 

parents would love 

1 

Chllù) JOu ..re ot' hlS as bell1g tlud to 8choo1 achlevement and 

you loeB 1i' .l'ou or hel' slblln,;? BUCCI:!BB (Povey, 1980; StrbAg, 1960). ,-

falled 111 Bchoo17* ! : Par.nis aluo ~J[pre"B more pnde and 

27. Do yOIl thlnlt your ,24. Are you .... bl hou .. 10r ambl'Uon for glft,eù cfilldren (r'ltiher, 1918). 

would love 
1 

(,your c)111d) to Bucceeù parente you 1 

1II0ro lf yOIl dld [, 111 school? , 

bethr 1'n schoo17" 1 
, , 

, 1 

28. When :tour paren ts t.&lk )". Wllen yOIl MU tulK~~ .. lJOut ! Puren1.u 01 tom bo .... t and. IIIvnt.lon more 

u("h.ltfVtu.l Uu: •• abol1t 

j,. f'~ 
Jou.r Chlluluu'u aChlUVfJ,nltllLu , ul tun the LIlll<l who 

7 
. 

b+other or er wltll to frl~nus ur rel~tlveel ÙO (lIowlWl<l .. , 1~141 Str",,.;, 1900). 
1 

you IDell hon (your chJ.lù)' U thelr frull ,do they 
1 f 

'"thOn YOU, .... often .... 
1 

name do1l Oiuch a.u th ... t 01' 

t "Y .lIontlol1 your hlU ur Il,, .. ulLl~nb'l -

~l thBr or uster ? i fi 
29. ho you thlnk your 2t.. Do you l'r"1'.r to upen<! tlJ •• ln ! P..ronts of Glft.<l chüdren profeso ta 

pa.rBnta pr~far te IIp~nd th. c'""!J"'V ot' (yuur chlln) i.nJo.f clou" r "",1 more ln hlll ... te paren t-chlld 

tlllle Wl th you than 111 th more th..... 111 the cam p""'.y of rulGtlonahlpu (Cornel1, 1981; Fl~hor, 1978). 

your brothBt' Ot' lI~uhr? hl" or huI' ulbhnt:( 

30. Do yo lU' paren ta thJ.n.i<. 27. Do you lhlnk (your cluld) '$ ; P,ar.n ts '.a,)' equ.ite effort and. achavemen t , 
~~ur ,,"cceuaeu at 8~hool 

1 

ellorta anu GchlevemuQtu 1 and Loncentrale only on the hJ.ghes t 
1 

1980) •• ~port.i.n t &8 th088 of are as 1mport"",t as those of t acilleve ... n ta (Povey, 

1 

1 

your brother or BlBter? hl" or h~r·alblJ.ng'l 

Selt Im~e - ~uelltlon8 Jl to ~~ . 
Nagatlve ~parJ.aon IIlth a botter .. bl~ "l~llng IflaJ h..a te poor Belf concept (T~auer, 1980). ))lffor .. nces 

between the self c~ncepts of labelled gllted chlldren an<l un~ ... b.ll.a albllngs have be.n noteù (Cornell, 1981). 
Crlterla for hl~h Bcore: 

?~. Do you fe8l more BUCCeua-

tul as ~ peraon than 

your brother or 118ter? 

32. Do you ful JOU are bus 

1 suce.Buful a,.; Il persan , 
than your brother or .. 
IIll1tor?* 

33. 1. tbere som~thlrlg you 

.10 whJ.eh lIUIokes yOIl very 

proud. 'If yourself? 

34. 110 .l'ou ever hel 

10nely?" 

35. Do YOIl o;:orer Ceel 

dapresseù or unhappy?* 
, 

pOSl tlve ""ff lm,,&e. 

28. 

2tj. 

30. 

31: 

32. 

lJo you thlnk. (,Your cI1l1il.) , 
1 

feela IIIora uuccesBful .w d 
, 

peruon tn..n 1I1G or her Illbllng? Comparl~on wl~h " 8lblJ.ng 11111 arr. ct a 

lJo you thlolt (Jo\i.r ch:Lld) clllld'a self llDage. When cOlllpariHon 

f .. d~ le ... lIucceeal ul as a lU nega 't.l Vi: t Helf eU,tee .. 18 lowurod " 

perllon ;Ioan hla or Il .. r (Santrock et al, 1980, Tesser, 1960). -, 

01 bllng?* 
t 

la there .om. thlllj; (your 

l, 
t;v~ry co1111 neeùs an area of aehlovemttn t 

chü<1) can <iD whl. ch mak.ea Cree from competltlon ln wblCh he or 

hl.. or hbr 1 ... 1 very prou<i? - 1 
oh. èa.n u'l'dl (l1osl1 &.' Mllgr ..... , 1~62). 

Ilo j'OU thlolt" (your chll<l) Lon.l1ness 1mpl1.~ f •• llng. ot allenstlon. 

ev.r C .. eb lon.ly or loft G~fte<l chJ.~dr.n may fcel alJ.ena\ed becaua. 

ouW* oC <11Berepuncle. betw •• n thOlr 1lI tol-

lec~~l capacltles and. thoae of thel.r peers 
1 

(Chen, 1980). 

lJo you tlÜnk (.four ~hlld) ',All.natl0n ,ma,)' boc!!me lntèrnal1sed ta selt . 
eVer feelb ~6preased or . • ... ll.natlon aecompanud by fe.l1ngB of worth-
WlhaV\ly?* 

1 

1 h.uneo~ (M .. ckotroth &. Webb', 1962). 

.. 
'l'hl .. ~ tem und.rwent' .. revera .. l ln CO<1Ulg 

ln thu D ta hu tlC..1 "",,,,ly 01 " • 

, , 

1 

1 

-
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, r 115 ,~.lf Im~. - Cont'd) 

'Quostlon (Cnild) Queetlorl ("dul t) Rahonale 

J6. Do 10U eVer foel }J. Do .. (j'our Ch11d) ever G1Cted childl'on nllght tee! diUerent and 

dlffoNnt from other re.l difreNnt Crom other 0.1 Lenatad rrom th.ir pe'ers (Meckstroth '" 

kld.,your ~e or that bd. the same ago or that Webb, 1982). Parente might percoive 

they don't understand they do not understand hlm difrer~nceB aven whon ehildren do not. 

you?· ~ . 
or her?* , 

J7. Do you prefer te play J4'"Doea (your ehlld) prefer to . 
wl~h klds who ar« aIder 9 pend hlr.. ln the company of 

" 
than you?· èhlldren who are aIder?· Glftod children ma,y gravi ta te toward 

J8. Do you pref e r to play )5. Doee (your Chlld) prefer ta· mental or ln tellectUA,l peera who are 
vlth kido jour ago or spend hme in the company of1 chronolo~lCDlly clder them and roel 

1 Jo~er? chlldren who are the same allenated from chlldren the eame , 
j 

, 
1(960). 

" 
, age or younger? age (nowlanda, 1974; Strarig, 

n. Do you have more fnende )6. ls (your chlld) more 1 The area of populari ty and Booial abili ty 

than your brother or popular among other 1 u one where aiblingo have the pover 

slster? YOWlg8ters than hia or her 
1 to hurt one anothor and experience 

~O. Do you ~lllnk your ubling? negatlve comparieon. H io all!lo an 

brotner or siBtor la area where partial differentiation , 
occur (Roas, &; IHlgram, 1982). mon popular than ma,y 

you?" 

41. 'Do you ever feel 31. Doea (your cnlld) "ver 1 lle/~o.hve compariaon resul ta in poor , 
that yeu are net as geod- ---f'1oel Inforior to hiS or self concept (Santrock et al, 1980; 

at thl.ngo aB your brother, nor Bl.bl1ng?" TeoDer, 1980). 
1 

or Blat~r 18?* c 

~2; Do you thinlc you ha,vè 39, Oces (your chlld) have Every .hUd neoda an opportuni ty for 

1 

enough oppo ,-tunl ty te enough opportunlty to b. privaey and protectlon from. in tMlsions 

be private and alone pr1 vate and alono when he or (P1ll"ker, 1915). 

" ~h8never ~ou neod lt1 sne expresses the deslre? J 1 

'43. Do you 11ke to b. 40. Does (Y9ur Chlld) hke Glfted Chi1d:}~ often oelect aolitery 

prlvate and alene? ta be private and alone? PUTBuita (Row ande, 1974; Strang, 1960). 

ICo.."unicaUon - 9,uoe ti ons :tg to~J 
, Cpmmunlcatlon betweep [aml~l membere IS the baalS for healthy Interactlon (Br1dges, 1979; Kantor &, Lehr, 1915). 
1 

, IShared communication botveen olbllnr,n,lml>lleo renpect and mu tUaI trunt (Onnk &, Kahn, I?07). How"ver, g1ft"d 
1 
; ,chlldren ma,y monopolize verbal l.nterachon leavlng 11 ttle opportunl ty [or an unlabelled eibl1ng to express v1e"8 

'and opi~lons (Bank 6 Kahn, 1902; Fine, 1900). 

Cnten& for hlgh Bcore: equal or better percnved opportunl ties to voiee ldeas and oplnione. , 

Queotlon (Ch11d) 

44. When oomcthinG i. 

, 
1 

J 

botherlftg you do you 

fl.nd 1 t e asy ta ta.llc 

to 80meone abo,ut lt? 

45. Do you e'ver talk te 

your broth~r or aiotor 

,about problemo or 

lio ten ta hlO or her 

adVlce? 

.'4l,. paeu :Jour slb11n!; over ~ 
talk ta' you about 

problc~o and he ton to 

Ques hon (Adul t) 

41. Doco (your chl.ld) tlnd 

, ]. t easy te talk' to somcone 

wben he or ahe has aome thl.JV,; 

'bcltherlJ1& him or her? 

'42. Does (ycur Chlld) ever 

talk ta h1.8 or her II'1blln/; 

about problems and 

hoten to hu. or ner ildVlce7 

Rahonale 

A /;cncral indication of ho .. much B chlld 

ma.Y vocall'. tnoughta and reelings 

(no reterence). 

Confldence ln one'a .,b1~ng implies respect, 

truot and partl~l identlfication (Bank & 
Kahn, 1?82). 

" 

-

your advlce? ~ 
----------~----~.~Th~uT.l,t~em~un~de~~e~nt~re~ver=oa~ll~n~cod~1~~-----------~' 

ln the atatlOhonl lUIaly~lIJ. 

" 

f? 

1 
j, 
1 

ci 

1 



! 

(Communlcation - Cont'd) 

~U"D tion . (Child) 

47. Doeo :tour Camily 

general~y encoursee 

discus8lon of problems? 

49. When there are deC~Slone 

ta be made WhlCh concern 

the whole Cam11y, is 

your OpinlOn a,sked for 

and' cona ldered? 

7 . 

~ueBtlon (Auult) 

~3. As a Camlly l:enerlÜly, Hl 

there open dl~~UB9lon of 

problems? 

45. Whon there are deClOlons ta 

be made WhlCh con cern the 

famlly aB a whole, do you 

aak for (.l'our chlld) , s 

oplnion and IS it 

conal~ed? 

50. When you are Slttlng 46. WheQ y~u are oittlng toeethe~ 
Ba a famlly do you ever aB a amily, does (your 

Ced you eannot get a chlld) ,gai as much 

word.lI\ edgewlse bMaune opportunl. ty to expreDO luo 

your brother or slstar 

hoga the oonvereaUon 

and noon" le lntereeted 
1 

ln what you have ta B8,Y1" 

JI. When you are sitting 88 a 

famlly do you talk more 

than your brother or 

Ueter1 

or her oplnlon as hlS or her 

91.blUlg? , 

; 
/ 

1 • 

4'8. Jlo yo": ever teeI that .l'OU 44. Does (Tour Chlld)/ever reel 

have noono to talk to who 

would understand how you 

foel?· 

tha t ho or ullo ~~ noo"" 10 

taik to who wo~1d underotond· 

how he or ahe,keelo7* 

1 
/ 
t 

j 
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Rationale 

Gômmunl~ntlon and open discussion lB at the , 
7"art of 

l~eeman, 

gooù family int"raètion (Bridg~s, 1979; 

1979) • 

1 Chlldren need to 'fe"l th"y have some input 

1 and effect on the orgentzation of their 

Ilves (Kantor & Lehr, 1975). 

/ 
Glfted chlld~en may monopoli.e donversa­

tians bec&use oC hi~her verbal ~bllity 
(Rowlande, 1974). 

Lack of positive self concept which derlvea 

'from feel1np,o of dirroren tnels or deidenti­

flcat,on (Tesaer, 1980) or negative compari.on 

may resul t in lDolation or alienation 

(Mecks~roth ~ Webb, 1982). 

r Do JOu over oay thil1gQ 

;0 your brother or 

olBter WhlCh ~" Bar­

CaotlC and which hurt 

hlS or her feelings 

41. VOQa (your Chi Id) oVor use 

oarcasm or Sa.J haroh things 

to hl" or her Cl b bill; 

GiCted eh1ldren m~ uae their sUperlor 

verbal powers te put dOIm Ieee able 

slblings (Fine 1980). 

/ 

1 
i 
!53. 
1 

j 
1 

" , 

becaus. ~oü Bre bettér 

wl,th WONS than he or 

she la? 

Does your brother or 

SiS ter ever hurt your 

feellnCB Wl th the thillCS 

he or she sa,). because 

h~ or she lS cleverer , 
wi t.h wordo th,," you are?~ 

wl\lch are almed at hurtlllf; 

hlB or her fealinéa? 
'1 

1 
1 
1 

,1 

ThiS ltem underwent revereal in cod~ng 
ln the stahotic.al analysis. 

r 

, 

• 

1 

/ 

·· .... .t'f 
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I·'n" Hon - 1;,,,.\1 hon. >4 tu &4 

Modorate amoullts of t rlctlon iU'& ln.Vl tabl .. "'Id b"neflC1Ù. to a Blblll1g relàtlOnulup (?unor, 19,t, Whl t., 

1975). Ilo~.ver. e,,~oa81v. "6I>rou",on betwucn th .. slo111Jt:8 mry lnulc"te unequ.d pow.r stl'll<:gle .. , deld"nhflcil­

tlOn or ;Ill &U"lUpt 1.0 t>lun i'=ontu..l .. ttun1.lon (Ila.nl< '0. I\...hn, 1~/j2; '1'"u6ur, 1\1(0). 

Crlterla. for hlK? o'core, mucn percu veu t ucHon ...nu ctr poOl tlV" outcomes 

I;,U8stl..on (Chlld) I;,ues hon (Auul t) Uatlon",le 

b4. Do you and your 41i. lJoes (your CI111ù) AggreDSlon between Blbll~B lS normu..l 

brother or slotor fll>h\1 ~Vttr I1!:Jlt Wl th Illa or hor .mU c..n be i'OSltlvs (?unor, 1\152; Whl\e, 1~7) 

brother pr ûlster? 

,5. Whso your brotLer or 4~. lJoeu (.)'u"r CI1114) 

BlBter &nà you 'hght, e"tir • 1...,.t tll .. llLht Wl th 

do you start t~e , hlli or her brotl .. ,r or 

f1ghtl~ • Bl.att:lr? .. . 
JS. WhOll j'ou !lght III th yOIU" " 

brather or'slster does . 
he or ahe a tari the . 
flt>hhllj,-? 

,6. When yO\1 .cl~h1 wHh ,O. Doell (j'o"r ctùll1) ever 
1 . yo~ brother or Ul.ster WlS the f llh ~ w 1.111 hl" or 

do j'0\1 11101 
.' h .. r brothür or ülut~rl 

,7. When you 1'3.&ht Wl th 'yolU" 

brothMr or ""ster, d08~ h 

or sh' ww1" 

59· Do your paren ta get :>,1. ls :Jour F" .. ctlOn to the 

&nI>ry when you flgh t fl~htl~ b8tw~~n th .. 

wlth your brother or chl.ldrerl dIl an.;ry ooe1 

.,ster1' , , 

\'" 
Do yo ur parfln ts ~1.6CUS8 52. lJo j'a" ".o~ •• :\:' "Hh j'a" ~ ;Jour brothor ctulL1rull j.~t: Juu.uon 101'\.'io 

or 81at.r 'the rBasons wh,y th.nr t >ghtlllt,-? .. 
-

1 j'ou IIere Clghtlng1 

'~i.\lJo ~o"r par .. nta encolU"...,,,,~)j. lJo j'a" tU~l.OLU""'Lt: (Jour \1111(1) 
1 • 

1 
1 

you 1.0 ta.lk ta one anothe 

&nà t'lod .. peacetul i 
aolutlon to the prob1 ... 1 : 

62 • .00 ,)'our parents .bl ...... 

j'OU mor::. of1en th"" tho,)' 

blame your broth.r or 

s18ter Cor th .. tll>htl~ 

.he twe.n you.? • 

63. Do YO\1r parents bl ...... 

yo!'jt brother or Ull ter 

IDor. olten than j'oi lor 

the ClOhtlDl> b.twbbn j'o~? 

64. Do ,)'au thlJl.k your 

puents are (&lr wh .. n 

1 tllel decl.l1e who lB to 

blaze Cor Clghtlng b~tw.e 

10U?, 

ta t&ll<. ta lu. al' her ' 

81.bllDg and flnù ".p" .. c~tu1 
1 

aa+~tl.on to the proulew? 

54 .. Do yo .. tend tO bl .... e (your' 

Chl.ld) IDa re than hl" or 

her ulblll1g for pny ClghtlnG 

b .... tw .... n th .... 1· 

55. liaee (your ch11d) percelve JO" 

aB falr ln your JUI1gemun1. 01 

whO wu ta blama ror any 

, Clghtlll,; b"twuon th .... ? 

1 

1 

, 

1 

1 
1 
. 

! 

1 

: 

Chlldron who". IIdf lJIUIg. lU 1.hreu 1.unij<! 

by negatlv. c~aparlS0n œay lntrouuce 

C).lct10n to r .. ..!uc. c;oloBtsneuB 

(T~.ser, 19&». 

-
Wh"n lIlbl1ngB ha.ve a hea.l1h,y and. 8QuaJ. 

rolat>onohlp, no one,chl1d clearlj' 

pre~iù1 .. (&111< &; Kahn, 191:J2, Kan tOI' 

& 1..lIr, 1 \17 ~). 

~eÏ' by P<U'"nto for negatlve feellngs 

e:tpres.ed by "lblln~B may eDt>en~er ~lt 

aru1 f ee ll.n8s of worthleseness' 1r1 the 

chllùren (Cornoll, 1981; hne, 1980). 

• Parents should a~tompt ta accept bad 

1 " .. l1l1gu IUILl holl> .. hlldr~n Wl<l .. rlitlUld 

dIld res pe c t -e "ch other's dlft.rences 

('Chen, 1982). 

, 
( .... ",bove) 

ln weil CunctlonU\() flllll111 .. s 'no Chlld 

cleurly pr"v&llo over the o~her 

(KGOtor &; Lohr, 197'). 

Altb~ugh chlld .. en wll.l percolve unt w.rnollll 

10 lndlVlduu..l lnut..ncee, parents can 

dttempt GO ovprall fal.rne.s 1.0 treatment 

(1.0Vl, 1':J77)~ 
,1 

Il 'i1tllB l tem wUlt:rw~n t a reVt2rual ln COdlllg 
ln th ... tatl~tlcal (UI,,1jelo. 

0 

! 
1 , 

1 

.J 

,. 
i 

1 
i 
~ 
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General Rel~hOl18hip - QUeIJt10na 65 to 68 

~5. 

f>6. 

This category "u deelgned to .... seos the overall tone of tp.-arbling relationohlp. 
/" 

CrUsne Cor high Bcors 1 overall peoHi v.Ç reopenos 

Que. tlon, (Chlld) Qus. hon (Adul t) Rationale 

lIould yelu 8~ you 58. Would you characterlze the 1 General asasaement oC,lIibling 

gSnerally had a good relationBh~p bet"ten the lnteraction (no reCeronce). 

relationahlp ",th your chüdrlln as F,ood? 
\ 

brothrr' or -dater? • • 
-

Do you like your ~G. Would" you B&;f ganerally Implies a c1080nes. and identification . 
brother or Rloter? that (your Chl1d) 111<eo hlO gether with overal1 positive feeling. 

or her brother auter? 
1 

Ho"ever parento and children ma,)' diCfer or 

If in thur perceptionB (Fisher, 1918). 
" 

1 

to-

(;,1. Do you ever ",sh ReaponRe to thi. impliea a poor relationahip 

you had no brothors ., none and tendency to deidonti{y (no reference). 

or siBhra?l' 
,y 1 68. Do you ever "loh your 

of 1 

OppoBlte oex rsducee 0100eneso and chances 

brother or Rieter vere none of compati hon. Sameneos oC sex snhancBo 

the oppeai té aex?" competition and' alao oomman intersato 

1 (llMIc &IWm, 1982; Sutton-5mlth & . 
i 1970), RORenberg, 

-
51. Doss iypur chd,d) Ceel , 

The g1fted chlld mB:r aatlume a mors 1 

the equa,! of 1.10 or ber 1 po"erCul role \h&n a ijonglrted , 
,. brother or sloter? oibllng (Cornell, 1981). 

1 1 

* ThlS' ltem underwent reverBal ln coding 
li; -the statlRtlcnl nnalyo1a. 

NOTE: 

QueRtion J8 on th ... Parental queltlonnl11re von "droppe.t from lIolIY otnti~ticl11 analyoio, sine. no , 
approprlate correopond}J\g ,.tem WQB round ln the chLldren' 0 questionnalre. 

) 
, , 

, 

1 

1 
: 
1 

1 

1 
1 

i 

., 
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Append~.x: 3 
( 

W~th~n-Category Pearson 

Correlat~ons - All Ch>ldren'\J 

.,' 

'. 

/ 

Cl 

1 
1 

/ 
" 

" 

J 

\ 
\ 

,. .. 
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" 

"'- " . , 
Intracat~gory Correlat~ons -, all children 

Cbmpeh hon 



J ! 

~ 

" 
Intracategory Corre1at~ons - All ch~ldren 

/ Cooperation 

'J,u. 9 - 10 11 12 '13 - 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 
No •• 

10 .31* 
-, 

11 ~17 .26* 
~ 

" 12 1 .17 
.17 -.01 

13 -.12 .06 -.05 -.08 
'rt 

14 .35** .21 '.33** -.19 .03 

15 1 .26" .46** .46** .09 ;07 .42** 

16 -.05 .11 .32** -.02 .67** >.20 .08 

./ 17 .33** ".13 .48** -.21 -.ll .42** .08 .19 
ù 

" 18 .09 ·r .06 .23* .06 -.03 .05 -~ .28* ---- , ... 
.16 19 -.12 • 5* -.09 -.11 .13 -.26* .14 -.03 > -.16 1-' 

" 
F\) 

~.17'· 
1-' 

20 -.08 .21 .10 .07 • -.13 .35** .03 -.14 .07 0 .56** 

/ 
. 

CooperatlOn .46** .66**' .6** .20 .20 .48** .68** .38** - .45** .44** . .28* .35** 

* p < .05 -
** p < .01 

<;, .. 
1iir.li.ooJOl.~~l....!"'-"""""""""':I. ___ ~~~.....o.-. __ ..... ~ - -,.. ~~ - ~ ~ ...... _ 'N ........ =.... _ L _~ ..... -",,~. __ ........ '- • ~-..-.. ~ '? ~ .... ..... _" ,,_ """"' __ 't.. .... _h.......,.,.,.! ... L .. "1 • 
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~ 

Intracategory Correlatlons - All chlldren_ 
1 

Perceived Parental Treatment 

Q.u. . 21 22 23 24 25" 26 21 28 29 30 • No. 

22 .29* 
." 

2} .25* .55** ,~ 

24 .35** .49** ·.39** , 

25 '.18 -' .19 • 32** ~36** . 

.- 26 .-.13 .01 -.01, -.08 .14 
., ~ 

.27 .12 -.10\ . .11 .lI ; .45** .42** .. 
28 .11 '.31~ .34** .41** .51** .26* .40** 

" 

29 -.22 .05 .21 -.01 .03 -.13 -.05 -.08 

30 .08 , .17 .'39** .2L ,.36** .26* .33** .55** -.15 

Parental ~-, , ' , ' lfreatment .43** .55*~ .6** .67** .68** .32** .5~** .75** .10 .56** 
" 1-' 

·1 N , 
N 

* P < .05 
** p < .01 

~ , 

" 
( 
i 
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Intracategory Correlat1ons - AlI children 

.----
CommunIcation ~~ 



t , 
.....-.- --

-") 

Intracategory Correlations - Ali children 

Frict~on 

Qu. -. 
No. 54 ." "55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 6} 64 

55 .03 
, ,~ 

56 -.03 .12 

57 -.18 .06 .62** 
,-

'" 58 -.3;5**- .36** -.24* -.04 
.<>~~ -

, 59 .• 42** .09 .18 ~ 13 -.11 
p 

60 .10 - .19 .11 -.09 -.16 .29* 

61 --.15 .12 " 
, .04 -.09 .10 .'14 .52** . 

, :62 -.32** .14 - -üO --.08 .16 -.45** -".24i\" .08 

63 .19 .~3 .-.08 - -.14 -.17 ·°9 -.11 -.31* -.13 

64 '1 . -~22 
1-' .14** .08 .06 .02 -.'20 .02 .22 .67** .11 1\) 

VI 

Frict~on .09' .47** .53**' .38** -.08 .4~* .5** .5**" .24*' .02 .55** 

* p < .05 
~ **' p < .01 1 - -

"' 
.5U ". .1 1 1 

("._-

~------_._--,-_..-....~ .. __ ' ...... ~...--,. ....... __ ~. al ,,~ ...... ~.!:r .... HM ;",e'r .... ~ 
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Qu. 
l~o. 

65 

66 

67 

68 

General 
Relahonship 

. 
1 

Intracategory Correlations - All ch~ldren 

General Relat10nship 

'65 66 

.5** 

-.23* .19 

.45** .42** 

.89** .85** 

* p < .Q5', 
** p( .01 -- ~ ~ 

97 

• 43*iE; 

.24* 

-------------

68 

·5** 

" 

...... 
'" 0'. 

, , 

t1 
l' ; 
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AppendlX 4 

'S~gn~flcant Values Genera~ed 

from Ch~-Square Analyses of 

Children 1 s Responsës by Group 

. , 

/ 
/ 
1 

127 

.~\ 

-
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, . 
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" 

,\ 
! 

1 
j 
1 

. l 
! 
, 

1 
l 

, 1 

1 

.1 

1 
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Slgnlflcant Values Generêted from ~hl-Square Analyses - Children 

i ''"'''''~ 

1 .: 

", 

., 

, S~bl~n..K sex G~ft.Positlon Gif t ed 's sex Aiie gap 
Gate~or.Y· ~u. All ~ame Diff Young-er 01der ~ Female Male Small 'Lar-ge Competltion 1 4.8 3.8 2.1 3.4 1.8 2.5 3.1 2.5 3.0 2 1.5 1.5 2.8 1.1 ,2.5 1.5 .'2 .8 .1 , 

6.8 6.8 4.8 6.3 2.6 8.0* 3 2.4 4.~ 1.3 4 4.2 2.0 7.0 4.6 2.2 . 7.8* 1.1 3.4 6 •• 5 . . 5 . 4.S· 7.8* 1.3 4.8 3.0 3.0 7.6* 2.3 3.4 6 8.3* 6.1 2.8 1.1 7.8 3.9 8.3* 4.3 1.1 ' . 
7 1.1 .2 1.3 103 1.3 .3 1.8 3.6 .6 8 3.4 2.6 2.0 1.') 1.~ 1.6 3.1 1.0 3.6 Cooperatlon 9 .4 2.3 .8 2.1 1.5 2.0 2.8 1.3 1.5 10 .8 1.4 0.0 2.4 4.6 3.8 5.1 2.1 1.'1 11 6.7 4'.9 3.5 4.8 3.0 ~.1 4.3 2.7 4.9 12 8.2* 6.9 .5 h4 10.4** 3.7 4.9 3.5 5.1 13 2.3 3.4 3.7 .5 2.2 2.2 .5 . 1.7 1.5 14 2.3 .1.3 2.5 .3 4.2 2.G 1.5 2.8 2.1 15 3.0 6.6 4.7 1·5 2.1 3.8 2.2 1.5 2.0 16 2.6 2.4 1.5 2.5 1.3 .3 5.2 1 .8 5~6 ... 17 1.7 .2 2.8 1.4 3.6 1.0 '-. 1.1 4.9 .3 18 4.2 3.7 7.4* 3.3 1.4 . .) 4.2 6.8 3.1 19 3.2 2.2 2.0 5.3 9.0* 2.3 3.5 5.5 .7 20 11.6** 8.3* 3.5 3.6 8.3* 5.0 8.8* 6.3 5. '5 ,. Parentq1. 21 1.5 1.7 2.3 3.4 5.4 4.4 Id 3.7 .• 8 Treatlïlent 22 5.5 8.2* 2.0 3.3 2.7 2.2 4.1 4.8 3.4 . 23 1.3 0.0 2.0 3.0 1.0 0.0 1.3 0.0 2.0 . 24 1.3 6,2;l! 5.0 1.4 .4 ·9 3.7 1.7 3.4-25 1.8 2.2 1.2 2.3 .4 0.0 3.3 .5 1.7 2G 5.2 3.4 . 2.0 3.0 2.1 2.2 3.0 3.0 2.2 . . 27 , 1.0 .5 1.1 • ~ .. 2 3.1 2.6 1.4 2.1 0.0 28 l.~ 4.2 ~ 2.4 1.6 3.1 1.9 2.7 1.8 1.4 

2~ .~ .4 1.1 1.1 .4 .7 1.6 2.7 2.3 30 3.1 .2 3.0 .4 2.2 1.3 .4 .4 1.3 

" 
Il ,,'tto ", \ 1 

------~ ---
" .f' 

~,,~F 
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Chi-Square Analyses - Ch~ldren (Cont'd.) 

Sl.blirw Sex Gift. Posl.tl.on Gl.fted's Sex AJ;e Gap . 
,~ , 

" 
Catel!:ory Wu. All Same D~fÏ YOUllE'er Older Female Male Sma11 1a.r~e 
Self Ima(;e 31 ~.8 2.7 3.2 2.5 3.4 6.2 2.2 2.5 3.5 

32 2.4 1.4 1.1 1.4 5.'5 2.3 2.2. 2.5 2.2 

1 

, . 33 3.b 3.4 .9 1.1 2.6 1.4 6.0* 2.7 -- W~?_ . 
34 2.6 3.1 .4 .8 ,1.9 2.2 3.-8 1.5 2.9. 
35 4.3 3.7· 1.4 2.1 2.4 .4 8.2* - 2.0 2.6 
30 o 0.0 .9 1.4 2.7 1.4 2.4 4.2 6.6 7.3 
31 7.4 4.7 , 4.6 9.6* 1.1 .1.3 0.9 2.7 5.8 

/ 3b 1 3.5 5.3 1.0 -7.6* 3.1 ~--- ~2-.5 2.8 4.0 
39 . 2.8 1.8 2.2 4.6 - _ 2.0 4.6 1.4 4.0 
40 3.2 .0 2.9 1.9 2.3 .9' 2.5 1.8 2.6 - 41 .5 2.8 ).2 1.4 1.5 .4 f.9 4.1 5.1 -
42 3.5 3.0 2.9 1.1 4.0 .7 . 3.5 2.2 '2.1 
43 3.} 1.'7 2.3 1.8 7.9* 3.7 .6 2.0 ').0 

Commuzucatl.on 44 .8 . 1.1 2.0 3.8 1.3 1!1 1.3 1.3 3.6 ~ ~--- ---
4) 1.0 .2 ' 3.5, ' 3.6 1.4 ·.5 .8 3.0 .6 

", -~ 

46 1.1 1 (, .3 2.4 3.4 .3 1.7 1.6 ' 1.4 .0 

47 3.1 1.1 4.2 4.3 1.4 3.9 2.2 3.3 .9 
48 ' 3.3 1.1 3.0 5.0 6.0 3.6 .9 7.7* 3.1 

~ 

49 1.4 1.4 .9 .8 1.3 1.4 .2 1.6 2.0 Q 

1.8 .8 5.6 50 .7 .9 3.4 5.4 1.3 - .9 . )1 2.1 2.2 .7 2.4 .9 1.4 3.5 3.3 - 2.7 
52 1.5 1.3 1.5 6.4 3.1 4.6 1.l 3.9 4.8 
">} - 4.0 1.4 1.3 1.6 5.1 4.4 3.4 2.5 l.g 

}l'r~ctl.on )4 .) .3 .4 1.1 0.0 .7 .-4 .4 .6 " 
55 3.2 2·1 3.2 . 2.3 -1.9 1.5 3.7 3.b 1.3 
5u 1.1 .4 3.1 7.1 5.2 2.8 2.7. .4 3.8 
~1 .) 2.3 3.1 - u.9 1.2 .8 l.l 2.6 4.7 
5b 1.4 1.5 r 0.0 3.6 .8 0.0'·· , 1.5 2.2 2.2 
t-,l) ~.O 1.4- 1.') . ').{J ').5 2-•. ~ 3.6 2.2 1.4 . . .,.,. 

"-----......,~ .... ~~---~. ------------------- ~---
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Chl.-3quare Ana1,yses - ChÜdren (Cent' d) 

--------
Cate,r;or.r Qu. All 
li'riqtwn GO 4.9 

(Cônt'd.) 61 5.7 
62 1.9 , 
63 3.4 
64 .4 .• A 

General &5 4.2 
0 66 ·9 

07 .6 
68 4..1 

~ G .. !I;,.l 

Si b11.M: Sex Gl.ft. Posl.tion 
Same 
4.7 
4.3 
1.7 

.3 
2.9 

- 1.4 
2.0 
.3 

2.3 

a-

Diff Youn~er 

4.9 
4.1 
3.9 
9.5** 
1.8 
3.9 
0.0 
.3 

2.0 

* :Er < .05 

** .E. -< .01 

3.4 
4.3 
1.8 
.7 

2.3 
2.4 
.9 

4.2 
5.1 

~ , , 

Older 
2.2 
4.8 
2.3 
2.9 
2.3 
4.0 
.1 

2.3 
1.4 -

'-, 

-
Gifted's Sex Age Gap 
Fema1e I·1ale Smal1 Large 
2.4 3.5 1.1 4;j-----
2.3 4.7 3.3 6.1 
2.1 2.8 5.1 4.0 
2.1 2.2 2.4 3.7 
7.5* .3 1.8 3.1 
.4 4.7 2.5 2.3 -.7 .4 1.5 0.0 

3.7 2.6 1.1 2.3 
2.3 6.6 1.0 5.5 

~ 

'. 
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Append~x 5 

Slgniflcant Values Generated 

from Chl-square Analyses of Parental 

Responses wlth the Ch~ldren's 

1 , 
130 f 

1 
! 
1 
1 
j 
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S1gniflcant Values Generated from Ch1-Square 

Analyses of Parental Responses and thelr 

Ch11dren 1 s 

131 

~uestlon I·iothers J Fathers 

Categorv C+ p++ 

Compe"j;ltion 1 1 
2 3 
3 2 
4 4 
5 5 
6 6 

. 7 7 
8 8 

Cooperatlon 9 -
10 9 
li 1.0 
12 ' 11 

1 

13 12 
14 13 
15 - . 
16 . 14 . 17 15 
18 16 
19 17 
20 -

Parental 21 lB 
Treatment 22 19 

23 21 
24 20 
25 22 

-26 23 

·fa 24 
25 

29 ~ 26 
30 27 

Self Image 3)- 2B 
32 29 
33 30 
34 31 
35 32 
36. 33 
37 34 
38 35 
39 36 
40 -

·Al 37 
42 39 

, " 43 140 

Gifted Nong1fted ' Glfted 
3.4 7 ,-* .0 5.2 
1.5 0.3 00 
3.7 1.2 . 5.8 

23.0** ~4.5** 12.7** 
3·9 , .5 " 5.2 , 
2.7 3.1 1.9 

05.8 1.7 5.3 
1.6 ,- 3.1 2.7-
- - , -

. 12 .8 104 

Y,5 5.5 .8 
.1 10.7** 3.6 

4.0 1.2 ~2.1 

3.7 .6 8.1*' 
- - -

1.5 1.5 ' 1.4 
2.6 1.6 .7 
5;4 .3 .4 
8.7:'" 6.5* 5.1 . - - -
6.4 3.5 d 3.4 
5.6* 6.6* 12 •. 0** 
.2 4·9 3.8 . 

4.7- .8 .6.2 
4.6 3.5 .7 
1.1 . 4.3 3.0 
3.6 4.~ 4.3 
2.7 3.1 1.5 

Il' 9·1* - 2.6- ~ 3.1 
4.2 . 8.8* .4 

11.7** 1.1 , 2.5 
6.2 4.3 3.8 
2·9 .. 3 2.6 
.3 1.6 5.1 

" 2.8 -1.4 .. - 8.8* 
1.4 4.5 ' 5.0 
2.7 3.8 .4 
4·7 '5·1 1.4, 
.4' . 4.8 - 2.8' 
- - -. 

21.9** 6.8 8.4 
3.3 7-.7* 2.0. 
3.2 8.3* 8.7 

+ Chlldren's ~uestionnaire 
++ Paren~a1'Quest~onnaire 

. 
Nongifted 

.5 
6.5 
3.9 

. ,. 
14.6** 
6.9' 
1.0 

, .3 
6.5-
-

4.6 
1.2 
2.8 . 
1.8 
3·5 
-

5.6 
'.1 

3.2 
,14.0** 

- ~ 

3.5 . 
6.3 
7.0* 
2.5 
Hl 
8.0* 
4.3 
·9 

2.0 
2.9 t 
2.1 
2.7 
.3 

00 , 

2.3 
6.9 
3.4 
4.0 
4.8 
-

6.5 
7.8* 
7.6* 

~ 

.' 

-
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S1gmf1cant ch1-squares - parents and chüdren (cont'd.) .. 
Cai,uest1ons ~lothers Pathers 

Category C+ ,p++ G1fted Nong1Îted G1fted NonglÎted 
0 

" Commun1ca tlon 
! 

44 41 5.6, 7.7* 4.1 4.2 
45 42 1.6 .1 .1 1.1 

> 46 - - . - - --
47 43 13.00** 6.3* 4.0 2.0 
48 44 1.0 2·5 4.7 2.1 
49 45 3.5 1.4 . .6 2.2 
50, 46 8.9* 9·9* 7.4 8.3* 

- 51. - - - - -
52 47 1.1' 1.6 2.4 1.0 
53 - - - - -

Frlctlon 54 48 3.7 4.2 7.3 7.5* 
55 49 4.9 2.7 8.3 3.7 

- 56 50 1..5 2.6 3.8 4.4 
57 - - - - -

0 58 - - - - - , 

y; 51 4.0 5.2 8.1* 5.6 
60 52 18.5** 12.2** 15.1** 9.2* 

, ~~ 53 11.1** 6.:l-. 6.0 2.3 
54 6.69 7:3 ~ 4.9 4.8 

63 -
~~4 

-
64_ 55 ~.~ 2.1 5.1 

peneral 65 58 1.9 4.8 

~ 
6.7 _ 

66 56' .5 5.4 .7 
67 - - - 1 -
68 - - -

=/ 
-

57 - - -
· . , 

l,' * .E. < .05 .. 
" :: 

c' . ** .E. < .01 
~ . · 

il 
0 -~ . 

, \ 

j 0 · - ~ 

1 . 

() 

, 1 

, 

1 

~ , , 

A ' 
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A.ppendn 6 

Tables of S~gn~f~cant E-Values 

Generated from Analyses of~Varlance , . 

:: 

.' 

j 
1 

o J 
/, 

1 . ' 

Q 



Compe tl tl.on 

Sourc~ 

t' 
~hgn~flcant Values Genera ted from 

~-,,-' 

t...( One Way Analysls of Varl.ance 

and comparlson 

1 

Swns of i 
Squares, 1 

L 
1 

"'-" 

Degrees o'r! 
Freedom i 

! 

Mean 
Square 

134 

Between groups 34.241 1 1 34.241 

6.024 

5.684 0.021 

'Wl th ln groups 313.259 52 
1 

Total 347.50 53 1 

1 

\ 

1.' 

\ 

., 

1 
1 
l 

f 

, 

î 
,1 

1 

1 

,1 



1 • 

, .. 

" \ 

~ 

à 

\ 
Two Way Anal.ysls of VàhjE!Ilce 

Slbl~ngs' Sex by S~b1lng status 

Competlt~on and compar~son , ' 

r· S~6 orv' Degrees of 
Source' ; Squar;,!3,S Freedom -

Islb~~ng sta:tuEi 1 35.179 r 1 
r ~l.bllng sex' 22.28b 1 1 , 

( , , ! , 
r' 1 i ~>tatus by sex 5.105 , 1 

1 

! ! , 
~xp1alned 1 . 61.632 1 3 , 

1- 285.866 
1 

lResidua1 , 1 50 
i 

trota1 1 ! 
347.498 . 53 

1 
- 1 

1 1 

General re1atlonship , 
'\~..f.. 

Sums of Degrees 'of 
Source Squares Freedom 

!slbll~ status 10·747 1 

~hbllng 24. 7~t.~\ l sex -
, 
1 
1 o , 

;status by sex 0.155 1 
1 

1 

:I!;xplalned 35.552 '3 
1 

:Res:iadual .240 • 81J 50 

/l'ota! 276.369 53 
1 

Mea,p. 
Square" ~ 

1 
35.179 ! 6.153 

, 1 

22.286 13.898 , 
1 

i 
5.1051 0.893 

1 
20.544 1 3.593 , , , 

1 5.717 ; - ' 

6.557 ! 

, , 
Mean 

: .Square 
, ' .F 

10.747 2.231 
1 

24.73Q , 5.135 
1 r' 

1 
, 

0.1:15 0.0:32 
, 
u: 

11.851 ' 2.46'0 
1 

4.816 ; ~ 

5.2;1.5 1 
1 

,. , 

'. 

135 

1 S'~gnlü'c~ce 

, 

1 
f 

l 

, , 
'" 1 

1 

0.017 

0'.05 

0.349 

0.02 

Slgnlflcance 

0.142' 

0.028 

0.858 

0.073 

," 

---t",' 

i 
1 
1 

'r 

" , 

. , . 
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',' 

:wo w~y 'Ana1ysl.s of Variance 

Glfted' s Sex Q,Y SÜ1ulg status ' 

Competl. tJ.on, a,nd compa,rJ.s9n-
" . 

Sums of Degrees of to1ean 
Source SquarE!s _ Freedom Square E 

. , 

.Sibllng s1ïatus , .35.660 l 35.660 6.'032 

GJ.fted's sex 6.462 ·1 6.462 1.093 
, , 

status by 
giffed' S S'eX 11.215 1 11.215 1.897 

-
ExpJ.alrted 

, 
51.918 J 3 17!' 306 2.927 

Resl.dual 
, 

285.580 50 5·912 
Total 347.498 53 6.557 . 

; 

Coopera. tion 

...... 
- Sums of. Degrees o:f Mean 

Source SqUares Freedom Square i 
. 

Sibllng status _ 46.360' l 46.3Gb 3.577 

GJ.fted 1 s sex ~42.880 ' : 1 142.880 '11.023 
, ' 

" 
Status by 

, . 
Gl.fted' s sex 50.2~6 '1' 50• 2,86 3.880, -

- . . 
Explal.nèd : 243.240- 3 81-~08 6.255 

Resl.dua.l ,648.089 50, ,12.96 

'rotaI 891.329 53 . v16.818 . 

, - -----~-'-------.-"1111 

136 \ 
-------..... 

, 
, \ 

\ 

SlgnHl,cance 

\ 0.018 . 
0.301 

0.175 

0.043 

- " . 

Slgruficance 

0.06,4 

0~O02 . , 
r 

,1 . ' 

0.054- 1. 
, '! . 

0.001 / 

. '/ 
1 



/ l, 

, 

1 

J 
Two Wa,y Ana.1ys~s of Var~ance 

Position by S~b1~ng Status 

Compet~t~on and comparison 

1 

',~ Surns of Degrees of Mean 
Source Squares Freedom Square 

'----
S,~b11.ng status ,,~ 30.334 ' "1 . 

30.334 . 
: 

Positlon 12.675 \ l " 12.675 

'" 
,Sta.~us by 

1 " 
Posi'hon 7.668 ). '7. 668 

~ . 
Exp1al.ned 54.583 _ 3 18.194 

c, 

Resl.dua1 ~92·915 50 ,5.858 

To'tal 347.498 53 :6.557. 
" . 

c, . . . , . 

.FrictIon 
'. , . 

, 
of Degrees of - Surns ' MefU1 , 

Source Squares Freedom Square 
, 

, 

Sib1~ng status . 2.801 1 2.801 -
POSl.tl.On 2.601 l 2.601 . -, 

, 

Status by , 
" , . 

POSl.t~on . 42.801 1 '42.801-

'Explained , 1·46.309 3 1·5.436 

Resl.dual 382.448 50 7.649 

428.757 8.09 Tétal 53 . . , , 
'. , 

, . 
" 

------------------~--~~~~~ 

137 

" 

. 
F S~gnl.f~ca.Llce -

5.178 0.027 

2.164 0.148-

1.309 ' 0.258 

~ 

3,.J06 0.035 
' . , 

- , 
r 

. , , t 
l 

.. 
" 

" -

, ,. 
~ 

F S~gn~ficance -
" 

0.366 0.55 • 

0.34 0.56 
. 

.. 
. 

5.596 cD.022 . . 
, . 

2.018 0.123 
1 . . , " \ 

; 

. 1 . . , 
. 

r' 
" . 

\ .' ' .. :. " 
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, , 
J 

-, 

..1 

, , 
'l'wo Hay Ana1,ysls of VarlaJlce 

Age GaÉ by Slbling Status 

Com~etltlon and compar~son 
• 

! Suros of Degrees ofl Mean 
Source 

1 

Freedom 1 Square Squares 
, 

l' , 
i SJ.blJ.ng status 34.821 l 

1 
34.821 , 

1 
2.382 l 203~2 f Age gap, 

, 

1 ! 
statua by 
~e gap , . 2.081 L 2.081 . 

! 
Exp1aJ.ned il 38.703 3 12·901 i . 
Residua1 308.795 50 6.176 

Total 347.498 
, 

53 
'\ 

6.557 . 
: 
1 
J 

1 

General re1atlonshJ.p 

. 
1 ~ Sums of Mea.n\ Degrees of 

1 

, 
Sour'ce : lquares Freedom Squar~ 

1 

l' SJ.bllng status 10.715 "\ l 10.615 
1 

4,.653 1 'Age gap 43.653 : 1 , 1 

1 

. 
1 

Statua oy 
1 age €.ap 0.023 1:, '0.023 

1 

0, 

r 

1 18.1).4 Exp1ained, 54.343 ;3. 
1 

1 , , 
Residuâl. 1 222.026 50 4.441 

Î Téita1. , f 276.369 53 5.215 , 

1 
, , 

! 

, "' 

.' 

1 

138 

. , 

1 
: 

f.' 1 SlgniflCar1Ce 

5.64 

0.39 

0.337 
, 

2.989 

, 
1 
l ' 
1 
1 

-

1 

1 
1 

1 

0:021 
1 
1 

0.537 \ 
1 

, 1 

1 1 
0.564 1 

r 
1 

0.113 1 , 

ri 

j , 
1 . 

" 

F' '1 Signlflcance 1 
1 

1 2.391 
1 

0.128 1 r 1 

9.831 ,; 
1 

0.P03 1 

-1 1 
~ 

1 , 
, 1 

1 
1 

0;'005 l, 0.943 

1 
1 , 

4.079. 1 0.011 -

. 

" 

. . 
' . 

. ,'. 

" û 

1 1 

! 
l, 
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Append,lX 7 

Raw Score Responses from Ch~ldren and 

Adul ts à:nd Codl.ng Informaüon Sheet 

PP' 

'\ 

. , 

" . 

1 0 ) 

, . 
" 

139 

" 

f. 



( 

, 

Column 

l 

2-3 

4 

5 

6 

.; 

75 

, , 

8 140 

CODING INFORl'lA'l'ION SHE.l!:T 

Adul t responses 

Descrlpt~on of data 

respondènt '(3 -
4 
5 -
6 

mother 
mother 
father 
father 

for g:lftt-ed ch~ld 
for nonglfted cluld 
for' g~ftea.' ch~ld 
fO,r 'nonglfted chiÙ:l.) 

sibllngs' ,sex (1 :- female, 2 - male) 
q, , 

" 

gifted S~ b11ng' s poal hon C''t-1Î, 'o,lder, tI:"1l younger.) 

~e gap ~n years 

questlonnaire l tem response's: '" 

6 - 13 Compeh bon 

14 - 2? 'Cooperat~on 

'26 - 35 Par en tal trea tmen t, 
fil 

. ' 36 - 48 Self lmage III 
" 

49 - 58 Çorrununi:)a tlon 

59"- 69 .It1;rlction ~" l, 

70 - 74 General 
, , 

)'1", 

" 
, , 

/ 
, " 

" -

" 

l , 

f 

.. 
lU 

. " 
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Raw Score Responses - Parents 
. 1 

522+11422421332 23332 23Ù 4244444444334332321 34322 3234 :3 322 3323 334 3" .'" 622+11422441441 13333 3332 4442444224214223334 24232 3233 3 ,322 3322 224 2 
311-21532241332 23342 2223 4442444414343432322 44232 4341 3 223 2333 343 ~.JI. 
411-21522231332 23342 2223 4444444424222434233 44222 33,43 2 232 2333 344 4 
511-21523222334 33332 2233 3333333323333232232 33332 3333 3 323 2332 233 3 
611-21522231432 24332 2223 4444444144413333243 33332 3333 2 222 3322 333 3 
422-21641132431 2'2332 2333 3333444424444333323 4 331 3334 4 423 3332 233 4 
522-21622322332 23332 2232 2342234234323333232 23222 2323 3 322 3222 233 2 
622-21633343332 22332 2233 2342234234444333323 43322 2333 3 323 3322 233 3 
312+21712141432 24343 3423 4444444414143444233 44232 4334 2 332 4343 344 4 
412+21712141432 24343 3422 4443444414143444233 44242 4334 2 332 4343 344 4 
512+21711143412 24343 2333 4442444414243344232 43222 4434 2 323 3434 444 4 
612+21711141432 23342 3333 4424444414343444333 44242 4434 2 333 2334 344 4 
312-61811141422 13332, 2333 4443444414143333231 44222 4424 2 322 ' 3223 343 . 4 
412-61811141432 233'31 2333 4342444414143444331 44332 4324 2 323 3223 • 33~ ,; 4 , 
512-61812241442 33433 2343 444444~414444434231 44222 3144 2 323 4343 244'· 4 
612-61812241442 31232 3124 4444444144444434231 44332 3444 2 323 4343 244 4 
321-21911141341 22332 2332 3442343434334343323 44131 2333 3 232 3224 333 4 
421-21912141341 23332 2333 3344443324224334212 44321 2333 3 322 3333 222 3 
521 .. 21912322422 23331 2242 A341444434233333333 33231 1433 2 322 2223 232 3 
621-21911131241 13431 2243 3241,444424333332233 33221 1233 3 322 2223 232 3 
411+22021141432 13332 3442 4344443334333333333 33242 4342 2 332 4433 324 2 

'. 511+22011131 2 23331~3232 3344444414222232321 24321 3334 3 323 3322 322 2 
611+22022131423 23332" 3343 4444444414333233233 24331 3234 2 332 3324 323 1 
322+22133422131 33332 2334 4444334424434333334 43222 3334 3 324 3332 233 3 
422+22133342331 33342 2332 4442444434333222322 33322 3334 2 332 3333 334 4' 

\ . 522+2212332li32 23322 2334 4443333423333234323 33322 3334 3 323 3332 333 3 
622+22122341432 33323 2332 3342444423333234233 .33223 4424 2 322 3323 333 . 3 
312+12232242423 33432 3332 4444444424223233231 34232 3344 2 232 3334 333 3 ' 
412+12232242423 22432 3232 43444444243333?3233 34322 3344 3 222 3333 333 4 
512+122411'41432 33333 3432 3243444424223232332 33233 3333 3 323 3323· 133 3 
612+12222341432 23333 3223 3344444434223333233 34322 3334 3 3!3 3323 133 4 
322-32332441432 24242 2412 4444444424443333323 44342 4344 2 322 3443 433 4 
422-32312441432 23242 2213 4344444414243334122 44341 4444 3 322 3342 332 4 

, 1 522-32312141432 13331 1342 4333344323333333233 33232 3424 2 322 3333 233 3 
622-32322231432 12231 2223 333344431433,3223132 33331 4324 3 323 3332 333 3 
312-22422242232 23343 3323 4442444414333333323 34242 4344 3 323 3333 243 4 
412-22422232332 23343 3323 4444344414333333232 34422 4444 3 323 3333 343 4 ,- " 

512-22422341432 23323 3333 4342443414333334233 34322 2334 2 323 3333 344 4 
612-22432321232 23222 3223 4434444414223323232 34322 2234 3 323 33~4 344 3 
322-92523221432 12333 2233 4443444424232333222 34242 3344 2 232 3443 244 4 
422-92511141431 22332 2233 2131444424242444321 34342 4444 2 242 2443 244 4 
522-92511112321 22332 2233 4441444424142444233 42322 4444 1 144 3443 242 4 
622-92523221231 12333 2333 4443444424232333222 44241 4344 1 232 344) 244 4 
321-626122,21431 22322 1233 3332444424444333233 44332 3324 2 233 1444 444 4 
421-62612221431 22322 1233 3332444424444333233 44332 3324 2 233 1444 444 4 
52+,-62612111421 11323 2232 3342444432243333243 44233 3334 2 232 2334 344 4' 
62 :-62622111422 32323 2233 3242444434343333323 44332 3333 2 232, 2332 243 3 • 312+52712141432 44343 3433 4444444414243333233 44323 4444 1 242 2444 444 4' " 

41(2+52722341321 24343 3233 4444444414233333422 44234 4444 2 323 2443 344 4 
512+52712221422 23,333 2333 4444444414233333242 43232 2334 2 333 3232 344 4 
612+52722231332 13343 2333 33434444143~3234232" 33223 ~334 2 322 3233 343 3 f) ~ 
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~ 0 Raw Score Responses - Adults (Cont'd.) 

32Z+40132231223 31242 3224 3233144?1414i344322 42232 3343 3 423 4333 
422+40122231223 13343 3321 3332144214141243322 43223 ~44 3 422 4333 
522+40122223423 32242 3223 4223144214142344322 42232 44 3 423 3343 
~22+40122231223 13343 3322 4323144214142243322 43223 33 4 2 422 3343 
/311+50223441122 32444 3423 4:444444414143344242 34233 4344 1 232 2444 

/411+50233334443 33344 3313 3344444414122431222 1334Z 4344 1 232 2444 
511+50223441122 32444 3423 4444444414143234232 42221 4344 1 232 2444 
611+50223441122 32444 3423 4444444414143344242 24233 4344 1 232 2444 
321-60311131331 234)3,2343 4344444424343334233 44343 4444 2 233 3344 
421-60311141432 43431 2343 4344444424443333322 34342 4444 2 233 3344 
521-60311111411 13444 3441 1442444414144444243 44243 4434 1 232 3444 
621-60311211411 3444,2 3433 1321441414144444211 44444 4424 1 2)2 4444 

o 321+30422241442 33333 2333 3333444324233332332 33232 3333 2 323 3333 
42}+30422~31342 33333 ~33~ 3333344324233333J32 33333 3333 2 323 3333 
521+30422241432 33333 233; 3333444324233332332 23232 3333 2 ~23 3332 
621+30422231332 33333 2332 3333444324233333332 33333 3333 23323 \ 3333 1 
322+20513341431 33442 3~44 1./344434433344334112 44442 4434 2' 233 \ 1332 1 

422+20512311231 33341 2442 232444324224332113 24442 43;4 1 ,232 ,1443 , 
572+20544441232 33443 3344/4444444414344444112 44343 4444 2 223 4444 1 

622+20523421132 33443 334Y 4444444414234444113 44333 4444 2 233 4444 
311-80614431422 44244 4322 4443444414144332232 42144 4344 2 232 2444 
411-80614141422 44434 4443 4444444441243321343 42324 4343 2 232 2444 
511~80611141433 34444 4443 4444444434244433332 44234 4434.1 232 1443 
611-80611141443 44444 4443 4433444324344332443 44232 4344 2 234 1444 
312+10744441433 24342 2432 4444444434344433134 ~142 4444 3 332 2443 
412+10732331133 3334~ -3223 4444344224333224233 43242 4344 3 334 2442 
512+1073~431321 23434 2223 4424444414343343231 44241 4314 2' 332 2344 
612+10743431133 21234 2233 4442444431441133123 44241 3424 4 333 4442 
322-70822341431 32422 2432 3442444424343332232 4432204244 1 241 2444 
422-70811241431 32422 2442 4241444114443333332 44431 4134 1 241 244~' 

522-70833331432 32323 3332 3343444324233233232 332~3 3333 2 232 2332 
622-70823331432 32422 3343 3242444414333333322 32332 3223 2 232 3342 
311-50922241432 23243 3322 3344444434343333333 44244 4434 2 322 3442 
411-50912221442 33243 2323 4444444444243444234 44343 4444 2 333 3443 
511-50923441332 24343 3333 4442444414243443232 43243 4444 3 332 3443, 
611-50912421332 33444 2433 3334444324333434233 44333 3434 2 323 3443' 
312+11022332332 23423 2334 4343444334443222432 44323 2234 3 323 3333-
412+11022132332 23424 3433 4344443324234323323 34233 2333 3 332 3333 
512+11022221332 23322 2333 3332233322333223233 33323 2333 3 323 3333 
612+11022221332 33322 2332 3332233322333223233 34233 2333 3 323 3333 
321+11112441432 33322 2333 4342444434443334234 44232 3334 2 323 4343 

'421+11112221241 24322 2433 4344444434323333232 24233 3334 2 323 4334 
521+11132141432 43323 1334 3242344424444444244 33241 3412 3 322 2333. 
621+11121231232 2342~ 2432 3343344)34232333232 43222 3312 3 322 2333 
322+41212342432 33342 3334 4344442424344434332 43242 4444 2 333 3343 
422+41232331232 33333 3222 4344442414223333423 33242 4343 2 312 3433 
522+41211443443 24441 2434 4442444434344442223 44241 4444 2 233 1444 
622+41243211322 44444 2333 3242434424144322323 34421 4444 2 242 1443 
312+31312111431 33311 2233 4444444434343331332 44441 2444 l 332 3333 
412+31342243431 13312 1223 4444444434334223323 34111 2234 3 323 3332 
512+31322232332 23232 2322 333j333323233222232 33332 2333 2 332 2333 
612+31332232331 33333 2323 3333333323233333323 33222 2333 2 322 2333 
322+11422231332 23332 2233 3444444334333333223 33321 3333 3 422 3332 
422+11422231432 13331 2232 4444443334344222322 33331 3233 3 423 33~2 

'1 

r 
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,244 4 

344 4 
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444 4 
444 4 
444 4 
334 3 
334 3 
444 4 
444 4 
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344 .~ 
344 4 
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344 4 
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344 4 
344 4 
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244 4 
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233 2 
333 3, 
243 3 
234 3 
334 4 
334 4 
344 4 
344 4 
444 4 
444 3 
444 3 
344 3 
3)3 4 
234 4 ,""~ 
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333 3 
333 4 
233 4 

1 
1 
1 

'1 , 

1 
i, 
1 

! 
l ' 



.. ' 

/1 

/ 
.' / Colunm 

,/ 
l 

/ . 5 

1 \' 
6 - 74 

(1. 
1 

" Il, 

CODING INB'ORliIATION SID.:ET 

Ch~ldrenJs responses 

Descr~pt~on of data 

sib1~ng status (1 - g~fted, 2 - no 
l '_~ 

'sib11ngs 1 .§~_(-l~a1e; 2 - male) 

g~ft~d s~bhng's ·pos~tlon ('+' oider, ' , younger) 

age gap in years 

quèst~onna~re ~tem responses: 

,,6 - 13 compet~ t~on and compar~aon' ~ 

.' , 

. 
14 - 25 cooperat~on 

26 - 35 parental treat~ent 

49 - 58 commun~catlon 

-4'59 - 69'fr~ct~on 

70 - 74 genera1 

, 

\ 

" 

( 

,. 



-~----

- - -------, ----1 

144 

, Raw Score Responses - Children . , 
122~01i232132Ji23322342234234244431411333332232223233333324423324222223344 
'222+40122331133222234134311 324244434424234332234323313344322432224342223344 
111+50234241332443342333332144444444424334324333223234344214233322344144433 
211+50234111133323243213332144444341423344424323213314343323222232444144423 
121-603212313333334322323244444444414244333342324J4322333223332233333244444 
221-60321311431244432323423444~44441433322242112432232344332332334442233433 
121+30433221342223332233333444434431423333322223333223332233323324332233332 
221+30411111432323442222322444444441414243323333423224434214332332224144434 
122+20533331432333433333423444444341423433223242443334444223323224331224444 
222+20523323241232232232222444321122333322133322322222231224443213333333333 
111-80612321432444424434423444434441424332124333443443244212222331134144444 
211-&p621212423444434234333444431131414432232113442444343222233233144144444 
112+10713431433234332233322444244442433)33223333324223432122332224333333332 
212+10713331343233431233423444444442414333423434422224444223333222332132342 
122-708324213322224221333123444343424~3323223222432213234213222233233344434 
222-70812221431322421123423224244441423333242433223123~44223434313332i34443 
111-50922221421323433322213444444441424442323223323323331222332233332224433 
211-5092221144133333333333344433443243443333243332333334~323333323333234433 
112+11021432431344422412233144124122321222223323332323332323333323332223413 

- --212+UOl1122231224234234223344442114234232324213323323233422322223143124434 
121+111Ù43144zt3-Z4212323441442444314144334233334422224~4233433234333 243413 
221+11123121223313421123123444444141413323314222231112434312432224234142~13 

o 122+41223221433223342233333444444442434333323434323224444224333333333234444 
222+41223421422323242223322244244443424433321343222313332222332234342234434 

---1-12 +J13222214}2~23 331113322244 24434243144312231344411244,4414332324222323334 
/ 212+3132231114413J443322423J4"444434Ltr4442333334321111312223332443433111.2341 

" 
" 

------- ::' 

" 

122+11412211442123334)32223444444443343344341433444211i334434434413113333334 
22~+11421332342113431132211333244421344232242J43221113221243323223432223322 

" ~11~215124314422133322234334441444424343332}11444112233414442324j213~234444 
211-21522211432121432122333334444441424143311433422213434223332322123333344 
122-21621211332221341122422344234422223333223212422222323222431123222223222 
222-21631334132122331122233224224432~333'22332332232114222233434424342232332 
112+21722211431223342222223444444442323333413233323233333223233323332223434' 
212+2172121143122434332422344444444'132-343.12243 22324433343123233323343244432 

. 112-~1811211422413422L2442244444444~424433~42113222Z224333 
212~61821111431332422213433444244441414444411444422123444J243244~~~2233313 
121-71911431313223432223422323233431433322224233423221313423333223223233221 
221-21911241413221432211122344434422423333244422442112331223442324223241211 
li 1 +220'3131443123 3 3.422424444444444414234323 3 3 23443211'333 22244224243 31123433 
211+2202111133122443A243311414144411413412114343444213143111421123334233422 
122+22122;21442233331123344444444442333433422443322113334~24334424332233322 
222~J2122322333232l32113J22434334322233344322211223223343222332122323333334 
112+12232123232333323123322444344211422322232223333323333332332223233343344 
212+1223221242222333222222344444443142433232323332222333322~322322223233323 
122 -32332231432334313324314344134142423433324232143 34323 3131431124341223344 • 
222-323223222331232 2223333334444443443433322234323223333232433324441243333 
112-22432431441123332133323444334432434323323433232323343231352323343242443 
212-2242221142223~42234222444444441423333223242432224442123333324334143433 
122-92524321441234421133322433144331323433232431233213332322412243133323334 
222-92523233432322322223323434341432324322233244443223434233232333222223343 
121-6'26211114222234211224234442142213143333 3123 2321122344214232333234 233444 
221:626442111214223131221J2112114211212322242111443222211221321224111222443 
1+2+52722321443333442233~2244g444441433433323143331232331223333324233244432 
212+5272422133 223144~2123'33'4442 243114333 334223 43222223 3 3 ~ 22 3 332222232 233332 

il 

1 

1 
-1 

1 


