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v This study examined sibling relationships within families
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where only one of two children had been’ labeled gifted. Labeling’
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was defined as selectionffpr attendance ‘at a summer school fo#u T
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the glfted and talented

~t

- Data were obtained from 27 pair§ of
gifted. anq nonglfted 31b11ngs and thelr Fam111es by means of . .
1nvestlgabed the 31b11nq - f' .

.forced-choice questlonnalrea which

: ~ ¢ )
relationship. ~Resdonses were analyzaq’aggnfﬂlng to glftedness, . / "
siblings' sex,-khe giTted child's sex, 51b11ng p081txon and the R

\" . , .

size of the age gap'separating the two children.: / )

" In the fapea of competition “and féomparison,h'the ~"gif'ted

ehildren: aﬁaa their unlabeiéd“ siblings produced. consistently )
hs « . N ‘ . . - N ! -, N -
dlfferent responaes.. "Competitioh appeared' to be beneficial to

.the self image of the glfted 51blinqs, encourdging cgboegation

and communlcatlon. Fof_ unlabeled chlldren" competitisn ha SR !

essentlally negative effects wh1ch inhibited cooperatlon 5and‘ .- ’ T

damaged the overall to e of albllng 1nteract10n.
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,There- was also/ an intetaction of 31b11ng position and
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giftedness.. More Frlct;on was - perceived by both gifted and

nonglfted 31b11ngs .in situadtions where the labeled member ‘was the . " Lo ®
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older of the two. : .
Parental questionnaires were desighednfo, assess how well DS .
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‘children's, perceptions, A . . T
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comparison of parent and child responses

'

indicated that parents

© were generally well aware of how each child felt. The debree of

aunawareriess was the same for both groups of children and mothers

w7re only slightly more aware than fathers.
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*comme enfant doué

~collaboratlon.

< et ouvxage etudle le rapport qui sevrt a l in- .

- | e

térleur d' ne. fratrle ol un enfant _sur deux a eté de51gne

T b { ; . - . »”

%a dé51gn&tlbn "enfan% doué" prov1ent

"t N .

. du fait que 1'enfant glt Eté admis & un cours spécxallse &

4

pour enfants doues et talentueux durant la perlode de - ': :

. ~
a

Les donnees ont ete

P

vacances scolalres usu@lles d'ete. )

tirées d'un questlonnalre 1 chomx limité auquel 27 couples

d'enfants doués’ et non douss et leyrs parents ont répondu. | -
. T, . . . . {U.;; ) s .

Ce questionnaire traitaig‘spécifi?fément du ;apﬁort entre BN

les,membres d,une

‘e

selon le degrg de

de 1'enfant doug,

o

fratriem:

-Les, reponses ont ete analysees

talent, le sexe de la fratrle, le sexe

son rang-dans la famllle et la dxffe—

=3
-

comparalson,'l enfant.doué et le ‘non- doué exterlorlsalent

S

‘rence d'dge éntre les membres de la fratrle.”‘— - K ) -

wr

En ce qui concerne la competltlvlte et 1'auto- - S

constamment des reactlons dlvergentes.
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La compet1t1v1te,

¢

notamment,,semblalt COntrlbuer posmtlvement l image pro-

- o »

;
- .
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pre de 1 enfant doue tout en stlmulant le dlalogue et 1a , “'1V

prq pour 1' énfant non doue, la compet1t1V1— .

* <

i .y, . .
. . ¢

té avalt plutot un effet negatlf lnhlbant la collaboratlon

" 3

tout en redulsant l'actlon rec1proque entre‘les,deux enfants.

r 4

- En outre, le rang de.l'enfant doué dans‘ia~fami11e‘

.

affectalt egalement 1 actlon réc1proque entre les deux

&

enfants. Beahcoup plus de desaccord et de,tenSLOn etalent
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- 1'ainé.
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{ Eprouvés par IES*dgux enﬁénts lorsque '1'enfant doué &tait

-

. Par'aillghrs,-ie quesﬁioﬁhdire adressé aux parents
avait pour -but de mesurer jusqu'a éﬁe}«point ceux-ci &taient

I AEN N
.

sensibilisés aux perceptions des énﬁants.

«

En faisant une 'qomparaison des réponses données\J

~
¥

par les parents et l'enfant, ndu# nous sommes rendus compte

.

que/généralemgnt‘les parents éomprenaient passablement bien

_les'sentiments de l'enfant. L'ignorance démontrée par les
/ B
parents envers les sentiments de l'enfant doué ou non doué

~

~&fait semblable dans 1es deux cas sauf que la méfe était

(™

hablfuellemenf plus sen51blllspe que le pére.‘ .
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the~questions that led to this piece of research. '\‘
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. ~Chapter 1 -

Review éf the Litefafure'

- -

This study examines sibling relationships ip a family when

2

one ‘of the - children is labeled gifted. Iﬁ'is"tﬁé qffect- of

1abe11ng rathen than the q1fted ‘child’'s spécific abilities which
- are of interest. -Therefore, for the purposes of this, study,

- ..

giftédness is defined by ‘the seléctibn of a ehild for attendance
P >

at a summer schogl " for gifte& and talented students. Several,

"

variables éuch as closeness in age, sameness of sex, and‘sibldhg
p091t10n have been shown to influence - how siblings interact (Bank
& Kahn, 1982; Sutton Smlth & Rosenberg, 1970), however, little is

5kpown about how q1fte¢ness, interacts w1th these variables and
»~ ’ . o

influences the nélationship. The impact of giftedness on family

. interactiorr has typically been studied ~in the context of

[
-

parent-child. réiatiohshipsm' Very few studies ‘have exam%ped

sibling intérabfibhy specifically when one child has been labeled

"gifted" while othbrs" have not. The relationship: between a

'-glfted ch11d and a parent who, perceives such giftedness is both

< ]

qualltatlvely and dhantitatively i different’ " from other

-

‘paventichild relationstips (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 1978). Since

-

evergﬂnelationship-anq eaqh‘indivi&ual affects the entire family

system, any dlfFerenceS\ in barent_interactlon with the children
; | . -

‘will “in tUrn affect th -siblina relationship (Kantof % Lebr,

;19i5). 'It-is,jmqo}taﬁt tb'investigate the individual perceptions
of each family,membef ‘when exolor}ng “such family ihtenactiﬁ%s‘

. )
4 '

s . . .
. - N N
- . <, ~ v .
o . - . - -~ -
- . N -
N M N ' . -
by ~ . ' .
)
»
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 Kahn, 1982). ‘ ' ‘ N

"develop%ﬁa/:;;;;;. Proximity in age, will.éncourage what the

to 12

. ' 3
since these are-at the core of any subsequent actions and may

vary radically (Blumer, 1969).
L 1]

..In order to distihguish which effects are atﬁnibutable to
the presence of "giftedness" within the 'Family unif, it is first

necessary to discover which characteristics are a normal

7 e
by-product of any sibling'relqtionship. _"The following review of

the literature examines studies on ‘siblings, families of gifted .

chilgren and, fimgelly, findings " on the intersibling relationship;

i
|
1

when ope of the members is labeled "gifted."

[

i
'

Siblings ; . ’ ,

* Sibling influence. Two factors affect how close s{blinqs

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

First, children have  been shown to attach themselves very eérly

} 4 '

£o those people who, are responsible for their care and nurtfure

F (Ainsworth, '1979; Bowlby, 1969).. However, in the absence of

4 -

adequate emotional or physical support from parents, the child

/

. -

méy attach to an available sibling. Such relationships ,may be

o .. : . ©-

quasiparental,, creating-a’ situation where one child -possesses
B . A 4 - R

more power and plays an authoritative role. Other situations may

vy, 1

arise, as in the case of Family‘break-up, where. siblings become

iﬁterdepen&ent‘and clipg to each other for supbort and comfort.

' -

[ N

"The more“avaidéble parents are, emotiénally'anq bhysidally; the . |

-

-
N -

less intense will be the ‘attachment between the siblings (Bank %

P )
4

The pther major factor governing sibling closeness .is how

much time the children spend in each othef'S\eémoany during their.

AN A .

v y - vt
~ » “ - . P ~

-

\

L.
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literature refers to as '"high access”" between siblings, and

similarity of sex will wusually mean similar interests and

. activities. Such high access siblings have enormous power to

.
- influence one another and act as each other's reference point.

Such siblings Jidentify easily "with one another and tend . to

perceive more sameness than differgnce between one another (Banki

-,

_& Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith # Rosenberg; 1970; White, .1975).

Along a contirmuum of access from almost total (identical twins

reared together) to. minimal (large age gap, opposite sex, great
parental support) siblings will develop attachments and bonds to
,one apother with varying degrées of infiluence. Such bonds are

very . influential in the forming of persohélity and last

) - -
~

throughout 1ife.

Tﬁe degree to which ote sibling may influence another is

also affected by birth-order position. Younger children are more
imitative ard more influenced by qlder siblings who. act as role

Pollard, 1980).

’

"modeIS'(Abramoéitch, 1979; Séntrock, Readdick &
. ]

‘ -

Females appear-té “be hmdre affected - by males ' (Sutton-Smith %

Rosenberg, 1970), possibiy a 'cultdrally'induced phenbmenpn which

results From'sex_étereofyping and historical prizing of males.

Comparison. C;mpar}sdh will occur néEufél[y . between
sibling:s FroT 'afzery early age. As the. youné chifd seeks to
e§taq1ish an identity, ‘he or ;he will AIOOﬁ to élose family

\mgmberé for'c&n%irmatiéﬁ;, A sibling, espeéia[ly one ciése in age
. o . i .

’yill become\é Fefg;ence for cowpari%en. .These social comparisons

~

. are an important means whereby personal performance and behavior

- ~

can be compared with’ afiother's in .a'very similar context and



o s

. o ‘A : A
Jbalance. Rarely does one sibling outstrip the others in all

' s 14

e -

position (Bank % Kahn, 1982; Santrock et al., 1980; Sutton-Smith
% Rosenberg, 1970). Sf&ligg§<%ill especially look for traits in
the other which parents might find especially attractive as they

compete for parental love and attention. Paqents in  turn will

N

compare the performan:j of each sibling in a variety of areas as

s

will. people , outside’ the immediate family. ¢ircle. These
comparisons are natural, inevitable and may be covert or overt,

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

i Jp—

individual attempts to find a place in the world and difficulties

L)

only arise when a siblifg is constantly placed in a position of
inferiority as a result of such comparisons“(Bank & Kahn, 1982;

Tessey, 1980). : ' . ‘

+ ~ Competition. Competition naturally evolves as a child is

. forced to sharé parental love and Etteﬁtion (Puner, 1952; White,

~

1975). Closeness ‘.inereases opportunities for competition since,
. . : .
high acgess siblings are drawn into similar fields of endeavor

and experience constant comparisons by themslves, their families

Ll n -
~

and outsiders. Three "areas have been suggested in which siblings

»

havé the most power to hurt one another: achiqyement and success,

~

physical attracfiVeness, and sogial relations. “End]esé

-~ .
s .

>
comparisons occur in these areas which. are in a state of dynamic
. ~

8.

areas but'.when this occdurs it results in negative self concept,

"

inferiority feelings and underachievement (Rogs * Milgram, 1982).

r

TA little competition might prdve useful as 'a spur and incentive

Y

to improve, Vbut too much accompanied By foo little chance of

v
&

stuccess will paralyze. .

~ . -

5

¥
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Aggression. Competition often leads to  aggression.

Moderate amounts of aggressive contact can often be reéssurinﬁ,

necessary and positive when they are not interfered with by

parents (Bank % Xahn, 1982; Puner, 1952; White 1975).  The
o L4 . \

central causes of aggression are desire for parental attention or

the establishment and strengthening of the child's pqéition or

. . ¢ < .
’role within the family (Dreikurs, 1973; Levi, Buskila % Gerzi,.

1977). Overt aggression 1s more common among males than females (

i

and particulearly prevalent ' where tﬁere are two male siblings

(Santrock: et' dl.,” 1980; Sutton-Smith % Rosenmberg, 1970).  Since

.0lder children tend to be larger in size, they have heen Foand to

exert more raw, physical power over younger siblings who, in
turn, are more manipulative and covert in theipAstrqulEs (Bank %

Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith % Rosenberg, 1970). In adolescence the
i .

need for superiority over a sibling peaks and is often expnesggd\

. N
in sadistic verbal attacks (Bdnk & Kahn. L?BZ).

-

Personality characteristics attributed fo sex and birth

'l
1 ~ ®
.

order. Severél studies have found that males genefﬁlly appear to .

L

be more aqgfe551ve_ than Femqles (Bank & Kéhn, 1982; Santrock et

“al., 1980; * Sutton-Gmith & Rosenberg, 1970), while females tend

toward nurturant, explicatory behavjor stricting aggressive

feelings to more covert modes of expression such as tattling,-

.

bribery and coercion. Sutton-Smith A 3E§gnbefq’f19705 conducted

an intensive study® into characteristics of ”sibfinq‘”dyads
accordiné to sex and Abirth—order positi&n.; They fouhd that in

4 s
3

. - » 3
families where there were two male siblings, the youngest was in

»

the mast unequal power struggle of all. Similarity -of sex

< v
: -
: &

[
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.younger brether in these dyads is the most power ful of *all the

¥

encouraged competition but lack of comparative size,-'weight'and

e

age, placed the younger ,;ibfiné* at a distidet disadvantage. -

Behavior resulting from such a situation was very- agéressive,

g .7
SE T

‘anxioug and depressed,’ The older.malb "in this dyad was also

. rated as very guarrelsome, high on anxiaty, _Qeryjconformiﬁq and

competitive; An explanation could be that th; aggression

instigated by 'the youngar‘mala caused a reciprocal effect, from

the older. - L .

“ Y >

In female Adyads " the younger was less . iﬁdependgnt,i

competitive ‘and domineering than the older sister. She felt
‘ i - § . o
closer to her mother and generally achieved less well. The .older
* ! ‘4 ' ';' 1‘ ¢ '
gister by contrast saw herself a% having a good relationghip,with"

tgé'younger sibliﬁg, assumed very of@en é caretaker o; nurturant
role, A appeared particularly competqu and . was the ﬁbst
independent of ~all gir]:qroupé. She felt cloéer'to the Fafhew
thah to thé mother. E .

In opposite se; dyads "~ whére ;he female - was the ‘ﬁider she.
scoréd highest aﬁong all qrouﬁs'Fof ambition and te;aciéyland had
giéh scores on competitiveness and aggression. This female often

related accounts of parental favoritism for~ her :iounqep brother

and expressed her concern in frequent overt aggression.’ 'The

second sibling groups | in that he is the-most .able in physically

overcoming an older siblfng. However, these younger brothers
. N L ! . P v

.

appear to be withdrawn and“depréssive males who gonfirm that they

are favored by the father. They quarrel a great deal and-report

»

fewer associations with their older sisters.:

16
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: In families where the malé is the.oldef™ with a younger

’ *

sister, he is characterized as aggressive, self confident,

curious and ’plgnFul. This group is the least threatened by a
yqunger”siblisg; 'The-youngegasisteF ;n turg is characterized as
very athletic, reVenﬁeFﬁl,‘ sglfish‘and‘comgetitive She is the
least Fémipine and’ léaéf ;Hkious of all ~the érobps and he;

! ’naééfgﬁna‘ ;—bharactéristics are seen b; Sutton-Smith % Rosenberg’

as an "unmitigated ' record of the-older male éiblingls influence
v , o) s - . -
on the younget girl®™ (p. 151).

From their "results Sutton-Smith %.Rasenberg contluded that

diblings tended tg reinforce their own " sex cﬁaracteristics in

. their ‘siblings. This reinforcement occurs within ,the framework

of the elder exerting more influence over the younger and bgys

e
it

»  ‘influencing girls more than the reverse. Such conclusions have
J v - v

. been criticized in several studies (Grotevant, 1578? Schacter,

<Shore, Feldman-Rotman, Marquis, & Campbell 1976; Tesser, 1980),
- = : L

PR

in favor .of a theory of gibling deidentification. - *Cleatrly the

S

¢

! . ’ : . .
familial and cultural bagkground; expectations, socioeconomic
. P . s o,

1 ~
" status, parental education and, above ™ all,: family dynamics;
“Little attention has been paid fo .how.ard what particular family

>

interactions had «.an effect on which specific Qefsénality

cﬁaracteristicg.-'lt tanpot be inferred .that because a group of

»

' children exhibit aggressive behavior, all causes for such
‘e, s < . .

- “behavior are of the same natute. It is mot possible to attribute

A .

+

generalized causés,-gr,predictions to each:» sibting group since -..

v .

N N g i
behaviers are not necessarily indicative of causes ahd nor are .-

’ -
hd ]
- ) -

-1

*personalify profiles should be %urther efaboréted on the basisipf
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1

Zajonc, Markus % Markus, 1979)., The oldest. child spends an

v

. causes pfedictive oﬁ what behav1ors they mlqht qenerate . There *

. i

has al'so been no mentiocn of leFerent 1evels of achlevehént,

success - or intellectual .ability, how this might affect the
* Ie ' f \ , s - . s
different siblings' relationships, or even perhaps ‘result’ from

S

it.

Birth worder and achievem%nt' In studles of em1hehee, first

- -
'

berns . and pldeét chlldreh Bredomlnate (Bank A kahn, 1982;

ﬂgrjor{baqke, hl978) Varldus thBOFlES have sbught' to explain.

<

~this. One reasen could simply be that the claes of first berns

i

and only children combined is larger’ than any class of second or
g , - :

.:
" ~

PR .
later borns.; Nther researchers suggest t?at intelligence oF tige

developlng child is enhanced the hlqher the average mental age of

the. family members (Berbaum & Moreland 1980; Falho, 1980;
g

»

amount of time in _the presence of adults whpse mental age is

higher, presumably, than it wou]d be if 1t were . combined ‘with

that of.gnother young, 31b11nq. HlStDTlC&lly, as - weflrx many

[ !

, advantages of inhéritance éha'ffamlgy ‘status ha!e accryued to

)
1

firstborns ar firstbarn males and cultd}el remnants of ‘these

L

tréditions may femain“

Parents have been ehown to .give more and - und1v1ded attentlon
.y

to the only chlld, 3 eategory 1nfo whlch the oldest child falls

unt11 the ‘Barth of the second. Parents tend to expect more of

it

:Ehe first born (Bank 4 Kahn, 1982) and these higher parental

‘ expectations have been -found to have significant correlations

. -

“~

with' several “cognitive fmeajures (Marjoribanks, 1978). It hah

further been found that aHility and achievement scores decrease |

’
¢ N R \
" .

e e Al

-
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as spabingvbetween male siblings decreases, élthbuqh this trend

is reversed 1n the case of ' female dyads, where close age~spac1ng€

l'_ ‘ mlght even prove beneF1c1al (Cljlrelll, 878). These fjindings are
not lncongruent with those_of 2qtton—5mith & Rosenberg in their
pensonality profiles oF sibling‘ sets: “In male dyads, ‘where

. aggre831on and competltlon arp more overtly expressed; - close age

o, N ‘ . . X,

. T spaclng would enhance these characteristics; ppssibly to the
{ ' ' »
- detriment of academ1c or’cognitfve ‘qafns In the female dyad

“ U+

where natural competltlon and aggre851on appear to be tempered by '

A .h : the stereotyplcally female qualltles " of nurtdrance and

. caretaklng, close age sp301ng mlght $ac111tate mutual ~ help ‘ard

v
cooperat1on. ‘ Co . 1
. M »

Lo Parents, particularly mothers, have alsd been found to be -

e L] “

1
| , . .

‘i more -anxious, demanding and posses81ve “of Flrstborns CBank %
i .

w -
- R * ‘
M - D 7

Kahn, 1982) perhaps ‘explaining ‘why firstborns generally tend,

[

, toward hlgher anxlety -and conformance sCOTes - -than 1ater 51b11ngs‘

b (Sutton-Smlth & Rosenberg, 1970) It has been suggested that the
blrth of the second srbllng Forces the oldest child to grqn up
more.quickly since-it propels ‘that child into sitdations”where

7 1ndependence w111 be reinforced and praised At this‘point the

- [

F1rst born eXperlences a-decline oF affeetlon 81nce the mother is

'Y b¥s
v

oldest can: no longer compete in the same arena as the younger

.31b11ng and therefore seeks to' regain lost ‘arental attention’ by

achlev1ng 1ntellectual success and 1ndependence (Helson, 1968)a
’, . 4y

In contrast, later’ borns are ‘treated more spontaneously and
. - 2, ] T

‘unconditionally by their mothers ‘and . this results in less anxious -

- : " now preqccupled with the younger more dependent ch}ld: The. Re

oA
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and coriforming perscrialities. Furthermore, the - younger sibling -

[ i)
- i “a

‘tends  to be reinforCEd'For dépendent behaVior.:‘Gulfural and

-

tradltlonal expectatlons For the’ younoer s;bllng tend to be less.

‘demanding than those For the Flrst " botn and these later chlldren

-

in turn are expected “to apprec;ate tne‘efforts ‘of the o]dest

(Bank ~ & _Kahn, 1982) - Howavef, 1f the yoyunger 'cbi]d' Feeis'

*dldér sibiiﬂg;, there may be - .

. -

cdnsistently 'inﬁerlor to fan

N

.,

tendency to glve up rather than “look like a failure by comparlson

+ 4 N

(Snyder, 1980) R ooy C. . -

Cooperatdqn between -.siblings., The encbureQEment, _of

‘coopepation ,between: siblings is often qugted as a _meens_,of

offsetting- sibling = rivalry and competition-  (Puner, '1952).

g “n

Stug,iés~ have not vyet .’ investigated‘«whether -competition and . °

‘
i ' v v > . -

cooperation can eoexist within the ’'same argnas or '.whether they

\

t
.’,

>t

” contekt}sogcifid; allow1ng competition «in certaln areas 'and "

~
v >
1

eooperetidn,in e;tuations where cvompetition, is mrnimal..

RS
R - .

It haS'been suggésted that the preSence of a younger gibling

4 .

whom ghe .can teach promotes a 'sense. of comoetence and can boost’

« . e

o ) MY

. 1979),‘ ﬁlder bisters haye been Found to be bettér teaqhers for

’

- younger elbllngs than older'malee (C1c1re111, 19785 and younger

s;bllngs are moce’ lgkely to atcept help from an older 81b11no 1F

the age 1nterval bet een them ~ 18 large (Plclrelll, 977). Since

4

K

a --large . age 1nter aI between 81b11ngs reduces closeness,

.

comparlson and competl idn are also reduced The youhger sibling -

* .
r. . 3

have . an ’interactive g efFect. It . might ~be" that’ they are

1ntellectua1 develoment {Bank & Kahn,‘ }982; Zajonc, et al., .

2

PPN RIC VIR SPD )

A e e st o bt AL S o
P < 0
'




-

~ expected, then, that -cooperation “would increase as closeness

-

decreases. Also-where there was an older female in the sibling =

dyad, more cooperatlon mlght be expected

. ‘

. ) ) Communlcatlon betwaen 51b11nqs. The depth and degree «of

from the older, presumably moré able sibling. Jt /mibht " be-

communication between siblings will depend onAhow close they are

to one another and how much they perceive themselvee'ée being the

. N ‘ . . - ’ \
same. In the case of close or fused identification (identical
twins ‘raised gogéther) an- intense and deep oodhunicatidm would be

’ . \ v,

- expected- In the case of siblings who feel little‘in common with.

each other, llttle or superf1c1al communlcatlon might result.
Bank, & Kahn (1982) outllne three levels oF personallty at,

which communication 'mlght Functlon' aﬁ 1dent1ty core, the most

b331q .and’ deepest level of” Densonallty; a EUbidehtity 1eveL

" comprising those aspeats of the self which,- ‘tHough not at the

,
bl °

* * "persona” or,bublicly presented image of the self. "Depending on
. Mo x : ! ‘ [ -

H

subset.of these levels. High' access might promate’ chances and

,‘ébfe of,. identity, -are:. important to self ‘definitjon; and .a .

' ' -'. - .}
the degree ‘' of access, siblings may communicate at all or.| any

N , . L - . Ly )
depth of communlcatlon but it also encourages -competitiom. and

N «

sibl;nq rlvalry whlch would inhibit communication. Low access

N i
g '

competition, and:~miqht'ellow for greater communication despite
'the fact that siblings do not identify to the -same degree. The

+ area af sibling commuhication ié yet to'be investigated iﬁ"any

depth. . . o - .. ’

'Siblihg identities. Within the three broad ‘content areas

~ - g -
v . - o

. .
' N o,

N .
s v e - 4, [
H . K ‘ -
LY . -

~ - . .« 1
N , -
N ~
v . R

' N N

" situations ‘dO’ hpf : generally elicit intense rivalry and

-~

(v
'
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familial purpose of oortéaying}a united. family .identity (Kantor %

‘prescribed ways. This often results in - males beimg channeled e

{ ' : L 22 ..

outlined by Ross ‘% Milgram (1982), achievement and success,

sexual attractiveness, and social relations, most families are

e -

- -
~ <

structuredW so that only one person can occupy a certa 6 - .
psyghological space at any one,time (Bank & Kahn, 1982).: THis

gpacé refers_nto tﬁe identity or persona tﬁét the Faﬁily member

assumeéi and represents within the family unit. If one ;hlld

becomes the "brair" the other siﬁl}ngs‘ will elect or be directed'

into another identity role... Such individual persorae serve a

Lehr, }975) but for the ' family" member can be -confining, ‘

- challenging or frightening. Families ,generally, and ﬁérental

-

attitddeé 'épeeifﬁcally; play a major .role in’déterminfﬁg' the -
direction each .child will take. ‘Clashes .between ‘s%bi}ngs with .

" - - -- -‘ . " ~ ) ‘\ o
tog much competition and -aggression may océur as a result of both

e '~ - o]

-~

.being chosen. 'for the . same role “wifhin the :family,/;Since all

éghievemenﬁs wiﬂl then be directéd at the“same area of endeavor,

constant comparison and‘QOmpetitioh,are inevitable (Bank & Kahn, f‘ A "
1982). - R T
Rolés:may beuiargel§ determined by culturél.and'traditional

-~ . . o
-

values of the family .which require the sexgs}to diFFerehtiafenh{‘

into academic pursuits while fghales are encouraged in social gr

attréctiVeness domains. Such differentiated éhanneling alloWé‘

U v ~
—free from competition with the - -

-t ) - x
s competition, aggression and

o

¢éach child an area of success
sibling, which in turn red

rivafry since it often results in physical separation for bériods .

of time, different interests and aspirations. Partial separation

¢




_1982).

23
or deidentification of identities occurs within most families~énd“
is reinforced by both parents and children. Differences between

\

children which might be purely speculative and arbitrary when

'initially expressad become absorbed into the familial pattern.

3

Siblings become more differentiated from one another as the

N

differences between them are noted and expressed (Bank & Kahnz
. . -

¢ %
Difficulties arise when identities are rigidly imposed and

€

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

1

becomes fixed into a negative identity and placed in an inferior .

position to a sibling, the identity can dictate parent-child and
- " 3
Bibling-sibling interaction and result psychological damage

(Bank & Kahn, "1982; Kantor & Lehr, 1975). In this type of

situation there is a danger that the less favored child will
differentiate from the advantaged/sibling so as to 'ﬁérceive‘no

commonalities between® them at all. This may result f{n an_.

- ' -

automatic rejecfion of arty attribute, characteristic or talent

exhibited by tbq&pore able c%iIH and severely _decrease the
. - ~ L °

5 Bl
options available to. the disadvantaged sibling '(Bank'& Kahn,
’) . . . K

1982; Tesser, 1980).

-
-

Deidentification betwsen siblings.  Deidentification. is

i

o

defined as the judgmeht that a sibling is d{FFereqt from odeself

(Schachter et al., 1976; TeBser,: 1980), l suggesting .that
v . 4

.
~

deidentification, like closeness, can . exist along a continuum.’
é R " R .ot

Partial deidentification is approﬁriate and even beneficial in’,

i oL .
. reducing sibling rivalry and competition. However, .total

deidentification is the most extreme emotional divorce. of ohe_

o

. - by

"

by

b

-

\‘J‘.»
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"-1976; Tesser, 1980). ‘ _ .

/

sibling from another and wusually occurs when there are sBong

24 SN

s
\

splits 1n the family embraced identities of each 'sibling (Bank %
o - . b ,
Kahn, 1982). In families where one sibling 1s opervalued and

perceived as having all the emotional riches ¢of tée family, tﬁ;
remaining sibling may totally @éidentlfy.. Ry feeling dléferpnt
and completely rejecting £He other 31b115d, one évg1ds\ the - . : -
intense rivalry and compétltlon which would, hy negative .
comparison, destroy ,selF‘ esteem. “Deidenflflcatioh theory
suggests that high access siblings have“a greater notential for
rivalry and h;hce may feel the need to deidentify more in oréer

,Ep redu%e the intense feelings of competition (Schachter ﬁﬁ»ﬂl.;

.

Two variables have heen found which, 1interact in the -

deidentification process: closeness of siblings and relgvance af:

the task being performed. 1In cases where the other's performance .

i% better and siBlings are close, the less able sibling may
] :
systematically reduce the ~relevance of the task in order tqfﬁ L

protect self esteem from wnfavorable cemparison. By contrast,

'

<

the more able sibling may show more tenacity to the task and its

importance and relevance is raised along with self esteem as a

result (Tesser, ,1980). Deidentification can work on either or. - .
both wvariables of closeness +or relevance but if it 1is -not ’ |
aporopriate to reduce relevance, as in the case of compulsory

school work, closeness can then be decreased by the introduction
of friction. 1t has been found that there 1s more frictionswhen
siblings are close than distant. Further, when one sibling feels

at a disadvantage and outperformed by the other, that oerson is F

~
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el

.likely to -instigate aggression and introduce’ friction. The more
i Co? - , S "
. : -.suécessful'éibiing tends to identify more strongly with the less .

_able sinde self esteem is Daiséd by such Ffavorable comparison

! -

\ . (Tesser, 1980). ‘

Not only do siblings deidentify by themselves but they are

. ‘ encouraged to d& so by family manipulatjon. Mothérs were asked to
- Jjudge thé amount of deidentifica&ion " in pairs of . their own

, children aged 1 month to 18 years. Jﬁdgments shoqed a ldnear

increment from near chance in: the first years of life to near

universal levels by age six when value$ stabilized. Later, on

entry td college, the same children were asked to judge their own

v

deident{fication from their siblings. It was found that ths .

N

mothers' early deidentification judgments closely resembled those
. PR

¢ od ”

. . of the—~children themselves at the later age, suggesting that
Lo mother's "judgéent may incorporate father's and that \7

> deidentification may be to a large extent‘impé%ed on the children
Y . - -_by the parents in order to obviate rivalry’ and gompetition ’) .

/

- (Schachter, Gilutz, Shore .% Adler, 1978). .. ,
; While deidentification theory. praovides a framework to

- N ' E ' . ‘ -

“explaifi some observable behaviors, it is -upheld almost

1)

~ .

exclusively by males, and studies of females neither conficm nor °

‘

disprove the theory. This could be accounted éor'by thé fact - ,

@

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

to succeed and achieve have tended to be greater. Females have -

rot historically received -the same encouragement or dressure to

- Cdeete and succeed. Female roles -have stressed

é N A

¥ N
é
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. the threat to self esteem by wunfavorable comparfsgnvis not‘great_

: , s 5 '
enough to combat the nurturant care-qiving role they are

Y

encouraged to pléy. Further reseqrch’on'deldentiflcation shoul&

be conducted which might examine the effects of sex of sibling on

>

deidentification. Similarly othér: variables such as size ‘oF
siblipg constellation, education‘aﬁd valugs of family 'mlqht be

investigated to show how these interact with the deidentification

%

process. ‘ ’ .

Families

— e —

Tée Famliy as.a systea. étudles have generally tendea to
focus ;n a subsystem of the ‘family upit, confining da%é to
parent-child interaction, or, in rarer cases, to intersibling
relationships. Such a fotus on a family subsystem may take

behaviaor out-gf context since family members work within the

total system and their actions are interrelated. Those of one

individqél will have ag’effect on every other member in the

‘ ‘
system. _Similarly the values a?d rules of the family unit will

v

af fect each individual (Kaqtor % Lehf, 1975). It is,,

-

imog}tant to look at any 1nd1viduél 'action as part off the entire\'

o -
- \

system of Family interaction since it is this’system of social

‘inﬁeraction‘which is at the basis of each subsequent behavior

(Blumér, 1969). The family will: adopt strategies which reqgulate

PR

the behavior of individuals and these strategies "are .assumed to

*

be purposive and well inteﬁded:%altﬁoubh not always-succgssful.

Tension and, stress are inevitable and the relatibnship between

family membérs is one of chanqe,‘ adaptation and growth (Kantor %

‘

Lehr, 1975). ' - .. :

‘

t

”
-
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]Thé stddy of sibling relatjonships must be!vieweq in the
. - / - /

: , - / .
aeneral context. of famlly relations. Parents exert much.

1nf1ueﬁsg on how 31b11ngs 1n£eract and on the types of roles and
identity each slbllng assumes, (Bank & Kahn, 1982 Brldges, 1979- .
Kantor % Lehr, 1975 Sutton—Smlth & Rosenberq, 1970) Parents

sﬁape a child's behav1or by.their reactions to it énd‘siblings

shape parental behavior ‘causing them to react 'in differept wéys

to’ each child (Sutton-Smith % Rosenberg,. 1970).. Family

]

demographics _ such as cultural orientation, ethnic background,
socioeconomig status, parental education are ‘a few df the

countless variables which dictate haw paréﬁtal expectahions may

- -

influence sibling interaction.

' Several Btudies have suggested that ‘the mather's infltence

i { ’
has a more direct effect on the children but 'that the presence of

I3
-

the father and the quality of his relationship with her determine
how the mother dedls with the children (Clarke-Stewart, 1978;
tytton,, 1?7§): In well functioning- Familiaér cﬁildrem are

favored for different characteristics but no child .clearly

J

préyails (Bank &' Kahn, 1982).. No member or -subsystem is

~ 1

repeatedly sacrificed to the needs of - thé family'unit as a whole

or any other subsystem_or ﬁe’bef. .Each individual is pecogqi?ed
as different but equal and tHere is.a Flexibility te the-roles
\ N J ) 4 - v N

which ‘each family member olays' in family ihtgréCtioh. No one

-«

/

person 1is consistently the instigator ‘of an actibﬁ, or the

~

follower. Instead, depending on the situation, each person has

. : '

. the opportunity to-act as leader, follower or bystander (Kantor %

Lehr, 1975). As the' family strives to create a unit identity

[}

'
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*Jindividual. "’

each member of ‘the system méy ~still‘grpw and. develop ss an,

1 [
'

N .Disablement in the Famlly system dbcuré . when .there is a
. .

constant competitlon between _subsystems and aﬁ inFlexihility of

player partei-‘ If'oﬁe,person is ellowed to qaln power over all

X

the qfheré an imbalance. occdurs whlch. m1ght cause ~ repeeted'

¢ v

'sacrifice oF another's individual needs. . Similarly when an

1nd(91dual 1dent1ty evolves which ik in’ total opeosifibﬁ to a

)

familial one, that 1nd1v1dual member mlght no longer pe"able'to

exist w1th1n the’ famlly unlt. b : . .‘ .. . 7
Perceptions in ‘families. Knowledge of ‘how the family

P

“perceives each child is essential‘tb unde}standing how. the ?amily

" \

’memberszrelate to 'tﬁat individuell *Humans ect- tohard thinds oan

the basis mF the meanlngs whlch those things haye for-~ them and

' \

this meanipg derives from social 1nfe;actlon that one has w;th

one's fellows (Blumer, 1969). Slnce'meaning'isysubjectiée it may

Iy

vary radlcally from any ObJECthB 1nterpretat10n In order to

|\—- - ’ N .

understand how and Why a person acts. 1n a speelflc way, 1t must

first be eeéablished what . the 1ndiv1dual's‘ oerceptlon and

1

interpretatiori of -the situation are. It matters less what has

- ' +

really occurred since it is the subJectlve 1nterpretat10n' OF

I3

s

i

*

events which is at-_the cpré  of | any sqpeequent reectlon.‘

‘ Perceptions of .familial relationships may vary’ dramaticelly :

"

among members and parents may often be unaware of tension or-lack
' ,

of communication between siblings or between their children endi

themselves (Bridges, 1979; . Serot * Teevan,, 1961): . Even if
parents—feel they are totally fair™ in their treatment of

~

»
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sibliﬁgsj each ch}lq might perceiye the pa;ent‘as faQoring one or
the othér (Bank & Kahn, 1982). When parents interfere in sibling
,conflicé one child ;g bound fo feel the lgsér who may look for an
opportunity for revenge (Levi et al.,_1977);

The effects of giftedness on families. This study is

concé;ned with how a child who is labeled '"gifted" inF]uenées

i

PR

_other " family memBers, specifically a nongifted sibling. The
exact a@ii&ties of-ihe labeled child are not so much important as
the selective' labeling précess which has been shown to" have a

profound effect on childrearing. _It appears to act as a signal

to parents_ to rea¥sess their “expectations vis-a-vis the target

. . . - . : § N
child and seems to serve as a justification for extra demands

made on the la?eled child.: Increased parental expectations and a
raiseé tolerance of unusual or inappropriate behavior may often

result (Fisher, 1978).. Four ways have been suggested i% which
the' presence ;f ia desigﬁated gifted child may influen%e the
family unit: co&petition between famiiy members, sibling rivalry,
insensiéivity to “individual &ifferences and worth, and Aack of
respect for individual opinions and differerices (Hackney, 1581).
THe recognition of giftednesé may not alwdys be a Ddsiéive

experience for the ?amily. A survey of Ebe literature suggests

[ .t ¥

that very often gifted children ‘demgﬁd more of * family members
than other children (Parker,.1975; Povey, 1950;.quy5has, 1974).
They may ‘need less sleep, ask more questiongb ’sho& ﬁrecoc;ous
_de@elopment, verbal acuity apd ciriosity. These traits may drain
QSarents of both energy and _emption, leaving them ;itH little
resources  left OVG; to deal‘ with less demanaing siblings.

E

>

/!




and good, it can have an intrusive effect with negative impacgé

‘balance and democracy within the family unit (Cornell, 1981;

N

o =30

. §
Giftedness can ‘also

structuring the entire family's, lifestyle soxthat inaividual

needs may be sacrificed to those ,of”thp,_gifted family member

(Cornell, 1981; Hackney, 1981)., Even, when the label is, positive -

¥

(Fisher, 1978). . ' A . He

>

Parents often express feelings of heavy obligatioﬁ,'
responsibility, emotional and eéonomic drain (Fishgr, 19783
, “Q « pXS PR <
Hackney, 1981;® Rowlands, 1974; Strang, 1960). A gifted child may

challenge the conventional patterns of family life, fhrpatening

parental self concept and generating - feelings of inadequacy,
inferiority and pressure (Fisher, 1979; Rowlands, 1974; Strang,

. A;' » B
1960). Althpugh the gifted child is, still abgve all a child with
the same emotional and social needs as other chi ldren, rearing
practices may be itensified with an overemphasis on }ﬁﬁellectual

>

development (Eornell, 1981; Fisher, 19783 ’Parker; l9j5). "In
Families.yherg there is little cultural or educationa&ltradglion
there may be:%UCH disfuption as the'gifted child's personal needs
coﬁflict with those of the family unit (Rowlands, 1974).

. f !
Traditional family toles may be altered when gifted children are

_idealiz;a or attributed with more adult maturity and wisdom than®

is warranted (Fiﬁe, 1980; Hackney, 1981; Rowlands, '1974). Such a ~~

mefging _of generation boundaries and lack of differentiation

between parent and chidd roles is dangerous to the maintenance of

Fine, 1980). o
ra :
- *Fisher (1978) studied familieés of gifted children an? found

-

become an organizing force within the family, .

v

hy

>
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) that when chlldren are 1abeled glfted by a school and placed in a

dlfferentlal _program of Instructlon Thq -fémlly may dlsagree

wifh'_the identification. - When parents do not agree with the

'labéling of »giftedneSs'they feel. a Bbrdeﬁ and reponsibility to

live up to such an -1dent1f1cat1qn Vonversely, parenth may

con81der chlldren glfted who have not been vrecegnlzed by the

school, and " in offoct they lahel the child themselves. These
parents and those who agree w1th an exterﬁal 1abe1' that their

child is gifted do not’ Feel burdened but rather challengeb and

stimulated; The responses of parents who labeled children

L}

themselves did not differ significentlf from , those of parents

S |
Whose childrep had been labeled by. the*’school and who :agreed with

v

such an external designation. The effects of the labeling process
. . )

1

appeared to be constant regardless of who did the labeling and

)

the importanf variable was the recognition and acceptance by the

. parents - of the‘idéhtif&cation:

- ot
¢ » - t

Within the family unit, pacents might also disagree» with

"each other A&bout whether the child is gifted or notz Cornell

l “ .
a . N

(1981) studied 22 familieé where there was identified giftedness.
In only 10 families did ‘Both parents agree on the question of

whether ,the identification was correct. ° Family agreement and

~ < .
recogrition cannot. be assumed and where there is disagyeement it

N

Jnay cause ﬁamiiiaL disharmony and conflict. Alliances may be

-

made . between .the gi}ted child and the parent who *~ perceives the

giftedness, and these> alliances or subsystems may operate to

&~

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

?

preferred union to avoid family conflict (Copneii, 1981). In the

1

+

L

P
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ere " both parents percgive one child as gifted and where

i

there are’ other siplingsfvfﬁg‘subsystem created might effectively

-n

exclude only the unlabeled siblings. - K

. Some characteristics of families with . gifted children.’

Giftedness covers a wide range of abilities and appears in very

diverse

therefo

circumstances and familial  backgrounds. It  is,

re, - difficult to make géneralizations although a "few

commonalities appear. A bistorica] survey of personalities who

«

. - , , .
had achieved eminence reVEalgd that . they tend to come fram

! families where a great deal of effort was spent seeing that

. f

familial aspirations for the child were met. The target child

was the

instances of early parent déath, divorce and nontraditional -

parenta

ambival

focus of intanée interest and attention, although such

Familiesxélso show less harmany than traditional units, with many

1 unions. Several eminent men appear to have had strong

& '

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

b relationships with highly demanding ?athers.: It is suggested\

childre

living

that these family situations necessitated ﬁhatrkthe' gifted

-

n use their. giftedness creatively to adapt and modify
<7 ]

i -
+

strategies” in order . to cope and survive. _In contrast,

-competent, high, achievers appeared to comg from qénera}ly more

conventional home environments .which: were more harmonious,

i v

serious, structured and better organized (Albert, 1978).

! Cornell (%251) aobserved familids of gifted children during a

structured family 'task, designed to assess intetaction and

! . . -
cooperation. He found that they were more eager tp articulate

views

P

and displayed a more ordered and organized approach to

R4 -

oY
1
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family interaction than control Families-wigh no gifted children.
. They tgndqd to take turns in speaking and parents used every

. opportunity to teach rand :instruct ftheir’ children. Nuring

subsequent interviews, families with giftéd children also

expressed an emphasis on close _family relationships and common _
\ ‘ . ' foa " ,

activities.. They oreFeE;ed doing things together as a_Famin.ahd

activities chosen were culturally or ‘educationally ‘oriented

.

"

[(Cornell, 1981; Pishgr, 1§78).\ Fisher (1978) found that iﬁv )

:families where giftedneéhﬂ.was- recognized, pérents gave the

4 ~ T
impression of feeling more pressured- and duty-bound to provide

L3

"meanihgful Eastimes for the children. The; spent most‘bf their

leisure time with 'the children and enjoyed doing so, there was.a. -

sense of pressure always to be doiné soﬁething, and time was a
precious commodity to be used with care. Parents weié generally

more involved with the child's education, emphasized . and

encouraged learning and had ambitious gbals. They assumed a

. -~

shared responsibility with the school for the education -of their

_ch}ldren, especialdy in the area of mdtivation.

In a-study of creatiVely: gifted female college 'students and

.

their,Fgmilies, parents were found to be persons of iptellectual
and moral seriousness who. had stronger theoretical-values and

‘weaker politieal valuéé.g;Emphasis was on moral integrity and

£ “ v

"achievement was taken for granted: ° There w§s~ "a -general

appreciation for intellectqél curiosity aboVe\ever&fhiﬁg' else,

together with . a conspicuous lack of 'gex- stereotyping ‘(Helson,

f

+1968). - L . -

A3
“

. Sex,differeﬁcqs in parental response gé_qiftedness. Several

. - 33
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"react‘to and

large Famllles.

. for their gifted child's

" mother who -perceived the giftedness.

" mother

ﬁbund “that fathers

34

strlklng dlfferences are appare t in the ways mothers and Fathers-

v

'Lnteract w1th the gifted-child.

Mothers of gifted

chaldren are ach1ev1ng -wbmen.who tend to.have small rather. than

J R V

they are better edu ated than women 1n general

Fewer are " 1dent1f1ed as Full tlme housew1ves and

-

(Groth, l§75).

Thege mothers-tend /to take a far bigher . share of responsibility

pressure on these children "‘to achleve (Povey, 1980)

M

(1981) FoUnd that in eleven-of the tWelve

education than other mothers and gut‘

Cornell

families where there -

was dlsagreemeot between’parents about.1dent1f1cat10n, it was the

- N -
. v , -

indicated that

\

‘even when -the father

father.  These

i

child's education and-achievement,

clhseness with “that child.

' B

of" famlly C0h8810n was F0und in the .empirical obserVatlons QF the 'vu_ I

ot

'Famlly (CornelL 1981) .

.
L ! -

nothers appeared highly involved

Interv1ews with parents

agreed with the ' label, the

H

had,usdally qr1ginated'the .idea and' had convinced the’

in the - gifted

éxpressinglfeelings ‘of .more
They also percelved thelr Famllles as

. belng more coh931ve, however no support for thlS hlgher estlmate e

[ ‘. v [
. y

v .t

it
¢ v

In the same study, Fathers who percelved glftedness took a .

s v . - -

mdre active role'ln Chlld carlng and . rearlng amd were more opEnly

affectxonate._ They also conslstently

4

)
avallable to
fathers.

However ;- this Ustqdy made’ no

r - ¥ - -

differences - in, ‘' response: according*to sex -.of parent.

firstborn aS«being more like .themselves.

oF acknowledged glfted

oo -
Y ‘.

oeroelved the glfted w

Fisher‘(l??Sﬁ aIso"z

children weré more .

.

them phy31cally'and psychologlcally than other

other references to

' 1

‘There -, -
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appears’ to Bel a general tendency For fathers of gifted chtl&ren .

to assume a- less 1mportant ‘role in- the plannlng of the chlld‘

s

education. Fathers often referred to the suQQect of "glftedness"

s

as the mother's '"crusade" or "pause,"‘d139001at1ng themselves

from it entirely«(éornell, 1981). Sex differences’ appéénédiin
how "giFtedness" ‘is defined. Mothers tended: to. opt for a

learnlnq ability, deflnltlon while fathers dfgferred'to espouse.a

3 PN

deflnltlon of extréme talent or genius. These broad categories of

\

1

. deflnltlon accord}ng to sex also occurred in families where there
‘was ‘ro percéived .giftedness. This appears ‘then to, be a
generalizedsex difference in perception rather than a ¢ direct

yesglt of having a'gifted child within the family unit (Eornell,-

\

1981). : :

Attitudes regarding the issues of giftedness differed

-

not. 'Parenté:who pérceived glftedness (percelvers) expressed

either positive or negatlve attltudes about it. AlthOUgh the
majonityydqnsidered it.a Blessihg or_ a giFt, others ‘were wqrried

- v . N /
about social issues such as snobbism, elitism or discrimination.
\ ‘. .

These parents were aware of “the “differences ybétWeen gifted

A} f 3

childrqn and theit'peets bgt were willing to risk betng different

in order . to achiéVE'the“ fulfilment of ihtellectual " or academic

potehtialf "Nonpgrceiving~parents expressed eithér neutral or

negétive‘rbpiniohe:' ébqut‘giffedness. Such negative attitudes
A [ v

related to " presumed malédjustment, freakishness or poor mental

- - .

A}

heglth that accompanied giftedness. They did not want a child

-

who was different and focused efforts “in the direction of

>

depending on whethér'parents reqognized their child as gifted or"

w i




b

.society (Cornell, 1981;! Fisher, 1978).

36

minimizing differences and integrating theair, child 1into accepted
. % -

Power hierarchies 1n families. In most families there 1s a

". power ‘hierarchy or "pecking order." The strength of such a

hierarchy depends on the tone of family jnterac}tion and exists
alo'ng'a continuum from total democracy, where power is equal and
flexible, to rigid authoﬂtarianlsm (Kantor % LlLehr, 1975).

Howsver, even in homes where thers is qreat democracy, parents,

_by virtue of their size and e.,xp;erlence, will usually assg*rnﬂe more

Dpow'er than their children. The children, therefore, grow up 1in g

-

dominance hierarchy with a prescribed order of importance and
there 1s mimimum of conflict asé ‘long as gach member stays within

his or her respective power'st (Sutton-Smith % Rosenbgrg, 1970).

"However, when a younger sibling attempts to destroy the system gf

"l

balanceé by getting a parental third party involved, the system 1s
temp'orarilyﬂupset. Tt 1s,, theref’ore, to the advantage of the
oldest sibling to et'wact a power h;erarlchy ?i;wce he or she thereby
achieves sllghtl;/ fore ‘powe.r' than the ydu_nger sibling. Simi'larly

the younger si'blmg gaihs when thle" syste'n} is upset by parentdl

intervention. Gé'nerally} siblings experience a relationship of

"

relative equality vis-a-vis the stronger parental power, with the

oldest sibling sllqhtly more dominant 'than’tl’;e younger (Bank % -

Kahn, 1982; Cornell, 1981; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970). In
families where both siblings*are ;:Jerc‘eiyed as being of . equal

ability, whether both gifted. or nongifted, this type of power

.

hierarchy exists and parents assume & more dominant position than

either sibling. However, the level of achievement. expectation

B ~ - -

©
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. and types of family interaction may vary (Cornellm 19815 Fishep,

) 1978). Problems arise when siblings are perceived as ,being of”

a
[

- LT “ unequal ability. The power structure 1im these ' families is.
N £

radléally altered since the siHllngs are now udequaily mgtbhed;
-~ .« InCornell's study (1981), Families were required to, perform

' a cooperative task designed to assess family .interaction

-
-

patterns. An estimate of each individual's relative powar within

. o, ¥
the Fam4}y unit was made by measuring the languaqF} init1ated

)

- (1énguaq§;1n1tiﬁted~measure), énd recofdinq by ‘whom !énﬂTtO whom

LI

1t was Bdlrected (language  recognition . measuré). Such
observations were taken to indicate the“relative imgortamce and
power of each family member. “Nn the language initiated measure, °

the gifted child ranked as high'as the father and éﬂmosteaé high
- “A_ - - s T . . - !

~ . as the mother, leaving the unlabeled sibling much ﬂower, at the

@ 3

g ~ - bottom of .the group values. Such a finding”suggests that the

- .. o ) ! b
™ ‘. - (difted child’ is assuming almost 'a third parent role within this

‘contextfbf family irteraction. fn the recognition @easure,,thé

e fglftéd\bhild was the target;-of”most 1nitiated spedch, asuming
‘ . '

. the most imqortantQ poweT position within the family. Father was

- -
3

- . ";'tﬁeﬂlea?t pgwérfgl suggegting a ‘éotalnéoleoreversa}fhhd océléred
Bgtwéen, ££e~g;fted éhlid: and this family member. Agaiﬁ. the
uniabeled siblinqw reégiVed'a mdéh lower score; only the fFather

" ‘Was lo;eg‘ &Cornell, 19@1).‘ H this study can be taken as an

ind;cé£1on kf 'relativg power within the‘;Famlly unit, i& can be

_seen that the relationship between ‘gifged and uqiabelea child is

no longer one of relative equality. In fact the roles of parenﬁ

. and-gifted child apoear to have merged and become confused.

[
4oy . v : - -~ s f ¥
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Such a fieagure of power need not, however; he indicative of

A

the generalized power hierarchy of the famaily, Sitdational .

. >
/
family tasks negj! not represent general family 1interaction and

\‘«-
such power fconquurations may be restricted to specific
situations which parents fegl. are learning contexts 1n front of

an observer. No wmention was made of how perceiving fathers

differed from nonperceiving ones in their interaction with the

girfted child and with the unlabeled sibling and instances of

'Father's perceiving while mother did not were top rare to
establish whether this might make a difference 1n the results.
Finally, meaglJring speech 1nitiated and received may not be the
best ;Nay to measure the relative power of each family member and
would depend on general rheasu,res of verbal ability of 1r)61v1dual
family members. However, these results do quéest that parents‘
treat‘]abe—led and unlabeled siblings ver;/ differently.

Gifted Children and their Sihlings

Social and emotional adjustment of gifted children. - For the

-

-

purposes of this study the actual abilities and characteristics
of eegch child are less important than the process of recognition'
and labeling. There:Fore, a comprehensive survey of the
literature on gqgiftedness and its deflnlt;ons will not be
undertaken. Several good, sources may be consulted, For: example
Clal:k, 1983; Freeman, 1979; Ga‘]lflqhgr,' 1979; Passow, 1979.

However), several general comments regarding the gifted child's

social and emotional adjustment will be addressed.

. Difficulties in social and emotional adjustrﬁent seem related
’»

to the degree of -disparity between the 1ntellectual ability of

£

&

v

POV S—
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. ! .
the «gifted child and that «of his or her peers (Chen, 1980).
Generalizations are Hard  to make since the gifted population is

so  diverse intellectually, creatively, culturally and

-~ . <

pyschoioglcally., However, these 1individuals are in t%e first
L

" place children whose social development bprogresses in much the -

same set of stages as children of different ‘ability. Stages may

"o " appear earlier than would be exdected and be passed through ﬁore

quickly or cénversely the intellectually gifted child méy l'ag

N behind his " or her chronolggical pesers 1in social and emotional

areas of development (Chen, 1980). Discrepancies between social,

emoti1omna) and ‘intellectual development may not be obvious and may

be hidden wunder a veneer of superior verbal and reasoning
2

- .
ability, lulling parents into the false- belief that the gifted

child is more mature and able than is really the tase (Hackney,

)]

1981). qSuperior‘articufbtlon ‘may enable the gifted child to

o
¢
»*

less able family members, manipulate parents, criticize and

ridicule legé able siblings, and generally ‘provoke’ rejection by

peers and siblings. Such 1 jection may ‘cause gifted children to
’ - ' £ a .

miss many social experiences, 1nhibiting or delaying their social
* 2

and emotional development (Fine, 1980; Fisher% 19783 :Hackney,

- 1981; Rowlands, 1974)s Parents may 1nadvért@ﬁt1y exacerbate the
situation by emphasizing the intkllectual -pursuits of gifted

children, " denying ~the importance of social ‘interaction and
excusing inappropriate behavior on the grounds 'gf Superior

¥

intellectual “ability (Congdon, 1979).

.

Idealization by parents, unrealistic expectations and
* © .

-~

propel all ccnversatloﬁs within the family-to the vexclusiqn af .
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. ~ ¢ - . - .
A distorted .self perceptions may cause the giffed child to set,

° )

unrealistic targets. This can result 1n frustration when these

.

‘are ‘not  met. " The gifted child may then ~vent unhappiness and

, ' : s
anger onto siblings and may feel that he or she 1s "loved and |

L - giveﬁ attqction only because. of .achievements and successes. This,

sets up a.cycle of. additional ' pressure to succeed again in order

to regain parental attention and esteem (Helson, 19685 Strang, -

b Y » 3
' . \

x '1960). ) S

' perceptlve and Se;;ltlve t
vulperaﬁle tp 'it (Congdon, 197?; Whitmore, 1981).,. A child who
receivés too much attentionlgzﬁ;noﬂ«many of the "family riches"
” may feel gquilt regarding a iéss favored sibling and' may ﬁgel the
necessity to hide or downplay achiev;ments‘ for thé pdrpose of

preserving a ‘less favored sibling's self esteem (Bank & Kahn,

.

1982). - .
-t ' The effects of sex stereotyping. éex role exprctations have
. . e e : ' ) S o7
' /v ' -histgrically been excellence for men and mediocrity for women

.

of a male sibling; she may often feel ‘ the need to conceal her

ability and  gfeater success. - Cultural and traditional

"

< ' ) :expectations may ignore ‘the needs of a ”bright female and
,constantly, subjuqate .them to those of the male sibling»"Many

peoaﬁe still Feel that in order ‘to . be pepular a female must deny

[y

~ her 1nte11eetual abilities (Brldqes, 1?79; Rowlanﬂs, 1974,

Sibllng p081t10n of the glfted _child. Several studies have

»
N ]

.shown that in a populatlon of gifted chlldren, Fifétboyns aﬁd .

Y

Several studies suizi:;//}haf the g1fted Chl{d is more

. environment -and, " therefore, more

‘(Bank % Kahn, 1982). If é.female's “achievements outstrip those

e e Sty s
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only children. are over reoresentdd (Marjoribanks, 1976, 1978):

However, "one simqle'éxpfanatlon for this may be that these two

~ 4

classes when combined will exceed any other sibling position
population since families are decreasing -in size and there are

ever more people opting for only one or two children. fornell

9 '
(1981) found that in 22 families where there was niftedness, it
. T & ® ‘ '
was always the first born who was recodnized as the gifted child

i

by at Tleast one parent. In only 10 of those Famllles was the

v - ~

second born also identified as gifted and 1n only 2 of those

a

cases did both parents aqgree. Lack of recognltlon of, a second

12

barn as gifted increased when the child was of a different sex

From the first born gifted child.

.The responses of the gifted Flrstborns were compared to those of

This study suggests lack of
rgéoghition of the second born's giftedness may depend to a large

4

'exténtroﬁ~how similar the two childfen are.  F en when the second

e

born was also in a gifted proﬁfg%, the-child | was oftenlreferfed-

N -

to as léss qifte& and as having talents in different areas from

4

the first born-gifted (Gornell, 1981). An explanétioﬁ of thié

mlght be a-partial deldentlflcatlon between the 51b11ngs to av01d

]

too much 81b11ng rlvalry and competltlon while st111 allow1nq the
/ N

opportunity: for equal recognition  of ability, talents and

achievement.

Parsohality deielopment of tited childreﬁ A1l children®in

" Cornell's study comnleted a Childfen's Personallty Qubstlonnalre.

P

nongifted firstborns and shoved hiqher‘ measureé- on  shyness

'

“getting GpsFt and 1owsr measures on gregarlousnpss." AIﬁhough a

\d
general profile is not given For the Dersonallty of the first,

A

-

i

-

+

o
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born gifted child, the scores _ seem to suggest an intensified

approximation of the traiES'oF‘the nongifted firstborn.

Responses of the second borrm. giﬁteds‘wérg compared to those

6f the first ‘born gifted siblings and found *%o be generally,

better adjusted, more easy aqoing, less‘perfectionistic, more

- .

sociable and affectionate. This population was not compared to

nongifted second born controls and it woul@ be interesting to

diséoVer‘whether their profiles were generally similar but showed

more intensification as appears to be the. case with firstborns;
The resuits do seem to indicate that thgl relati;nship between
older and youﬁger gifted siblings follows a similar patte*n to
the- personality profiles outlined byw %utton—Smith & Rosenberg
(1970). ‘ A . further investigation showing 'Fhe effect of sex
differences onlsibl;ng personality response'would be=inteqesting.

(%]

The siblings df gifted ‘children. The gifted child has

historically been viewed as beind better adjusted and superior in

ébiliﬁy largely because of a superior environment and genetic’

endowment (Cornell, 1981).' However, an unlépeled sibling shares

both and yet in many cages is nof recognized’és being gifted by
gither Family;or'self (Bartk & Kabhn, 1982; Cornell, 1981; Fishef,
: it .

1978)., ‘ .

P

The effect of giftedness gﬁ nongifted siblings’ related to ’

sibling position. Access, sibling position, age spacing and sex

) _of sibling play a large role in détermining “what " effect

giftedness will have on the sibling relationship. . When the

.g{ffed child is\anugnly child the éffect is least disruﬁtive on a -

family. When the gifted child’ is .gldest-and male there may also’

¥

\

— 3 I3
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be less disruption than otherwise - (Fisher, 1978). However, when
: , -
the gifted c¢hild is the oldest, a younger sibling might find it

an almost impossible act to follow (Peterson, 1977). A

3

. successful older sibling may become- the only reference”point for

the younger child which leaves only two, choices: 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 agldest child may cause parents te undervalue a younger
3 . N 4 =

sibling when there is a great dlfference between the two children

" since parents may equate giftedness with the traits of the oldest

+

child (Cornell, 19813 Fisher, 1978).
" When the gifted child is the younger sibling, the older

nongifted child mdy perceive this as a threat from below. Older
g 1 L0aray \

children become worried when younger siblings skip grades amd.
approach their ogwn level and this pressute from beldw can produce

resentment and jealousy (ﬁéferson, "1977). Fisher (1978) found

I

that the worgt& disruption oécurréd in familiés where the gifted. -

child had an older nongifted sibling. In the two families where
parents did,ndé‘ agree with the scho?l_ identification of the
chila, the target children were‘the youngeé@”and ‘both had an

olderJ nongifted sibfing/ (one male, “one female). Further, in

' families who had self labeled the children és’gifféd, despite thé

lack of school recognition, the target children were the younger

» -
¥ B

‘siblinés,of identified older gifted- children. In both cases the

-

«

payental_attitude adohfed'may pe viewea ags an attempt to perceive

and’ treat the -two sitilings in thé Family equally,” regardless of
external, labeling. : o o ] .
* ' : - e ' LT T

) ta

~
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{ N ’ .+ The effects of, giftedness on nongifted siblings " related to

sibling.sex. * A study of female gifted college students ‘found
that they did not differ significantly in their personality

responses fraom their brothers even though the males were not

L3

: sidentified as , gifted. Brothers felt they were taken less .
1 1
/ - serieusly, .rated themselves ‘as 1less practichdl and as having
/ interests which were less.strong. .However, being the ‘brother of

a creatively gifted sister appears to have had several positive
J \

¥

r (Helson, 1968). A _broad and gqeneral explanation of these

- N

findings might rest with'the fact:that these girls were gifted in

an area of creativity. This I?ft the area of -general academic

4

vy achievement, a domain that has; historically been male, free for

IS

v the unlabeled brothers. ‘Théy, therefore, had an arena in which
to achieve free from competition with their siblings “and which

\ . - N .
. ;) e F was not in tonflict with any stereotypical idea. Unfortunately,

; » ¥ * , ¢ . ’ .
! / no mention wagi made as to sibling position of the gifted girl nor
o how ‘close’ in agé .she and her brother were, nor what effect this

»  had dn the  responses. ~Similarly no attempt was made to

- investigate the areas of interest and achievement of each sibling

£}

s - to see: whether tﬁe brothers tended to choose different areas of

%

s endeavor from their labeled sistefs.

-~ ~

o . Sisters of creafjively gifted Femaléé showed  several
- diffet;nces from éheir ‘iFted siblfngs ana frqﬁ tHe ¢oﬁtfol group
+ of sistérs of nongifted’ females. They rated'themselveé as being
( "" more conéenial with their mothers, iessnéonfiaeht and yeakér i?

persdnality and they felt they had\experienced different .parental
. ‘ ) ) r

-

correlations with’ achievement  and intellectual efficiency .
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tgeatmenﬁland expeqtationsll It seems that tbe gffect of a gifted

sibling will vary depending on the sex of the unlabeled child.

Unfortunately, since the study was restricted to Families of

¥
!

gifted‘?emales,' rfo comparisons could be made with Families of

- v
-,

gifted males. It is, h{wever, apparent’' that for females a

s L

same-sex nongifted sibling will be more negatively affected than
one of the opposite sex. Such increased infuence may be exolainey

as a function of greater closemess (Bank & Kahn, 1982).

1
5

The effect of negative comparison. Comparisoh between

siblings by‘ﬁhemselves.and others is inevitable and natural (Bank
& Kahnm, 1982; Sutton-Smith & Rosenbefg, 1970; White, 1975). When

a child receives less social reinforcement than a sibling he or

she will generally * behave in a disrﬁptive fashion; with boys

¥

~being most' openly aggressive (Santrock et al., 1980). Such a

JER

¢ reaction might be explained aé an attempt to gain parentdl

" attentioh- (Dreikurs, 1973) or reduce closeness and deidentify

oy

+ "(Tesser, -1980). ..Santrock et al.. (1980); fourd that the sibling\_

>

position of the favored child did not predict the behavior of,thér\

unfavored sibling as wgi}/gg/ﬁbe information about .hew the parent
N

1

interacted with the children. In a study on sibling Friction,:it

was, further found that where oné_sibliﬁg felt ‘that heé or she\wéq

beidg outpérfofmed by another on a task of relevance to both, the

1 i
disadvantaged sibling would 'seek to reduce thé amount of

+

closeness by introducihg‘ friction.- In this way there was an®

attemot to-deidentify fram .the more ,aﬁle_51bl;qg and preservé-

t Id

self esteem from negative comparison. This usé of friction to ..
. : .

reduce closeness was stfongly related to closeness in age between
. = . .\ - 1 > .

A}
- . - s .

3 -2 R}
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the children and was intensified when the more .able sibling was
- ~ I R ', - “

z . .
3 : " 1 B

3 : P i 5 4 N ! -k +
“the 'youniger of the two (Tegser, ~1980). These resylts, like most , .

7 f

2 ' [ - ' ' [ .
of" the fiqdings_Fof deidentification thqpry,*are uphield by-males” . \

Ve -

“while females ' ngither* prove nor disprove _the hypotheses. .
. ¥ 5 P

o
3 . t - »
However, no mention was made of how differefices in sex between

1
A [

the siblings affiected .the introductidn of friction " and how this
' A

!

. ﬁight‘ﬁnteract ’

H a

with sibling position.
5 .

For mhles, the more able sibling showed greater measures of

“y 1 ¢ M ,

] ‘ ’
identificatidn with the less ablé' sibling when performance was
on Fs (S ! ,

1 1

L]

” -

unequal. This, suggests that the outperforming individual's self

-

w

‘lesteem is heightened by favorable comparison.. The less able

¥

sibling in contrast shbwed strong deidentification since the

processrof comparison was unfavor?blé ang threatened self ésteem.

i o

Both less able females and males showed similar trénds' for

deidentification where performance was urmequal. L v
. . 1
' . ‘. » . L
¢ H .
_It-—-appears that it is the comparison process and one's |,

v

.

relative performance rather than the_level'bf abéoluﬁe ability or

¥

A ¥ -

performance which s important‘in . maintaining and defining self | - S

3 - “

* egteem. - A study was conducted where éubjects were paired and -
. A X . i
compared as to performance on a task and both- absalute and

4
Kl s .

relgtive performances were measured. Whert subjects ‘were - ) \

) v z

négat%vely.compared with théir, partﬁefsg regardléss oF.whether ;J ,’ /
thié'“Was in fact true or rot;, the less éﬁhievinéx pgftner N B
éystemétiCall; reduced the relevagce of the task. }he negative r
domparisoh'cauged the.subjecté to fdeideéfif¢'From;one‘anofher‘iﬁ )

order ‘to, preserve their self esteam. ' Thg absolute performance . -

had little éﬂfect on “thé deidentification process ror did the




P a 51bllng who is- percelved as. belng

[

D . ) An unlabeled 81b11ng mlght choose,

. . Frlctlon to reduce closeness or by

task ahd withdrawing from competition.

’

a

°

1 verac1ty of the comparlsOn -statement (Tesser X Campbell 1980).

more able, by introducing
reducing the relevance of the
Sinee comparisons do not

have to repregent the abeolute truth to, have an impact, arbitrary

.then, to deldentiFy from’

' o pargntal or-self judgments.as tq the ability of the children are

v - ~ . P

-sufficient to create

i . .sibling cannbt compete in the same

v

' to another

) : ’

. combetitioh.>

P will result in lowered self esteem

area of endeavor where

Thas expLaine why many parents

e

an effect..

1

oFfsprlng as hav1ng very dlfferent talents and inter

.arenag

th

Constant negative comparison

’
.

'and‘dg tate a reaction. If a

he or she mey withdraw
is freedom f‘réﬁm
desdribe their

even

*t" ) . the literature support these euggestlons. A eibling1 uho feels
. ’ P ] underéalueq may a&t out - (Brldges,'1979), give. up or be openly

. :; . \Jl ;’;ggresslvé (Strang, '1969; Whltmoee, 1981). Those whose talents
c - : ;emein”hoaékdowfedged “will become resent ful eﬁd“ jealous (Vall,

N . ’

Y

U *1980). *~

. i . Persoﬁality development of the

+ . .-t .. risks “and Supports, withdrawal. from

.. J\'1979) and ,low self esteem affects the child's willlnghess to take

' ]
academic challenges (Fine,

nongifted sibling. Response

’ " - pf ’childrén

s

v

L careful about soc1al

to the Children's

adJusted than nonglfted controls,

+ T _and had " low, selF esteem.

-

They were shy,

less..

Personality Questionnaire in

controlled and less

Frustrated, excitable

N

1

when both\ere gifted (Cornell 1981; Fisher,. 1978). Findings in

-

- Cornelle (1981) study showed that “these chlldren were less well

rules. They felt less valued in the family .

fgis were o g -
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and:tenéﬁ, maore anxious and neurotic. Gemerally they gave very

poor pictures oé.mental tealth. Since many of theée children

<+

were found to be of superior ability, it suggests support for .thé

-

" idea that constant negative comparison  with a superior sibling
~ - Iy PN i -

/ .

and the relative lack‘of recbgnition wereé very inFluenEial. This

study -did net -éxamine whether difference in sex- between the

¢

_ siblings lpsé:ned the effects of having a gifted sibling, or

»

whether the sexes reacted differently’- to the experience.

. , : >
Further, since there weré no cases of sécond born difted thildren
3

with, first born nongifted -siblings,. it was impossible to

establish what effect the gifted’ child's sibling position had on

\

’

the .relationship. -

~ 14

Parental interactions- with children of"” unequal ability.

N ' 2
Parents are very aware of.issues of equality and endeavar to

downplay differences between their children. The parental goal -

. gqnerall& . is to foster a- loving, noncompetitive relationship

1 Q0

between the siblings and #he recognition or labeling of one child
as gifted 8trains at the/parents' desire tb treat both children

equally. Parents ustally ascribe favorable qualities to both

‘ q

children, stressing that the unlabeled child‘haé different talent
areas than the gifted sibling (Cormell, i981; Fisher; 1978). .

Fisher (1978) found that in families where only oné of the

’

children is recognized as gifted there is most‘disruption. A1l

parents in this category repdrted instances -of .comparison and

LI -

discomfort when divergent interests and abilities of the siblings

vied for parental attention and approval. Pafenté tried to give

’

.thé, impression that they treated “both children equally and

- 1

.

-

-

« som s
. .
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L

endeavored to provide separate areas of interest to ‘minimize
\

~

., comparisons. :There were several ‘reports of families engaging in

some nonintellectual activitie§ in order to give thg unl abeled

child an opportunity to sutceed.

Parents and the qifted child. There is often an - unconscious

favoring of the child who brings the most credit to the Fahily.
Although parents dhink they refer equally to both children they
generally do not (Bridges, 1979). Very often parents will boast

-

about the giftea,child, ignoring the lesser achievements of an

unlabeled sibliné,which might have been acquired at the cost of

" greater effort. There is d danger that parents might: equate

achievement with effort (Strang, 1960). * Cornell (1981) found

* that parents feel more pride for an §cknow1edged gifted child and

feel they have a closer Eérént-child relationship. He flso found

that when the gifted children's bersonali%y questionnaires 6 were

‘compared 'with the parental assessments, there was general

_agreement “betweenn the two. However, no mention was made of .

whether recognition of giFfedness by the parents had an effect on”

how - well parents  predicted , the gifted child's personality

5

o

In Fisher's study (1978) parents of perdeived gifted
children felt that .the gifted‘child‘often léed the parent and that
the use of traditional guideliﬁes‘ in child rearing were

inadequate. Parents sﬁent unusual amounts of time with the'

gifted child, saw themselves as stricter and more structured with

that individual and encouraged the labeled child to assume the

<

role of teacher toﬂ the parent's role of student. The gifted

° "
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child and parent often assumed a relationship of playmateé or
siblings. . '

Parents arid nongifted siblings. Cornell (1981) found that

the parent's relatlonshlp with the nongifted sibling may’involve

Feellngs of parental guilt because of the. dlscrepangi between the -

.children's abilities. Parents feel less proud of the mongifted
sibling and feel pride for different reasons. Many bareqts
,perceive the unlabéléd gibling as.bging jeal;us, easily upset and
argumeﬁtativé but did not accufatelyQ\understand why . They
endeayored to Teaésure. the cgild ﬁy downplaying the differences
between tée siﬁffﬁas. Converselg other “parsnts report .a total
absence of jealousy which suggested @ denial of the problem
either by parent or:phfld or both. No overt expression of affect
does not assbme no underlying feelings (Cornell, 1981). Parents
may also repzimand overt negative expressions of affect in their
children, especially a nongiftéﬁ sibiing's jba}ousf. This might
in turn engender guiit,’depression and Feélings of unworthiriess

1

in that child  (Strang, 1960; Whitmore,“ 1981). Comparisons

between the nongifted sibbingéf‘ personaljty questionnaires and °

“their parental a8sessments showed gross discrepancies 3wggesting

. »
that pafents often have little awareness of the .unlabeled child's

tnsecurity and troubled feelings (Qorne;f, 19681).  Although

parents downplay differences in their feelings. toward the @

-
i

children, suchH differences are somehow apparent. Percepiion of a

child as di?ted or not-is very influential ip shaping parental

4

treatméﬁt and attifudes and must, therefore, be abpargnt to the'

chiidgen (Corneli;'l981).; Since there were noq Eéses of the

i [t
o

»

e B

& e g
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- unlabeled child appearing in the first born pogition in Cornéll's

e

study, it is impossible to say. what effects. sibling position and
. . * . 4 . l -
the sibling relatiénship,

—

) ' ,siblingﬂsex may have had on

'

Research Questions

>

. Although the studies of Cormell (1981) and Fisher (1978)

strove to examipe the effects of giftedness on families4 the
A ¥

orfentation of both was toward parental. attitudes ang

a2

child-rearing differences. The sibling relationship between
gifted and nongifted children was not examined in great detail,
although both researchers -emphasi;ed the poor mental, health

profile of the unlabeléd sibling. This study.seeks to examine
. % :

<?

; more precigsely how the percéptions of the siblings vary ‘and the:

o

extent of parental awareness of each child's perspective.

Research Question 1: . Do the gifted and nongifted - children's

: - “ perceptions of the sibling relationship differ? . 0

r“%img The emotional adjustment profiles BFW the gifted and

~ x

nongifted child have been shown - to vary greatly with‘:the
el 7

[ ¢ 9

unlabelég sibling presenting a poorer and less Well ddjusted’u
4 :

picture (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 1978). If a ohild's emotional

adjustment is directly related to how he or she' perceives
. A ’ . .

familial relationships (Serot % Teevan, 1961) it is reasonable to -

tohomy W
\

. .ask if Jdifferences in emotional adjustment are ‘reiated'tto

avy

B e 2 1
; jﬂg; underlying differences in perceptions.

. ” + .

5

i

%
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Research Question 2: Are disparities between respoﬁses of these

two groups generalized throughout all areas of the sibling

relationship or confined to specific areas? ’

i

E e s e

Given the assumption that a discrepgney i1n perceptions may.

&

\exist, does this permeate the entire sibling interaction?

<

Studies have shown that a more able sibling's self esteem is

s

enhanced by feelings of 1dentification and sameness with a less
able sibling. The gifted child therefore would be predicted to
welcome chances of comparison and competition. The less able

sibling in this situation tends to deidentify and avoid instances

of comparison and 5bompet1tion (Tesser, 1980). A  prediction

rd

could, therefore, be made that this would be an area of

perceptual difference. Are(there others?

Research Question 3: How are perceptions affected rgl_vérlables
(\

such as siblinds’ sex, sex of the gifted child, Ehe gifted .

child's gibling position and age gap? . . i )
Sex, sibling DOSithA and;age gap greatly influence sibllng \T> ‘

interaction (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith & Rosenherg, '1970; 'S

White, 1975). 8ome studies suggest that giftedness interacts

with these variaples (Cornell, 1981; fisher, 1978; Peterson,

5

1977). ° - . -

<
f
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Research Question 4: Are parents equally aware of both

children's perceptions of the siblings' relationship?

Since humans act on the basis of Eﬁeir perceptions (Blumer,

1969), parents may be assumed to react to sibling interaction on,
i . ) 3

the basis of . how they interpret the relationship. Parent

.. .

interaction with siblings 1is the major imfluence on how- the

siblings will behave toward one another (Bank & Kahn, 1982).
However, perceptions among family members may va‘ry rgdlcally
(Serot & Teevan, 1961) and parz;nts may be more in touch with the
feelings of the giftéd child tchan with the nongifted sibling

(Cornell, 1981).

[N

This study seeks to establish whether there are differences

between the perceptions of the gifted and nongifted siblings.

N

From the literature we may then predict how these differences are

t

related to genmeral sibling interaction and then define the
specific effect of "giftedness" on the relationship. ..

<

N

T

e



°

—

. B 54
. Chapter 2

Methodology .ot ; .

. Sub'j.ects v .
Data were obtained from 27 children and their 'f'_amilies. The

r

children were a{:tending the McGill Summer School ~for Gifted and

Talented *Students during July, 1982. Children who aftepded.this

. . X & .
school ., were from ethnically and socioeconomically diverse

beckgrqunds and had been referred either by their schools,

a a P

parents or both. Although no formal examination of the

children's abilities was under?aken, it ,was decided that

-4 -

attendance at. the %chool me't the necessary criteria for labeling

and selection. -

Countless v_eriables\;’v‘v‘ill affect the. relationship within

[ -

“families and in order to restrict these as much as” pAoss‘ible it‘

¢t )
- i

was decided to concent~rate only on families which were intact)

4
'

'thh both mother and father 11v1ng Full tlme ‘at hame. Si'milarly,

to Facﬂ,ttate 1;1terpretat10n of responses, only families w1th two
siblings 'were selected." Since it wag the aim of " this study to
examlne the eFFects of glFtedness or labeli\ng on nongif‘ﬁed or
_unlabe_led slbllngs,_ the Famllles selected also had to meet the
eriter.ion_"uof' having en:dy one of t’he ’children at the summer
scHooL._ The. child »;ho' was not attending thereby ha'd not been
: ]:abe],ed or selected ’ Flnally, 91nce the information needed was
eollected by means of‘ a questmrrnalre, a mrn;mum age for the ;

P

chlldrenn was set at 9 yéars' so " that .comprehension of the ™ -

=
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questions was ensured.
. <
All children attending the school”in Grades 5 to' 10 (the

oldest group) were given an information sheet to complete (see

Appendix 1) and selection of the families was made from these.

.. Of the 107 children polled, only 35 families met the criteria

R
nécessary‘tc participéte iz.‘\l the study. The return rate was 100%

but eight “families were subsequently disqualif'iea from the final
analysis (1 family split v{a during the study, 1 family did not
speak sufficient English to complete the questionnaire, 1 family

had a severely retarded sibling, and 5 families had both children

registered at the schaqol). A breakdowan af the responding giblings

by gifted sibling position, sex of siblings, sex match ' and age

gap between siblings is shown in Table 1.

e
P

oy T

[
et ‘
°
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Table 1 *

*

N\ Breakdown of Gifted and Nongifted Children
by Siblings' Sex, Gifted Sibling's Position,
Gifted Child's Sex and Age Gap.

- .
- Gifted  Nongifted ©
' (n=) (n=) o .
. Sibling's sex . - -
. L ] . a
. Different sex 13 13 \
Same sex 14 - 14 .
Gifted child's position )
b oo . T ) ‘
older. 15 15 \
‘younger . ., 12 12
¥
Gifted sibling's sex
male 14 14 .
female -13. 13 v - .
A /_/‘/\ ’ : X .
Age gap 1 ,
small @ oo
(2 years. or less) 13 iz
. ' LY -
PE ;
. o
large . ~ . ,
(3 years or more) 14 14 :

« e




IITTTOT T TR e

. . . ! 57 e

-

"

Instrumentation . s
A review of the literature indicated several areas where the

sibling relationship might experience dafficulties. = It was

ﬁecided to.explore . six of these with an original questionnaire: .
. . , Sy
comparison  and ~ competition, cooperation, identification,

perceived parental treatment, ¢ self imagé and frictiop A final

‘ b ‘e .
section explored the overall tone of the sibling relationship.

‘

The eight questions in the compétitign 'section rwere’designed to -

1 13

discover how much: the children cdﬁpeted and how aware they were

of their own and any parenpai gomﬁarisons “of their efforts.

Examples are: "Do you‘cgmpare the work you do at school with that
’of yﬁur brother or sister?" and "Do you think your éapents fqél
that yéur work is as good as that of 90ur brother or sisteb?g
Theé section on cooperation comérised twelve guestion sdch.aé} "Do

. -

you help your brothea or sister with school work .br‘show an

-

.

inter'est in what he or she is doing?", which centered on the

amount of -sharipg and mutual help “that existed bétween the '
siblings; The section on perceived\'péréntal treatment asked .
questions sJéh’as:"Do your parents praise you and qug you treats .

<ag much as they do your brother or sister?" These were designed

to discover whether éhe'target cﬁild‘ felt as well treated by the

. .

.

barenﬁs as a sibling. . Similarly,‘Se%f {mage was aSseésed b; 13 ’ .
questio&s which examined‘ho; the child felt about himself or . Fap
Werself, for example: ﬁDofyoufever feel lonely?" and “Doeyou ever

feel depressed oriuhhaépy?" The commdnicggion- section had 10 ‘ /[Tx

. ' - . N *
questions which explored how much the children talked together

and the 'general verbal tone of the “family relationship, Examples

. - o . . vt . *
r . ; . . v @ . A
,

BT g T e it e st e
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are: "Do you'ever feel you have no one to talk to" who would

14

understand how you feel?" and "Does® your ’rzamily generally

encourage discussion of problems'w fluestions such as: "Do you

and your brother or sister fight?" iﬁvestlgated the amount of
. P 1

perceived friction between the siblings and, finally, the overall

~generai rela‘tionsﬁip was explored by the .last four items on the

questionnaire ("Do you 1like your brother or‘ sister?"). A
questiqn-by-question analysis and rationale cant be found in

Appendix 2.

Parental questionnaires were developed directly from those

for the children and asked parents how they thought their

i

children felt about a sibii'né. Questions attempted to discover

‘tlzﬁe' same iﬁ‘f‘ofmatidn but from the -parental perspective. For

exaniple, childreén were asked "Do ygu compare the Qork""}’c)uwdo at”’

s

school with the work your brother ' or''sister does at school?"

.

while the corresponding parental questidn was phrased: "Does
(your child) compete “with his or ‘her sibling régarding school
work or academic per formance?" ) .

Envelopes contdining the questionnaires and a covering

letter _'were given to the family member attending the summer

-

"schaol. The children were instructed to tell the other members

-

of their families "thét completion of the forms should be
conducted privately and individually.  All families were given
one week to complete fl)we guwestionnaires at which time they’shou]{d'
be returned to the s L)ol.o Each child filled out a similar form
about his or her s{bling and parents filled out two forms each:

one for the gifted child, one for the unlabeled sibling. Six

.
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quesiionnaires were given by each family part;aking in the stu@y.
Scoring " “ 5 ) Co
. Each question had four response categories ?epresented by
the numbers 1 to 4. The ‘number values ‘of' thg response
categories were: (1) névér, (2) rarely, (3) often a:\ci. (4) always.
It was decided to excllee a "sometimes" category 6f"r‘?ne tral value
in favor of a forced choice - format which would’ give some
indication of general attitude. Subjects, therefore, had to give
a‘res;:or;se which-was either negative (1 or 2) or vpositive (3 or
4. ,Sub.jects were also instructed to omit none of ;the
questioné. .
Each area of siblir;g relationship was examined and criteria
for a high score in that' cgtegor‘y were delineated. For example, - .
in the "competition: and comparison" category, whicéw included
questions l.to 8, a high'score-- indicated "m‘uch campetitiony"
' Inte‘rbretations of category scores are presentéd in Table 2. At
‘this point séveralr questions were réco;:ied since a hidiw score in
response to these questions indica'ted a reverse of the criteria
outlined by the category heading. In question 8, for instance *
("Are your acﬁiévenients iﬁ dif‘ferer;t are:ds .from those of your

rother - or sister?"), a high score  would indicate

de¢identification or differentiation fr%a’ éibling and, thus, a

\

predigted avoidance of cdmpatition.‘ This questio;x was, .

tlie:e ore, reversed in it‘s coc'iing 80 th:'at a h—igh score woul‘d now

‘be represented by a low valdge which ,yv’ould contribute, littie to . ' \ ]

th’e ‘overall score qu‘ competition. Questidns'that underwc‘ent. \‘ o \\\‘;
. . - Y

recoding are clearly indicated in Appendix 2.




Interpretation of category

Questions

Table 2

v

k7

Interpretation of
high score

Category

Competition 1-8
Cooperation 9-20
Parental 21-30
Treatment .

SelfToncept  31-43
Communication 44-53

Frietion 5484

General 65-68

\J

| much competition

much cooperation
and shared interest

good perceived
parental treatment

high posit;ve
self concept

much communi-

. cation

~

much friction

good overall
relationship

.o

scores

60

Maximum
score

32

40

40

40

a4

16
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Chapter 4 .

Data Analysis and Results

e

'

Preliminary examinations of the data were designed to assure

that the.seven gquestionnaire categories were meaningful and that

I3

the questions within them were appropriately related to one
another andA to the category as a whole. Data were analyzed by ¢

means of intraéategory.”Pearson correlations for all children in

.

the sample.

\
\

Within category correlations - all éhildren. Each item was

" correlated within itsiown_ category and also with its category

, total score in order to" discover whether  items could be

Yo

justifiably grouped within the designated categories and a total
t . 3
_category score used for subsequent analyses. The resulting

‘,,Tfﬁbrrelatidns by item by category can be found in Appendix 3. A

summary by category is given below.
Competition and comparison. + A total of 36 correlations were

calculated for this category. 0f the lf- significant valgggﬂ,-///

beneFated oﬁly 3 were negative. These@negative correlations
'océuﬁred'between ‘ftems within this category. However, none of
the items. correlated negatively with the category score. Four
items shpwed moderate tothigh Eositive correlations with the
total category écoré (queétions 2, 3, 4'and 7) and itéms i, 5 énd
8 approached significance. Only item 6 Failed-té show any strong

correlation with fhe total score. .

Cooperation. Nf the 78 correlations generafed within this
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category 28 were'significéqﬁxand only one of these was negative. °

!

This single negative valungccurred between two items (questions
14 and 19) within tHe category. All queétibns were positively
correlated with the total category score/of coéperation. Items
9y 10, 11, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19 and//éo all showeq significant
positive correlations with the totaled score. Only itéms,12 and
13 Failed'to show significant relations but were, nevértheless,

positively correlated.

Parental treatment. A total of 55 correlations were

- calculated for this cateéory. “ There were 30 significant values

all of which were positive. All items correlated positively with
their éategory score. Only item 29 failed to show a significant
positive correlation. .

Self image. Of the 91 correlations generated within this
category, 33 were significant. Of these, 22 were positive. Only

question 37 correlated negatively with its cateqory score but the

value was not significant. All other questions correlated

positively with the totaled score and sgignificant cerrelations

were quqgjjkﬂ:items 32, 33, 34, 35, 36, 39, 40, 4l.

Communication. A _totaii of,§5 correlations within this

category produced 23 sidnificant values. 0Of these 19 were

'pqsitive. Only one negative correlation occurred with the

category score (item 52) but it was not significant. All other
questions were positively correlated with the totaled score,
items 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 53 significantly so. -

Friction. Twenty-one significant correlations resulted from

the total 66 generated within .this category. 0Of these 14 were

v

. Ty,

2

¥
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positive. No item cor}elated significantly negatively with its

category score. fQuestions 55, 56,'57, 59, 60, 61, 62, 64 showed *

strong positive cérrelations with the totaled score.

General relationship. Nine of the 10 correlations generated

for this category were gsignificant and positive. All items
showed positive correlations with their own category score.

0f the total 396 correlations calculated during the
within-category anal?ses, 129  were significantly positive
(32.6%). There were 23 significantly negative correlations
(5.8%) which‘occurred between items within their own categories.
There were, however, no instances of any iteﬁ carrelating
significantly and negatively with its own totaled category score

and this supported the totaling of individual items within each

category to produce a general category score.

Be tween categof& correlations - all children. Intercategory
Pearson correlations were produced from data on all chilaren to
investigate how each category related to the others (see Table

3). The resulfiné correlation matrix “demonstrated expected

between-category relations in ~all but two of the twenty-one

cases. These two unexpected results involved friction, ‘which
appeared to be positively correlated with both parental treatment

(r=.33) " and self image (r=.23), a finding that was somewhat

unanticipated but ‘which might be explaiﬁed from the data on the

individual groups of children (see below).
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Tahle 3

Intercategory Pearson Correlations for all Children

- - , »
‘

e 1

Compe- Coppera- Parent. Self Commu- , Frie-.

' tition ation trestT " imade  nication tion
C3opera- v
tion .06 C '
- +
. * & ‘
Parent . ’ ) A ’
treat. .11 L32%x ‘
self . A P . i
image .20 .24% L62%
. Communi- . - )
cation W11 D T0 L 37 .22
Fric- ‘ !
tion . <%;5-)(- .04 . 338 23% 0 (14
General -.08 S22 - .05 CA5n* .06
- . ﬁ‘ '
, *p<. 05 .
**p<,.01 ; -

There is a substantial limitation on the interpretability of

@

these arbitrary categories since a varimax rotated factor

analysis );ielded 24 underlying factors and seemed not to support

the seven discrete divisions of questions. An explanation of
' - -

these findings might lie in the fact that the categories are not

orthogon'al. The intercategory correlation matrix in Table 3

'

shows many strong positive correlations occurring between the

—

64

St b i st e bl AN B

. s rme s




r4

"Q;>ond the scope of thisistuqy.
N .

- . 65
categories. Also, a correlation matrix generated ,for each
questiop 'with Levery gther:'item ¥showed  sope éigqificant
correlations occu;ring between 1tems within-e¥tferent categories.

These findings  suggest that there .might | be overlap or

nonorthogonality between the designated categories. However,

2 ) s
,

given the paucity of previous. research on which to base complex

hybotheses'in‘)this area, it was decided not- o attempt to use

more complex factor énalyses”wiﬁh nonorthogonal axes because of |

4]

the subsequent difficulty in interpretation. The overriding

consideration and goal of this study was the identification of

A

- meaﬁingful‘ratﬁer than uncerrelated and 1independent categories.

It is emphasized that ideally the factor analysis should support

the categorieshwfthin the questionnaire and its failure to do so

must limit the instrument's validity. <

The development of yalid,

g 3 . .
- measures for assessing sibling . relationships should be the _

subject of further Envestigation and research although it is
t

Data on tHéugﬁfted and nongifted groups of children were
- N aw N 3 4 -
then examined separately. Intercategory, Pearson correldtion

matrices were produced to investigate whether there were: any

-

differences. . .

28

<
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“sibling relationship is closely tied to the gifted

66

Table 4
Intercategory Pearson Correlatigns for Gifted Children

n

! N .
Compe-. Coopera- Parent. Self Commu- Frie-
' tition ation “treat. dmage nication tion

Coopera-

tion . 35%

e

Parent.

treat. .14 .28

\ v

self o

image .23 .31 LE6T**

Communi- ’

catiop  .33* 33 .18 .12 y

Fric- \\\\\
tion L54%x 01 .15 .36% - (18

) { : :
General .20 48ex L6%x 228 27 13 )
s *p<. 05 . -
#4p<. 01 “
. - : .

o

Intercategory correlations for gifted children. In Table 4

. it can be seen that competition for gifted is positively

correlated with cooperation (E;.BS), communication iz;.Bﬁ) and

friction (r=.54). Thése results suggest competition in ‘the

ehild's

willingness to cooperate and communigfte “with an unlabeled

.
* : /.——-\
o

~F

o

7
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“sibling, The gifted child also perceives a ' close relationship

b

" between such competitlon ‘and any Frlctlon between the siblings.

S

Self esteem is positively 5and‘ hlghly ‘correlated with

perceived parental treatment (3}.69),“ indicat ing how influential

is the parental attitude toward thex children in défihing.self

67

image. Self esteem is also positively correlated"with friction ’

(r .34) suggestlng thst a gifted child's posxtlve self image is a

function oF the frlctlon that eccurs w1th an unlabeled 31b11ng.

Finally, the category of general relatlonship—Tscored in 7.

- ©

‘such a way as to indicate the overall. positive tone of sibling

A

n ' ¢

interactioh--appeateq to be related to cooperation between the

¥

siblings(r=. ae) and perceived ‘parental treatment (r=.46),

Intercategory porrelatlons for hon01fted children.

.

An examln&tlon _of ﬁhe correlat1on matrlx For this group showed

-

‘ several dlfferences between the grbups. Table 5 1nd1cates that

for nonglfted chlldren, compatltlon is: negatlvely cOrrelated with
¥
cooperat;on (r~—.3a3 andkgeneral relatlonshlp (r--.hZ) Thess

: results squest that foT the Unlabeled chlld, competltlon beﬂween

* with - dommunication (r-.§§7 ahd general relatlonshl" (r=.57),

the 31b11ngs iﬂhihl%s the w1lllngness to cooparate and.. negatlvely

. s

affects the general ralatxonsh1p. Cooperation 1s well correlated

a

« -~

‘l.‘ 4 ' ‘. .
findings which are not surprls1ng. ‘Parental treatment is again a

4
°

S

i

.
.

geod predictor‘of self simage’ (2;157), aléo~§éf' cdmmunicétion }

(5;.a7) aﬁd, somewhat‘syrprisingly, f‘rictlpn3 (r=.47). These

results once more underlinq the importance of béGCived'parental

treatment iﬁﬂsibling~ interaction and suggest’thaé For\nongifted

i

siblings high friction -scorés are. .somehow tieds to positive
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parental treatment. ~This "issue is taken up later in the

discussion chapter.

IS

Table 5

14 ‘

~

Intercategory Pearson Correlations for
Nongifted Children.

¥

Compe- Coopera-~ Parent, Self Commu- Fric-
tition _ation treat. image nication tion
. ’ ) Z.
Coopera-
tion - 0%
Parent.

treat. - .00 .30

"selé

image .12 .15 ST H*

Commun17

cation - -.10 . 59%% Y Rl .29

S |

Flfg',c-’w , : , ’ .

tion .06 .08 L 4T7E* 15 .12

General —-.42%  57*% ' .03 -.17  .55%*. .04 g
**p<. 05
**p(, 01 ,

‘For unlabeled..siblings, the general'.relationship between the.

children appears to bé positively relatéd‘to cooperation (r=.57)

. and communicaifon (rs.55) and is negatively correlated Qith the

" amount of perceived competition and comparison between ,them

’

P+ |
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specifically in the areas of cooperation and communication, as

well as similar effects of pqﬁ?ntal treatment .on self image.
Héyever, there are several strikiqq;difkerences most ~notably in
the relations of frictign and com;étition to other variables,
which suggest that the perceptidns of the two groups may diverge
in\}mpﬁrtan; 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 combined

data for both groups. An item-by-item analysis at the faur
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
significant patterning was considered to be the tack of
homogeneity even within the two groubs, which might possibly be

masking any differences in ~ response patterns related to
-& .

_giftedness alone. At this point it was decided to divide the

¢

respondenté.as follows: . ‘ 9

*

1. Siblings' sex - whether siblings were of the same sex or

"different sex; .

2, Gifted sibling position = whether the gifted child was .

-2

older or younger -than the unlabeled siblingy

-

3. Gifted child's sex - whether the gifted child was female

OJ male;

'

4. Age gap - whether the age gap between the childién was

An examination of the two matrices shows some similaritjes

D A
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large or small. For the purposes of this study a small age

3

gap was defined as two years or less while a large age gap
was ény dif%erence three years or over.
The term "éibliné ;tatug" was used throughout to refer to the
gifted/ﬁongifted classification. Chi-square - analyses of these

¥

variables were run on each item of the combined data for both

o

groups to establish whether siﬁnificant differences in response
patterns appeared. Results are presented in Appendix 4. Of the
total 68 chi-squares calculated a maximum of only 5 significant

values was obtained on any one of thesé analyses (7.5%). The

maximum number of discrepancies between responses occurred when

'siblings were of the same sex, when the gifted child was older or

male. *These findings cannot be considered sufficient evidence

For affigming consistent-~differences in patterns of response
between the gifted and nongifted groups.
It was, however, deemed ﬁossible fo use the chi-square test

results as. support for regardizg the two réspondgnt groups as

statistically uprelated or ind nt, despigé their Famiiial

* relationships. Given this assumption of independence, analyses

of variance could be carried out to establish whether differences

i P R
in response “were related to specific areas of the sibling

[

‘relationship as represented by the questionnaire categories. For

this reason, category rather thap @ndividual item scores were

S

‘used as..data for the remaining analyses.

Analyses - of variance of category scores. Initially a

series"of one way analyses of variance was performed for each

’ caijgory by sibling status. This was designed to establish if

-

S

«

e s e e
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- there were anyysignificant differences between the two groups of
respondents wHen only labeling was considered. Followinhg this,‘a
series of two factor analyses of variancelwash/performed for the 4N
two levels of sibling status (gifted/nongifted) by eéch of the
variables to examine whether differences in response were related

' to other areas of the'sibling relationship.
-

It was considered sppropriate to examine the data by taking
each ~variable in turn and assessing ’the significance of its
effect on sib}ihg ‘status. Lack of .sufficient ‘sample size
precluded a more complex 2%x2x2x? (siblings' sex by gifted
position by gifted sibling's sex by age qgap) analysis of variance
gesign which ﬁight explore higher level interactions and provide
a more complete picture of the sibliné ?glationship. Table 6
shows the méan sc0rés generated from the analyseé oé variance and

a summary by variable of the significant findings follows.

-~ One Way Analysis of Sibling Status -

Competition and 'comparison. A significant  effect for

" PR

giftedness was found _in this category, (5(1,50)=5.68, bﬁ.Dde'
The ' mean score for gifted chiléren was significantly Bigher
(18.96) tﬁan that £ecorded foronongifted siblings (17.37).

There were no significant effects in' any of’ the other

.categories.

> “Siblings' Sex by Siblirg Status

Of the 27 families sampled, 14 had same sex siblings while

i

13 pairs were of diFFegent'sex.

Competition and comparison. A significant main effect for

sibling status was indicated (F(1,50)=6.15, .p<.017). 1In this
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éategory.whpre high scores indicated much perceived competition
and ‘comparison, gifted ¢hildren obtained consistently high?r
averages (18.96). Lower scores, indicating lower perceived
competition were produced by.'nor?gif'tedn siblings (17.37). The
effect of siblings' sex approached significaﬁce (F(1,50)=3.898,"
p<.054). The nongi%ted,dhildren in di%ferent sex pairs recorded
the lowest average scores for competition and comparison (16.3$)
in comparison . with gifted siblings in this dyad  (18.62). Same.
sex.siblings scored similarly:with gifted children recor?ing the

9
highest averages (19.29) and their nongifted siblings scoring

Al

" slightly lower (18.29). ~ : ‘
. . } '
General relationship. A significant main effect was found
~X

in this category for ‘siblimgs' sex (F(1,50)=5.14, p<.03).
Siblings of qthe same se% produced “a higher mean scorg (13.39)
than different sex siblings (12.04). This suggests that the
additional closenesg resulting from simila%ity of sex :sqmehow
benefits the.sibling- relationship. " There -appeared to be ég
significant effect of giftedness for this category.J

None of the other categories showed any significant effects.




Table o

Pooled Means Generated, from Analyses of Varliance

Non-

Gaifted's Sex

Gifted's Position

Sexmatch Age Gap
- - Gifted gafted same diff,” | female male older younger large small ~
Competition .
Gifted 18.96* 19.29 18.62 19,08 18.86 19.73 18,00 18,57 19,38
Nongifted 17.,37* 118.29 116,38 ]16.54 18.14 17.47 -117.25 17.36 ]17.38
Total 18.17 18.96 | 17.37 | 17.81 18,50 18.60 [17.63 17,96 [18.38
Cocperation -
Gifted 21.85 32471 ] 30.92 32.54 31.21 32.33 31.25 - 32.14 31.54
Nongifted 29,93 29.43 | 30,46 32.62 2743 29.87 30.00 32421 28.54
Total 33,19 31,07 | 30.69 | 32.58%% | 20,30%% | 31,10 | 30,63 - 31,68 |30,04
Parental Treat.
Gafted- 33.85 . 34471 32,92 | 34.77 33,00 34.53 §33.00 34.21 |} 33.46
* Nongafted 32,52 31.57 1 33.54 | 33.69 31l.43 32.80 {32.17 32,64 |32,38
Total -33,19 33414 F 33.23 | 34.23 32,21 33,67 ]32.58 [33.43 ] 32.92
Self Concept - | :
Gifted = - 36437 L 36,86 ] 35.85 | 36.15 - | 36.57 36e73 ]35.92 36.21 '} 36.54
Nongifted 39.77 35,86 | 35,69 | 36.62 35,00 35647 | 36417 36.43 | 35.08
Total - 36,07 - 36,361 35.77 ] 36.38 395¢79- | 36,10 ] 36.04 36,32 ] 35,81
Communication .
Gifted . 20.11 2@.64 25.54 26.08 26.14 27.07 24.02 26,14 26,08
Nongifted . ’ 25.41 29«71 25.01 26,62 24,29 25,07 25.83 26443 24,31
Total ~ 25.76 26,181 25,31 26,35 1 25.21& 26,07 25.38 26,29 | 25,19
Friction - - - .
Gifted 29.07 28,501 29.69 | 28.77 29,36 30.,07*% 1 27.83*% . | 28.79 {29.38
Nongifted 29433 30,00 28,62 | 28,62. 30,00 28,73* | 30.08% 24,21 | 29,46
Potal 29.20 - 29,251 29.15 1 28.69 - 1 29.68 23.40 | 28.96 29,00 | 29.42
General - / .7 N ‘ A .
Gaifted 13.19 13,791 12.54 | 13.46 12.93 12.93 {13.50 14,07 {12.23
Nongifted . 1230 13,001 11.54 | 12.46 12,14 12,27 §12.33 13,14 | 11,38
‘fotal 12.74 -13.39% 12.04%% 12,96 12.54 "12.,60 12,92 13,61%% 11,81
Differences between means significant at *p € .05

**p' ¢ L0l

€L
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Gifted Child's Sibling Position by Sibling Status.
“Jhere were 15 families in which the giFtea child was -older

and 12 cases where younger.

Competition”and comparison.. A significant main effect for

'sibling 'status was found in this ‘category (F(1,50)=5.85, p<.02).

+ Gifted children’ again reported consistently higher instances of .

comparison and ;competition, /H%qhest averages were produced by

gifted children who _were old¢r (19.73) although the effect of
position was not sigﬁificant. ; ’

o

Friction. No .significant main effects were found in this

categbry but there was an interesting two way interaction between

giféedness and birth order (F(1,50)=5.596, p<.02). Sibling

f
P

Sex ‘6f Gifted Child by Sibling Status '

friction scores were higher for gifted'older children (B0.0f) and

Hongifted younger siblings (30.08).- They were significantly
L B T g
lower for gifted younger children (27.83)' and nongifted older

~

* children (28.73). This suggests that  more sibling aggression is
L I

ﬁefcpivedlsy both children when the gifted child is older. TTis

result would not have béen predicted: from the literature which

\ } o
suggésts‘that most family disruption accurs when the gifted child
is ;pdhger (Eisher, 1978). '

No. significant effects appeared in the other categories.

t

Grouping of the data according te sex of the gifted/cﬁiia_#fr/

‘Jprovided 13 instances of gifted females and 14 gifted males.

Competition and comparison. ’A significant main effect for

"gibling status was recorded (F(1,50)=5.79,. p<.02).  Gifted

children scored significantly higher than. nongifted respondents

-

i ' i
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(18.96 versus 17.37) with qgifted females producing the higher
averages than gifted’males (19.08 versus 18.86), although the
effect of the gifted child's sex was not significant.- |
Cooperation. A sighifiéant main effect was faﬁnd for gifted °
sibling's sex \in' this Fétegory of ~- response (E(l,SO):l?.OZB,
p<.001). When the gifted child was - female, scores were
. consistently higher for both g%{ted (32:58) and Bongifted (32.54)
groups. When the gifted child was male, both siblings produced
lower scores in this category, gifteq (32.62) and nongifted
groups (29.32). Tpis ‘supports thé "prediction that females
display more nurturant, cooperative mand'less openly aggressive .
behavior than their male counterparts. .

Age Gap by Sibling Status

E 2

Fourteen of the sibling pairs sampled were more than three

years apart in age, while 13 of the pairs were of two years or

[y

less,

\

Competition and comparison. A signi?icant“main effect ‘of

sibling status _appears in this category (F(1,50)=5.54, p<.02).
Competition appears to be a function_  of whether the chilg,»is”’/// -
labeled gifted or nongifted rather than how far apart the
éhildren are in agb. However, the effect of age gap did abproaeh
significance  (F(1,50)=0.386, p<.053). Highest scores for
compétition were produced by gifted children when they were
close in age to a nongifted sibling (19.38). Nongifted children

who were‘close' in age scored similarly-to nongifted'siblings in

'the large age gap d;ads (17.38 and 17.36, reSpegfively).

- General relationshig,' When the age gap was large, means

VLAY

-

WA
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, were consistently‘ higher for both gifted and nongifted
respondents (F(1,50)=9.83, p<.003). When the age gap was large,
means were consistently higher for both gqifted and nénglfted
respondents (14.07 and 13.14 respectively; versus 12.33 and é
11.38). This suggests that the relationship between the children ’

improves as the age gap widens.

Analysis of Parental Questionnaires.

From the preliminary intercategory 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 child's

perceptions. §
Parents had each completgﬂ_&wo questionnaires, one for the ;
’gifted child and one for the nongifted sibling. The appropriate ;
parental questionnaire “was paired to that of its related child .
;F\g;dxi‘series of chi-square, item-by-item._analyses were run. The
purpose of these compuﬁations was to establish whether there were
significant patterns of divergence or convergende® in response
frequencies. From the literathre the predicfion was made that
parents are more "in ﬁﬁe" with the gifted child's needs/\'f';nd
perfeotions than with those of the nongiftea sibling (Cornell,' ‘ ;
1981). Such a prediction would suggest . that more significant

chi-square values (indicating divergence. of responses). would
occur when a parent was responding for the nongifted child. A
table 'of the resulting significant values is presented in .

Appendix 5. Surprisingly, there were similar numbers of,

significant values for both status groups for mothers - (11 for
J

J o
4

e



77
giFtedr:br 16.2%; 10 for nongifted or 14.71%) and fathers (9 for
'bdth g%oups or 13.23%). These results suggest no apparent
.difference in the amount of parental awareness depending on
giftedness and, at the most, only mipor differences relatéd to
the sex of the parent. 5
T;o questions received wunanimously significant chi-square .
values from both parents and sibling groups: qgestion‘a, on
competition, and queétion'ﬁd on friction. A discussion q# tﬁeﬁe
findings will be given below, however, neither it;m wa;
correlated significantiy with its own category in the preliminary
analyses reported earlier. o
Six of the significant values derived from the comparison of
maternal questionnaires with the related children were common to
both gifted and nongifted groups and were scattered thrqughout.
the categories. The remaining significant values displayed no
specific category patterning or distribution. The father and
child comparison showed three common significant values common to i
both gifted and nongifted children. There was a similar lack of )/<
‘patterning for thgwremaining values scattered with‘ no apparent
clustering in any one category.
It was not possible to perform a category-by-category
analysis of’ éhe pairs of parent and child questionnaires since
there were necessarily slight differences in the numbers éﬁdQ )
types«%f questions we had asked pagent and child. An analysis by
categorx would, .thereFore, not have cbmpared exactiy the same

data and this would have somewhat lessened the interpretability

of the results. Certainly a task for future research would be to’

’,‘ '
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develop a valid 1instrument for assessing how aware parents were,
L

/
of their children's perceptions and feelings. These very

preliminary analyses of parental awareness were considered

[y

sufficient for the purposes of this study. . .

U




Chapter 5 .
. Discussion 9f the Findings ~

. \ * ’
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Research Question 1: Do the gifted and nongifted ochild‘f‘én's

»

perceptions of the siblings relationship-differ? A

A review of the intercateqory .response! correlations for the

twg .groups of chi}dren shows several different relationships.

’ Gifted children react positively to the competitive aspect of the

8ibling relationship anqﬁare thereby encéuragea to cooperate and
communicate more with their unlabeled sibling.  Gifted cgildren
scored 'consistently higher " average scores in thé category of
cq&petition 'and comparison regardlesg of ‘how the data were
grouped. This suggesfs that this component‘ of the sibling
relationship is very ﬁuch a function of how the child is }abeled.
A gifted child, no matter .what - the siblings" sex, gifted Ehilqﬁs
position, gifted sibligg's sex or age gap, appears always‘ to

~ .
. . / - . . .
perceive more instances’ of competition and  comparison. An

. -]
explanatipn for this may be that such constant relative positive
comparison is ' self enhancing to the gifted child (Scﬁaghter et
al., 1976; Te?ser, 1980)F That such_ competition is tied to

perceptioﬁs by the gifted child of friction between .the siblings

—

is not surprising. The literature would have predicted *hat a
less able sibling might introduce friction when plaééd in a
position of negative comparison aﬁa thereby reduce‘the elemept of
closeness between the children (Tesser,,1980).

The effect’ of competition is very different for the

J

an
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nongiftec'i s:_lbling, and is distinctly negative in its:impact. As
would be predicte;i,« a less able chiid«avoids situations of
,cooperation wl:en there is much competition. Such situations may
pl;ce the less advantaged child in a positior-r where there m‘ay be
chances far negative comparison witT‘wﬂ a sibling and this is
damaging to sealf’ es'steem (Schachter et al.,, 1976; Tesser, .1980).
*Similarly, since competition for the nongifted child results in
‘Regative compar‘iéon,‘ this sibling wil‘l seek to reduce instances
of clbéeness and deidentify.’ ,Such behavior is manifest in th;
fact that competition is élosely‘ related to low scores im the
genera’l relationship categéry, indicating poor overall siblingcj

E

relations.
o

' Unlike the perceptions of the gifted sibliﬁg, the nongif‘ted’)

correlation - matrix shows np relationship between friction and-

competition. This is somewhat surprising since it, suggests that
¢ @

" the high friction obs‘érqu by the gifted partner is soméhow not

.perceived- by the uﬁlabeledcsibliqg in the same wdy. However, the

analysis by'ggftéd chuild.'s.sibling position 'shows that instances

of frictic;n aré -gignificantly higher when the gifted child is the

N L
older.. Lack of a positive.orrelation might, therefore, be an
. : e - SN

artifact of same additional within-group characteristic which is

unaccounted f'pr:.: s Friction, hawever shows . other different
‘a - . '

.

° [

relatibriships‘ for the two groups. Since” friction is closely

"

Jinked with self jmege for gifted childrem, this suggests that

any aggf-essive ‘encountce:r——which in tyrn, is- linked to competition

between.cthe’ ¢hildren--is reinforcind. Friction for the unlabeled
s N - » ‘ -

0.s;ibling"“s, ~on the other hand, bi’s" related closely to. &rental

[ Ty -
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t;:eatment. It may be that peroeived positive treatmerit by the
parents encourages the disédvantagéd child to disrupt the
existing power-hierarchy within the f‘a,mily by eliciting parental

intervention. Further, since children have been found to react

aggressively when they receive less social reinforcement than a

gibling, 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 are perceived to feel sabout the children is <ery
important in defining how the children feel about themselves.
This influénce appears -not be be associated with the labeling of
a child as gifted or nongif'ted.' v
\These initial examinations of the children's responses
éuggest that the perceptions of the two sibling groups differ in

several ways.

Research Question 2: Are the discrepancies in response

generalized or confined i:_o 'specific areas of the sibling
relationship? " \

No generalized pattern of discrepancy could be found between
gifted a:ﬁd nongifted children's responses. None of the

chi-square analyses suggested that there was any significant

-divergence in response, regardless of how the children were

" grouped. However, sinee no examination was made of higher level
interactions, it cannot E)e said with any certainty that such a
pattern does hot exist. It may very well be that the variablés

on which differences were examined may in some way interact with

1
'
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one another to produce significant discrepancies. Further

invegti’r‘g‘;ation, using larger numbers of participants and more

complex'a;qé“lyses should be the subject ?F f"yture research.
—Compe‘tition and comparison showed consistent differences for

gifted and nangifted children. It appedrs, then that this result

is sglely \q‘e\p{endent on the giftedness difference. Further,

selection £6 the summer school, rather than the “gif*ted child's™

particular ability, defined a child as "gifted" in this study.
(S -
This would suggest that selection -or labeling may be sufficient

to produce this effect rather than the specific abilitiés of the

gifted child, All gifted phildren' produced higher scores’ than
nongifted siblings supporting the‘ predictior-that this facet of
the relationship is one upon which they thrive and which raises

their self image. Nongifted childre%in all groupings produced

the lowest scores, sucjgésting an avoidance of competition and

&

- comparison which is predicted to be potentially damaging to their
self image.

No significant differences in scores on theé selfi image

&

category could be found between gifted and nongifted_"children,
despite predictions from the literature. Self image appears to

be a function of different parts of the'sibling“relatfonship for

it

each '‘group. Parental treatment is the most influential predictor.

of high self esteem for both groups of children, and for the
v * }

gifted sibling, competition is also self enhancing.

-+
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Research Question 3: How are ' perceptions affected by siblings'

sex, sex of the gifted child, gifted child's siblin.g position and

age gap? ' '
v & N l
|

tition

Siblings’' sex. The 1literature would have: paredictej Jhat'
NERRR

same-sex siblings might exhibit more instances ovf' comp
which, in turn, might damage the sibling relationship. The
X effect of siblings' K sex on competition did J;naeed a;zproach
‘significa;mce. Same sex siblings, regardless of the giftedness
statugs of the urespondent, produced higher scores on the general
u;glatipnship . variab>le. ‘This suggests that the additional

<

closeness produced by similarity.of sex might be beneficgisl, to
N i

t;he' sibling relationship perbgps« because of increased

identification and mutual interests. L

. Gifted child's sibling positio’rﬁ. Contrary to any

_prédict:ions, most friction and 'arjgressio_n were reported by both
N\ - . N
gifted and nongifted siblings when the gifted child was older.

Not only did- both gifted and nongifted child report more
friction, but they reported similar amounts. Thié was also trug

-

for the "gifted younger" condition.  These results iﬁd\icate \t’r‘»\?t

both gifted and nongifted groups are perceiving their situations-

.

aimilarly and realistically. This does not support Fisher's
) ,

u (1978) findings. She found that when the gifted child was

younger, there was more familial disruption and this would havev\

A

: L
led to a prediction opposite from our results. An explanation

for our findings migh‘t lie in a sgeries of higher level

interactions between various variables such as age gap and

'giblings'sex. Another explamation might lie in' the fact that a

e
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less able younger sibliég is even moré at a disadvantage than one
equally matched as to ability. Therefore, efforts to disrupt the
power hierarchy, thereby eliciting the desired parental
~intérvention, mig;£ néed to be iﬁ?ensified. Exploration of this
finding ghou{q be:ihe subject of further research. .

Gifted child's sex. Predictably, more rooperation was found

'whén the gifted child was female than male. Sutton—Smitb and
Rgsénberg (19705 suggested that females generally showed more
coopérative anq nurturant * behavior than boys. Iq’ situations
where there are two female siblings and one is labeleé as giftéd,
one 'might predict more cooberation, with the aqifted sibling

perhaps playing a teacher or surctogate parenting*f;ole.- In

conditions where the siblings are of diFF&rent sex but where the

‘female is the gifted child one might still expect more nurturant °

and cooperative behavior from thé gifted child vis-a-vis the

_unlabeled sibling. There appears }o Be little e%F?ct ;of
giftedness on these relationships.

‘Age gap. A large age gap between the sibliﬁgs is beneficial

to s good relationship. Scages from children wﬁé'we;e two years

or less apart were consistently lower on’ the measure of general

relétionship. Although ade gap appeared to have no effect on

measures of competition and ’ comparison, the reduction of .

closeness due to increased difference in age seems to be
bereficial to a goo& sibling relationship. This result is
consistent with predictions from the literature (White, 1975).

Summary of the findings

The areas of discrepancyrin‘ perceptions between the two
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groups of children seem largely confined tb specific areas of the
relationship rather than a generalized difference. These areas
are, in turn, often. dependent factors of the sibling relatioﬁship
other- than the giftedness issue. ,Asw such they can often be
predicted from the general literature on siblings regardless of
any labeling. There are two' exceptions, however, which are
wo;thy of note and further research.

First in the ;rea of competition and comparison, the gifted
child consistently perceives the sibling relationship &ifferently

from the nongifted sibling. Since this finding defies any of the
v

growings by variables studied, it is suggested that this might

: ' » !
be a quality of the sibling relationship when only one of the

children is labeled//g’i/fted. This aspect” of the relaticnship
between the childrég is st;ongly tied to s?lf concept, friction,
and general tone'lof the sibling inter#ctiod and has very
differential effects on the two groups of/-children. Generally,
competition between the children is beﬁeficial to the sel% image

of the gifted child and encourages cooperation and communication.

Q

For the nongifted child, competition has primarilg‘ negative

-

ef fects. It appears to inhibit coaperation and damages the
overall genegral relationship. This finding implies that the use
of cooperation as a means of _attenuating competition might be

o va ! " - i
ineffective. Cooperation ° increases instamces of potential

competition, . FavoraGié to the gifted sibling but potentially -

damaging to ‘the nongifted child.

3

The secondféhomaly is the two-way interaction of gifted’

sibling position and friction. Results from this study appear to
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indicate that there is considerably more perceived friction by

both children when the gifted child is older. This is a somewhat

-unexpected finding and deserves further cgﬁsideration. It might

‘be seencas an intensification of distuption to the Familial power

hierarchy. The nongifted  younger sibling is  doubly

.

disadvantaged, both by age and ability and seeks to gain all the

* more by eliciting parental intervention, possiby one of the only

ways of obtaining desired attention.

Research Question 4: Are parents equall)j aware of both children's

perceptions?

Parental assessments of the children's perceptions revealed
H 1

several instances of divergence, however, there were similar

T

numbers of statistically significant discrepancies for both
gifted and nongifted groups. The relative lack of significant
val attests to the fact that parents were generally well in

touch with how their children perceived the sibling relationship.

The degree to which they were not aware was the same no matter
whether the child was labeled gifted or not. Further, mothers

were, at most, anly slightly more aware of their children's needs

f ! 4

than the fathers. An explanatic;n for these findings might be

that the children who attendea the McGill Summer School for the
: -~/
Gifted had parents who had shown themselves to be aware and eager
to serve their children's needs. They bad made a ggﬂacific effort
Vs !

.to enrol their children and inform themselves of their children's

. progress. 'The school' also reported actively to the parents even

during the four week program. For this reason, these parents may
1
not be totally representative of all parents who have children of

a7
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‘(your child) feel that you think his or her work is as good as

,.
Ec

¢ S

differently perceived abilities and might be somewhat better

i N

informed as to their children's needs. '.

4 - )

Two sets of questions showed consi®tent divergence in .

patterns of response between parent and child: "Gener‘ally, does

his’ or ‘Rer sibling?" (adult) and "Generglly do you think that -

your parents feel you° do as well at " school as your brother or . B ‘
' _ | Lotk
sistel;?" (child). ' AN

,he responses to these questions = showed consistent and
similar patterns of divergence for both: gifted and nongifted
children from both sets of ‘parents. Both groups of children

showed more instances of feeling that thedir work was perceived by ,

the parents as being not as good as that of their sibling. .

. Parents, by .contrast, responded more. frequently that their

"“children would feel that they were perceived as being as good as .

their brother or sister. There apfieared to be very little effect

of labeling and pérental responges showed similar patterns

whether they were ’ref'erring to tr;e labeled "gifted" child or the

unlabeled sibling; These findings suggest that neither child

feels perceived as superior to a sibling by the parents. One ‘

possibvle exp;lanation for this finding might be that there is " .
always pressure (/)n the children to.do better so that the emphasis . \
is constantly on what has still to be achieved rather than wha;:‘

has been accomplished&\"“ Cor;versely, parents may be generaliy

suécessful 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 gifted
"~ .
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children are and how aware they are of. any cofnparisons,, made '
between them and a less able sibling.
Both mothers  and f‘athers. appeared to perceive their

bhiludren's responges inaccurately for this question and perhaps a

further investigation would produce more answers. "It should be

noted, however, that during the preliminary intracategory
correlation - analyses, this question did .- not correlate
significantly within its own category of competition.

The only other questions ) which - trece’fved  unanimously

significant chi-square ,values were: "Do you .discuss with your

children the peésons for. their fighting?" (adult), and: "Do your )

-parents discuss with you and your brother or sister the reasons

why you -were fighting?" (¢hild). Both groups of children
responded similarly and . showed more instances of negative
response. Parents, con\éersely, gave mor:e instances of positive
responses and showed little difference whether answering for the
gi‘fted or nongifted child. Both. mothers and fathers responded
similarly. This item once’?gain did not correlate significantly
with its own category of friction but does seem to ir;d_j.cate that
what might 4be viewed as adequate explanation by a parent is not
similarly perceived by the children.

timitations . of this study.

One of the pri[ary limitat}ons of this study is the
questionnnaireyteveloped f‘or/bo_th children and adults and used to
gather the information about the sibling relationship. Clearly

the preliminary statistical analyses indicate that there may be

. .
overlap between the categories and there were some instances of

2

[

L .
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negative cdirrelation between individual items within categories.
. , v +
Subsequent research should include the further development of a

reliable and valid instrument to measure family re\lationships and

specifically sibling interaction. Even with the imperfections of

labeled and unlabeled siblings are apparent and deserve further

attention. Possibly other differences may be revealed as the

L

instrument is improved.

The ™ number of éhildren in our sample precluded a more.

~

evaluate any higher ‘level interactions, although it is entirely

possible that such interactions might exis\t{:\/and indicate other
. ! I

effects of labeling a child as gifted.l Furthermore, in order to

establish more stfingently that ef'f'ect-sl may be attributed ﬁo the

.

labeling of giftedness, . further investi®ations should include
conérol pairs- of si’blipgs where both are gifted and v;here neithgr
"child' is gifted. — This design would@ allow for more direc;:
comparison of intersibling relationships ’:vhere children 'are seen
as -being of equal and unequal ability.

This“study did not investigate the percei'\'/ed abilities of

the unlabeled sibliﬁg by the family. It might have been that the

c;wild not attending the McGill Summer School for Gifted and’

Talented was otherwise occupied or chose for some other reason

not to attend. The nonattendance| of the sibling need not be

-~ 14

attributed to a perceived lesser ability. Further studies should

”

perhaps take into account the actual abilities of the children by

means of ’ standardized tests and attempt to establish whether

complex analysis-of-variance design. It was no possible to

RS




~

90

"gifted™ is an accurate label. Parents sht;uld algo he asked
whether they consider either or both of their children as gifted
and how they would define the concept of "gif‘tedneass." These
additional responses would allow for a better investigation of
familial perceptions and expectations. It might also aid in
:'Jiscovering how each child's abilities are judged and viewed
within the family unit. '
Finally, although everyone was asked to complete the
guestionnaire. privately and n_o_ii compare them with the responses

from other members of the family, thlS was difficult to monitor.

Questionnaires were sei't home with the chlldren and returned one

week later. There was no assurance that privacy was respecte#

Similarly theére was no guarantee that all questions were answere'd

o

accurately or truthfully. Further investigations should pei‘haps

4

allow for .child?ren to answer the qutionnaifes in front of an

observer so that individuality of‘* response could be insured.

¢

Ideally, interviews should perhaps supplement questionnaire

information ,in order to ascertain whether such responses areé

1

accurate. Perhaps an in-home observatiohly of the sibling,

relatlonshlp and parent- Chlld 1nteract10n might be 1nc1uded as a

meang of establishing familial perceptions.

ey




91
. Bibliography
i
~
Abramovitch, R., Corter, C., & Lando, B. Sibling interaction in the
home. Child Development, 1979,.50, 997-1003. ’
I
Ainsworth, M. D, S. Infant  mother  attachment. American
Psychologist, 1979, 34, 932-37. ¢
A.l‘bert, R. S. 'Obsé\rvations and suggestions regarding giftedness,

familial influence and the ac;hieevqm?ent of eminence. Gifted Child

a

Quarterly, 1978, 22, 201-211.

Bank, S. P., & Kahn, M. D. The sibling bond. New York: Basic Books,

1982,

Benbow, C. P\,. & Stanley, J. C. Intellectually talented students:

Family prfiles. Gifted Child Quarterly, 1980, 24, 119-122.

Berbaum,, M. L.,
the family: a new application of the conf'iuence model.

Developmental Psychology, 1980, 16, 506-515.

&wlby, J.. Attachdent % loss. Vol. 1: attachment. New York: Basic

Books, 1969, )

A

§ . . .
QBIL]mBﬁ, H. Symbdle/ir:teractionism. Englewood Cliffs, New Jérsey:

Prentice Hall, 1969. "

Bracken, B. Comparison of self attitudes of gifted children and

childre&v in a nongifted normative group. Psychological Reports,
1980, 47, 715-718. |
Bridges, S. A. » The gifted child in the family, in J. J. Gallagher

(Ed.), Gifted children: reachinq/'their potential. Jerusalem:
1

€

Kollek, - 1979. . - .

Moreland, R. L. Intellectual development within .

N




Blatatit]

92

( Carter, F. M. The relationship of gifted adolescents' self concept

to achievement, sex, grade level, and membership in a self

4 -
Abstracts, 1978, 39 (3-a), 406.

Chen, A. Social development in gifted children. Roeper Review,
1980, 3, 42-44. .

Cicirelli, V. G.  The relationship of sibling structure | to
intellectual abilities and achievement. Review of Edueational
Research, 1978, 48, 365-379.

Cicirelli, V. G. Children's school grades and sibling structure.

Psychological Reports, 1977, 41, 1055-58.

.

Clark, ‘B.  Growing up gifted (2nd ed.) Los Angeles: Charles
E.Merrill, “1983. . w,
Clarke-Stewart, K. \A. And daddy makes three; the father's impact on

A
mother and young'child. Child Development, 1979, 49, 466-78.

Congdon, P. J. Helping parents of gqifted children. in 3. 3.

“~ .~

Galldgher (Ed.), Gifted children:  reaching their potential.

Jerusalem: Kollek, 1979.

Cornell, D. G. Families of gifted children. Unpublished doctoral

1

dissertation, University of Michigan, 1981.

Deakin, M. The children on the hill. London: Andre Deutsch, 1972,
/

Dreikurs, R. Children: the challenge. Tel Aviv: Yavneh, 19_73.

~ Falbo, T., & Cooper, C. R. Young children's time and intellectual

ability., Journal of Genetic Psychology, 1980, 137, 299-@0.

o

contained academic program for the qifted. Dissertation™ "~



(.

. 93

Farley, F. S. Scholastic ability and birth order,,family size,

sibling age spacing, and parental absence in eighth "and ninth

L

_ _ gradefs: an empirical study of the confluence  model.

—

Dissertation Abstracts, 1978, _):_8_(10-3), 6008.

Fine, M. J. Facilitating parent-child relationships for creativity>~

Gifted Child Quarterly, 1977, 21, 487-500. _ ﬂ
( “a
Fire, M. J., & Pitts, R. Intervention with underachieving gifted

chikdren: rationale and strategies. Gifted Child Quarterly,.

. 1980, 24, S51-55.

N :
Fisher, E. An investigation into the effects of posi'tive labeling on

families of gifted .children. Unpublished Ed.D. dissertation,
' i
Teachers College, Columbia University, 1978.

Freeman, J. Gifted childreh: Lancaster: MTP Press, 1979.

Greeny B. Your child is bright. New York: St. Martin's, 1982.

v

Grossman, F. K. Brothers and sisters of retarded children, an

exploratory study. Syracuse: Syracuse University Press, 1972.
k - B

Grotevant, H. D. Sibling constellations and sex typing of interests

in adolescence. Child Development, 1978, 49, 540-542.

Groth, N. J. Mothers of gifted. Gifted Child Quarterly, 1975, 19,

217-222. \ ’

Hackney, H. The gqiftsd child, the family and <+he school. Gifted

Child, Quarterly, 1981, 36, 51-54. J s

3 1 S ‘
Helson, R. Effects of Aibling characteristics and parental values on

creative interest and achievement. Journal of Personality, 1968,

36, 589-607. = | ~ .

i

o



s IO U . [ —

\\ ) ’ 9a

Howells, J. G., & Lickorish, J. R. A projective technique for

assessing family relationships. Journal 'g_i Clinical Psychology,

1969, 25, 305-307.

Johnson, C. Smart kids have problems, too. Today's Education, 1981,
70, 26-27.
Kantor, D., & Lehr, W. Inside the family. San Francisco:

Jossey-Bass, 1975.
Ketcham, R., XA Snyder, R. T. Self attitudes of the intellectually
and socially advantaged student: a normative study of the

Piers-Harris Children's Self Concept scale. Psychological

Reports, 1977, 40, 111-116.

Lazowick, L. M. 0On the nature of identification. Journal of Abnormal

and Social Psychology, 1955, %, 175-183.
Levi, A. M., Buskila, M., & Gergi, S. Benign neglect: reducing

fights among siblings. Journal of Individual Psychology, 1977,

© 32, 240-45.

.

Lytton, H. Disciplinary encounters between younger boys and their

mothers; is there a contingency' system? Development Psychology,

1979,15, .3, 256-68.
Malone, C. E. FEducation for parents of the gifted. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 1975, 19, 223-225.

Marjoribanks, K. Birth order, family environment and mental
B ! Ay

abilities: a regression analysis. Psychologic.al Reports, 1976,

' i
. 39, 756-65.

Marjorib - X. Birth order, age spacing between sibkings and ’
Mar ] .

cognitive performance. Psychological Reports, 1978, 42, 115-

N ‘

—



EOCR P )

!

95

o 4

Maruyama, G., Rubin, R. A., % Kingsbury, G. G. Self esteem and
educational achievement, independant_ constructs with a common

cause? Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 1981 40,

962-75,
f

Miller, B. \ S., & Price, M. The gifted child, the family and the

community. New York: Walker, 1981.

-

Parker, M. The joy of excellence. Kaslo, British Columbia: Kootenayr

§

Centre for the Gifted, 1975.

Passow, A. H. The gifted and the talented: their education and

development. Yearbook of the National Society for the Study of
Education} 78th, Part 1. Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1979, - *

Peterson, D. C. The heterogeneously gifted family. Gifted Child

Quarterly, 1977, 21, 3967/11.

Phillips, R. L., & Orr, R./R. Family relations as perceived by

emotionally disturbed and normal boys. Journal of Personality
& o
Assessment, 1978, 42, 121-127.

A

' 14 .
Povey, R. Educating the gifted child. London: Harper % Row, 1980.

Puner, H. W. Helping brothers and sisters, get along. Chicago:

Science Research Associates, 1952,
Ross, H., % Milgram, J. Important variables in ~adult sibling
relationshifs. In M. Lamb and B. Sutton-Smith (Eds),

Sibling relationships: their nature and significance across the

life span. New Jersey: Ehrlbaum, 1982.

Ross, A., & Parker, M. Academic and social 38elf concepts of the )

acadenically gifted. Exceptional Children, 1980, 47, 6-10.

b arain st et At sttt o A

&Y



F

———

96

Rowlands, P. Gifted children and their problems. London: J. M. Dent
NG

& Sons, 1974. ;

Santrock, J. W., Readdick, C. A., Pollard, L. éocial comparison
-
processes in sibling and peer relations. Journal of Genetic

Psychology, 1980, 137, 91-107.
Schacter, F. F., Shore, E., Feldman—hotman, S., Marquis, R. E., %

Campbell, S. Sibling deidentification. Develohhental

-

Psychology, 1976, 12, 418-27.
Schachter, F. F., Gilutz, G., Shore, E., & Adler, M. Sibling

deidentification judged by mothers. Child Development, 1978, 49,

543-46, !

Serot, N. M., & Teevan, R. G. Perception of parent-child
relationship and Yits relation to child, adjustment. Child
Development, 1961, 32, 373-78. |

°

Snyder, M., Snyder, R., & Snyder, R., Jr. The yo&ng child as a

person. New/York: Human Sciences Press, 1980.
Sprowls, F. S. A study of .the relationships among birth order,
family size, and sibship constellation and high schogl behavioral

and academic adjustment.’ Dissertatiori Abstracts, 1978, 39 (6-a),

3483.

Strang, R. Helping your gifted child. New York: E. P. Dutton, 1960.
Sutton-Smith, B., 4 Rosenberg, B. C. The sibling. New York: Holt
Rinehart and Winston, 197C. . -

Tesser, A. Self esteem maintenance in family dynamics. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychalogy, 1980,‘22, 77-91.

e -



g

+

Tesser, A., & Campbell, J. Self definition: the impact of “the

relative performance and similarity of others. Social Pa}chologx

Quarterly, 1980, 43, 341-47.

Vail, P. The world of the gifted. child. . New york: .Penguin Books,

1979.

Webb, J. T., Meckstroth, E. A., % Tolan, S.

Columbus: Ohio Psychology Publishing, 1982,

Whitmare, J." R. Giftedness, coﬁ?lict and undegaehié@ement. Boston:

,//

A}lyn & Bacon, 1980.

White, B, L. The first three years of life. Ney/ Jersey: Prentice

Hall, 1975. | : /

Zajonc R. B.,, Markus, H., & Markus, G. B. The birth order puzzle.

Journal of Social Psychology, 1979, 37,

Personality and

1325-1341.

e

Guiding the gifted child.

.
Loy




.

» ¢ u o
v " .
. I’T . ; - '
. i ’ , ’ 7
C B 98 '
AN ~ ~
= ‘ | ,/
a ‘ ! a J
Appendix 1
Questionnaires for Children and Adults
and Information Sheet ¥* ‘
n
: e

* uuestlohnalres have been photoreduced
for 1nflu51on in this thesis. '
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Faculty of EJucation :‘r, ’ -
Depqnment of Educational Psychology & Counselling '

. McGill University Summer’School for Gifted and Talented Students

¥

-

July 5, 1982 o , :

To Parents of Children in the 1982 McGill University

Summer School for Gifted‘and Talented Students

Grades 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
undertaken with' students in our grades 6 to 10.

- .

The ‘major purpose of this study 1s to gain an insight into the interactions
between gifted students and their families, specifically their brothers and
sisters. This study is being conducted at McGill under the supervision =
of Dr. Bruce Shore. We intend to collect information.by means of questionnaires
sent home with the children. ( )
Enclosed please find six questionnaires: .
. " 2 questionnaires for the father .(one for each child)
2 questjionnaires for the mother (one for eath child)
! . 1 questionnaire for the oldest child
1 questionnaire for the youx;gest child

Please fill these questionnaires out separately witheut consultation

with your husband or wife or any other member of jyour family. Although v
answers can be compared at :the end, we urge you not to change any of your
anpswers. '

Iy

Please make sure your name appears at the top of the qﬁestionnaire as well -
as on the cover sheet in case the pages become separated.

Please return the questionnaires with your child no /iater than uJuly 14, 1982, .-

» /

. /
Thank you very much for your-cooperation. We look/ forward to sharing a summary
of this study with you later in the year.”

[
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%
Information Shee‘! /Clrculated tl all ‘Children "
Grades,/ 5 to 10 inclusive ‘ ; . 1
NAME e . SF:}X s, Yoy girl
ADDRESS ¢
A
| , i
PHONK 3 ; J
AY IF /

¢
¢

LIST NAMES OF PARENTS LIVING AT THE SAME ADDRESS A% YOU:

l. . (Mother)

2. (Father)
/ ¥

LIST NAMES OF BROTHERS AND SISTERS LIVING AT SAME ADDRESS AS YOU:

\
' ’ . 0 .
/ 1. , , SEXs bgy girl AGE:
2. : : , SHX: P 0 AGE:
- . [ojy _gE1]rl ;
. 3. _ SEX °bEij ngrl AcE:
4'1 DK boy garl AGE:
otners
,
R
/ s
Your- teacher's name: ' . ‘_#‘ /

e s

. N Y
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. NARk, a !
; . 0
. MGes %ﬂ E\! ¢irl
ADDHESS " ) o

=z
At

.
g

.
I
Eame
v

PHONE:

Niis OF sROCHER OR SISURR: i

AGE OF sKOPHEK OR S1SWhi:

okX UF BRUThRH Uit SIS'VhiG voy girl

Your teacher's name

DIRECTLI0NS 2 - '

e ———

On the following pages are a

ries ol questiond. Please read &

only one number for each questiOne f

THIS IS NO. & TEST ana 8o everyjone ahoul/ give h¥1s or her own.

opinion tor, each question, pince sveryone 18 egxpected 10 think

4 ditferently, there are no rigut or krong answers. Therelore,
L] ¢
please x;‘uuponu 10 &acnu uestion as honestly as you can.
N »

s ¢
by i

. -
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&.

Yo

10,

1o

13.

14.

15.
16.

17.

t-P

19,

R1.

Lo yéu cowpare the work you o «t #chool with
the work your brother or sister does at school?

THAT APPLIES TO YOU,
QUELTIONS,

Do you think ydur parents compare the work: you
and ~your brother or sidter do at school?

Generally, do you think you de vetier at school
than your brother or sister?

YV

[

Do you think your perunts lewl you 4o betier at school N

than you brother or sister?

“

Do you ever teel you have to play down your godd work
4t BChool BO you don't make your Lrother or sister
faw]l bud?

s

.

D¢ you ever fuel that you have to do better in onisr to

catih up 1o your brother or aister?

Is there something you do‘'better than your brother or
wlatért?

Ars yoUr mChluvaments 1N MChoOl In witierent areas

from your brother or siwter?

>

Doey your brother or sister help you with school work

or show an anterest in what you are uoing?

Lo you help your brother or pister with school wark

orﬂnhou an intersst in what he or she 18 do1ng?

Uo you G0 tnangs togethur witn your urother o
fplay, work, nobuies, etc.) becau&g__yuu reall

/

widter
want t0?

Do you do things together because sou are made to (by

teachers, parents, eic.)?

Do you 0 Things toxethér as a wnole taml/ ( campang,

cnores, picnics, weekends, nc.)?

Do you tell your brother or sister secrets or problems

that you have?

Do you lave the same kapus of interestu, hoboies, or
like «oing the same kinds of tnings as your brother or sisier?

Do you share thangs with your brother or sister without
being asked and because you really want ta?

‘Poes your brother or slster tell you secreta or problema?

Are you maae to share things witn your brother aor s{.nter

even wheti you Qo not want .1g?

When you are aoing things togetuer with your brother or

H1NZEr, UG youy make all the deciyions anu lead the activity?

Wnen you do things togetner witn ,}our brothier or sister does

ha or ehe make all the decisions anhd luad the activity?

Lo your paments pralbe you and £ilve you treats as much as

they 4o your brother qr siuster? |

22.' Do your parents spend as much time alone With you as they

spend alone with your brother or sister?

9

v

i s

ey a

{Choose ‘gnlz one )

awney

£1 sxvy

L
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2.

25.

#26.
2.

26,

29,

30,

3.

J2.

33

344~ -bo you ever feel lonely?

3%
360

. Ny N
Ay .
» .
n, ! )
b
% ot
f * NAKE,
- 2‘“
\ .
4? your purents love sou as much uy tiey
ove your brothar or sister (even 1if 1n .
daffersnt ways)? * ' .
1 ‘o

Lo your parunts help you with nomework or school
problems as much as tney help your brothey ar aun.er’

When you both bring reporti cards nome, dg your parents
praise your efl'oris «8 much as they praige the offoris
of your Grother or sister?

<

Do you thank ‘your parents woula love yoy less 1if sou
failed an school?

Do you think your parents would love you more if you
did better anehool?

a 1 N

When your parents talk about you and your brother or
sister with their triendn, do they mention you us of ten
an they mention your brother or sister (1n a goos way,
of course!) .

o ,yuu think your pu-entq prefer to spend time uth you
than with your brether or sister?

Lo your parents think your succusues it 8chool ars as
amportant as those of your brother or sister - sven
though they may be in different areas?

P

L)
Do you feel more wuccesuful as a peruéh\,tha.n Jyour
brother or wistur? ~
Do you ael you are less successiul as a person than
your brétaner or sister?

Y -

Is there something you do Which makes you very, proud of
yourselt?

’you ever !‘eel depressed or u.nhappy’l B
Do you ever feel ditferent {roa other kma Jour age
or that they don't understana you?

B

Do you prefer to play with kids who are older than you?

Do you prefer to play witn kide your Qge or youn&er?‘

Do you have more friends inan your brotnet or sister?

Db you think your brother or master 1s more popular than

you?
A

Do you aver feel that you are not as good at things as your

brother or sister is?

o

Do you think you have enough opportunity to, be private and

alone wnenever you need 11?

Do you like to pe pravate and alone?

When something 18 bothsrmg you do you t1ind it euy to
1o talk to sowmeone about 1t?

Do you ever tulx to your brother br sister ,al;out problems

and listen t0 his-or her advice?

Does your brother or sister ever talk 10 you about problems

and listen to your advice?

(Choose ONLY one)

z = o
s 5 3
] 4 g
3 &,
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.
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~ . ' . " , AN 1y
\ M . 5 )
i ! B ‘
83=0¢ : ' NAME:
) - (Choome ONLY one)
’ = = o
Cm ’ o T B o X
4 I [ - ,
P ~ " n': 3 . ‘
47. Does your fam1ly- generally encourage discussion of - ~ -
problema? ' | 1 2 3 4
o + - I3 .
48. Do you sver feel thai you have noone to talk to who would | | R .
unuerstand how you feel? ' ! 1. 2 3 p
- ) ; .
49. when thers are decisions to ba made which concgrn the whols
family (annual’ hblidays, sumaer vacations, trips, etc,)
18 your opinion asked for and conmidered? 1 2 3 4 :
~ -
50, when you are sitting as a family (say, around the dinner . '
table) do youever fesl you cannot get a word in edgewise R ) /
because Your brother or sister hoygs the conversation und - @'
noone 18 lnterested in what you have to say? 1 2 3 4
» -
—
51, When you are sitting as family (say, around tha dinner
‘tcbll) do you talk more than your brother or sister? 1 2 3 4 .
+ v - A}
] ’ , . o
52. Do you wver say things to your brother or sister which are .
aarcastic and which hurt has or her feelings because you L,
are better with words than he or she 187 ( 1 2 3 4
53 Uoes your b‘mthor or sister ever hurt your feelinge with ’ - ’
the things that he or she says because he or she 18 cleverer . ' ;
with words than you are? 1 2 3 4 . 3 4
N q
54« Vo you and your brother or saster fignt? 1 2 3 4 =
P —
B * H
55. When your brother or sister and you fight, do you *
start the fighting? , 1 2 3 4 :
56, When you fight with your brotner or sisteér, uo you win? 1 2 3 4 i
57. When you fight with your brother or sister, does he or she . ,
win? . ) 1 2 3 4
58. . When you 1ignt witn your brotner or sister, dbes he or shhg ’ '
start the fight?: ) - 1 2 3 .04 - . .
- LA)
55. Do your parents get angry when you fight with your brother,
or sister? . . 1 2 3 4 .
&0, Dot your parents discuss with you and.your brother or sister , '
the rewsons why you were tighting? 1 .2 3 . 4
6l. Do your parents erncourage you to talk to one another and rind ‘
& peaceful solution to_the problem? 1 2 3 .4 - .
- .2
k N
62. Do your parents blame you mdore often than your brothar or 5‘: ! ! -
; sister tor the fighting between you? 1 2 3 4 .
63.” Do your parentu blame your brether or viuter more often ‘
than you for the fighting betwesn you? \ - -1 2 3 .4 .
. . Vea '
4. Uo you think your parents are falr when they iry to decide who 4
18 to blame tof fighting between you? 1 2 3 4
- - ! 1
654 Would you say you generally had a goca relationsiyp with your
brother or sister? 1 2 3 4
i v
Lu. Do you like jour brother or sistur? ¢ 1 2 3
©7e Lo you ever wish,you nsd nc brothers or wiuteru? r 2 3 4 e
‘ “ I °
66. Do you svar wign your brother or sister wers of the - . . ) -
opposite Bex? s 1 2 3 4 .- ‘ /
l; i R \ R .
B | , ) .
- ! * .

i

W
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PHON & 3 i

NAML OF OLDESY CHILD: ’
: : , 0 ] ’

AGh: - Sl Say garl '

XAk OF YOUNGESYT CHILD:

s O a.
AGE: % Skds Yoy girl

DIRECTIONS:

On the fdllowing pages are a Auried of questions sometlses used

We have eanclosed two Juesticnnalres for “sach parent (one for eacivchild)

and we have nserted the name of the chald in each case to avoid con-

& "
' .

N R
Fleage conmplete the queét;onnaun separately vithout nonnul%‘n_uou with
your/ husbund or wites You can,”of course, conpare your answers ai the

" and ‘but plesga do not change anj answers. We do not expsct both parents

to gave. the same snswers. ' .
o

ThiIS IS NOT A TeST %o sveryone ehould give hia or her opﬂnon for each

question. Since oeveryons 18 expected to think differently, thers are

Bo righi or wrong answers. We encourage you, therefore, to respond
to each question as honestly as you can.

P

Finally, we have used the term “SIBLING" 1o refer to’“brother or sister
#ince 1t 18 shorter and lass cumbiersomes. )

v
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- . N .
P1-82 3 . Named o
K ' RN (Choose ONLY one)
d ' .
PLEASE CIHCLe ‘PHk NUMBER UNLER THe RESPONSE - = o =
THAT APPLIES TO YOU. 1O NOL' LEAVE OUT ANY - 4 o =3
QUESTIONS . . oz 8 £
l. Does compete with his or her sibling regarding - i
achBol work or acsdempic performance? 1 2 k) ) 4
’ 2. How often do you compare ______ ' work with thd} of his
or her sibling? 1 2 3 4
3 Is______;_/_auu's of your comparison of his or her work
. with that of his or her sibling? ¢ 1 2 3 4
. 4. Generally, d.:za __ ___ feel that you think has or * ’
her work 1s good as his or her sabling? 1 2 3 4
5« Do you ever encourage _ 1o downplay his or,heg work
in order to spare the feelings of his or her sibling? 1 2 3 (4 .
6. Do you ever encourage to .lmprov' h1s or her work a
%o aatch the performance of his or her sablang? -1 2 3 4
9
Te Ia there nonetluné can do better than ,
his or her eabling? 1 2 3 4
. b, Are dohievenwnts in dafivrent u‘mm from. : ?
- o of his or her sibling? ., o .1 2 > 4
; .
Y . 9. Doen ’ ever help lis or her sibling with school
" work or show an wtereat in/what he or she is doing? 1 2 a) 4
. L *
10, kDo,el do thifigs of his or her own free will
with hie or her ailbling (play, work, hobbies, etc.)? 12 3 4
11, Do you maks do things with his or’her sibling ) . -
sven when he or she really does-not want to? 1 -2 ,3 4
o 2 .
’ 12, ¢ Do’ you as a whols famaly do things toﬁatner (campxng, - R . B
chores, picnics, weekends, stc,)? 1, 2 3 4
-1} Does appear to confide in his or her s:blzng? 1 2 3 4
14, Does 9 like to do the same kindg of tMings and .
have Ihi wame kinds of interests as his or har stlmg? S~ 2 3 4
15 Does Y share things with his of her eibling . N
of his or her own free will? 1 2 3 4
. 1€, Do you nake ahare thxnza with nis or her
81bling even when he or she ddes not want to? 1 2 k 3 4
17. When the children do something together: how often does “
take the lead in the activaty and
make the decisions? ° 1 2 3 4
18, Lo you think you praise and reward ! as much
as his or her mibling (even if for ‘Tompletely dilferent
thu:sn)? - 1 2 3 4
19, Do you spend as much time alone with a8 pu
do with his or her sibling? - 1 3 4
. A <
20, Do you help with homework or school C% .
problems as much as you halp his or her sibling? 1 Z 3 4
/ 21, Do you nunk you ghow that you love ’
! much ag you love his ot her nblmg (aven if in very -
© dafferent wwn)? i , . 1 2 3 4
) ; N\
)
\J ’
e " - - ’
* » o °
N . v ,

o ¥
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do you amk fo6%

«

kY “
- ( .
pP2-82 NAME:
224 When x:oport carda are brought home, do you pralse
the efforts an& achievements ot as much
s a8 those of his or her aibling?
- (=]
23, Are you as proud of a3 you ¢g€ of nia
or her mibling?
4. Ars you ambitious for to wuccewd 1n
. school?
<
25. When you are ‘talking about your children's
achievements to friends or relatives, do you mention
name 8y much am that of his or
her sibling?
26, Do you prefer %o spend time i1n the company of
more than in the company of hie or
T 81Dl
—_ 27, Do you thaink eftoris and achievemunts
ars as 1mporfant as those of his or her wvibling?
28, Do you fuele more succesoful af a
> person than Bis or her sibling?
=8 o ,
29. Do you thaink feels leass succespsful as a
person than his or her eibling?
¢ 30, Is there socnetku'ng can do which makes him
or her feel very pro
3. Do you think ever feels lonely or left out?
32, Lo you think evar feels depressed or unhappy?
33, Does " feel different from other kigs the same
. age or that tEey do not understand him or her?
, 34. Does prefer to spend time 1n the company of
‘. ch1ldTen who are older?
35. Uoes refor to spend time in the company of
children who are the same age or who are younger?
3o, more popular waong other youngsters
. f than Fis or her sibling?
}7. Does feel infarior to his or her sibling?
36, Does feel superior to has or her sibling?
« 39. Does have enough ppportunity jo be private
and alone when ne or she sxpressea the desire?
N 40, Doee . _like to be pravate and alone?
41, Loes - find 1t easy to talk {0 someone when he
or slie hes something which 1s bothering him or her?
42. Does ever talk 3o his or her sibling about
> probI and 1isten to his or her sdvice? s
41, As @& family generally, 1s thers open disguseion of problema?
B 44, Does ever feel that he or she has noone to
_2alk to who would understand how he or she fesls? -
45, When thers are decidiono to be made which concern the
S fasily as a whole (annual holidays, summer vacations, stc.)

opmxon aii 18 1t considered?

: 46.  When you are sitting together as a famly (say, around tha

dinner table ) does

4ot as @much opportunity to

expresa his or her ovmmrm or her ax”blmg‘?

Jaaay

—
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p3-82 HAbwd
(Choose ONLY one) .
= 2 g >
: 5 g ‘é —
‘ 47. Does N ever use svarcasm or say harsh thingk g g s 1 \
b to N8 or her brothar or elster which are almed \
at hurting his orher feelings? 1 2 3 4 )
Ly -~ @
48,  Does ever tight with his or her brother K
or sisier 3 1 2 3 4 .
k4 49. Does aver start the fight with haa or ’ Z
her brother or Buter:x’ 1 2 3 4
50. Dees ever wan the fight with his or her
brother or siater? 1 2« 3 4
; b Lo
51, la your reaction to fighting between the children an - .
angry one? . N 1 2 3 4 3
52. Do you discuss with both ‘chlldren the reasons for their - a4 .
fighting? . 1 2. 1 4 “ 5
93, Do you encourage to talk to hie or her brother ,“"‘A
or siater and find a peaceful solution to the problea? 1 2 3 4
«
54, Do you tend to blame more than his or her '
brother or sister for any flgnting beiwsen them? 1 2 3 4
55. Does perceive you as fair in your julgement
of WHo was to Blame for any fighting between the < . .
children? 1 2 kY 4
56, Would you say gensrally that likes hie or her ©
brother or sister? 1 2 3 4
57. Does teel the equal of his or her brother or ' -
8381617 1 2 3 4 e
58. Would you characterize the rel:;txanshxp between the ' .
- children as good? 1 2 3 4
¢ P
. L]
B .
A
. . - .
— - ‘ &3, '
Y
. . L
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A
i} 1THI-BY ~ ITEM BATIONALE 0 QUL T TONNATKE lll
/o , .
’ \Competxtmn and Comparison — éueotxonc 1 to 8 ) .
' -\: Competat20on occurs naturally as children vie for parental attention (Punor:—_l-S;SZ). Closeness between siblings
s foeters tompetition Lecause of shared interente (Bank # Kahn, 1982). Ponitive comparison and competition which
\ renul\ts in superior pax:fcma.nce enhances gelf esteem. MNegative comparison results in lowered self estisem and
N [‘ pogrible dexdentification (Tesser, 1980) gpd underachievement (Whitmore, 1981), , A
' Criterion for high score: much compemimmdg\%mparlscn with perceived beiter performance.
- w i
' Guestion (child) Wueation (adult) ! T" Rationale '
e & ,
. , R. Do you compare the work 1. Does (your: child) compete Comparigon occurs naturally and inevitably but in
S you do at school with with his or her sidling varying degreea. Closeness increases opportuniltxen'
the work your brother regarding school work or for comparison (Bank & Kahn, 1982). A more able ‘
: ; or sister does at academic performance? si1blang will have gelf esteem ’nh’anced by positive \
| achoo_]ﬁ comparinon and will welcome opportunities for it
. , ' , (Tesser, 1980). ) k
L‘. Do you think your parentn 7, How uften dou you r;»mmuw Puranin net the tonea for competition and ;
) ! compare the work you and (your child)'s work with comparison (Puner, 1952). They are often unaware ,
your brother or sister that of his or her that children realize their comparisons (Bridges,
‘L do at school? s1bling” 1979; Rowlands, 1974).
i}; Gen;rally, do you think 3« In (your child) aware of Children will naturally compare themseives to a )
i you do better at ochool sour comparison of hip or { ni1bling 1n order to eatablish identity and self '
| than your brother or" her work with that of his or | worth (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith & ;
! sLoter? . her nibling? ! Kosenberg, 1970). Problems arise when comparison '
. ! , 1n constantly negative (Bank & Kahn, 1982;
| Santrock et al, 1980). . ‘
( 4. Do you think your parents 4. Generally, does {your child) *Parentn rr:;)\y perceive themselves 18 falr in their
/ ‘ feel you do better at feel that you think his.or her treatment of siblings when in fact this 18 not
' school than your brother work as good as hic or her no (Bridges, 1979). ltarental estaem and valueins |
: or siater? aibling? 18 an important predictor of how children feel .
i ] about themaelves (Santrock et al, 1980). !
e Vo you ever lesrl you De Do you ever encoury;e An advantaged nibling may feel guilty vis-h-vis ,
have to play ddwn your (sour child) to downplay a less able one and hide achievements in order !
| , ! good work at school so h1s or her work in order to to preserve that child’'e sell es'teem (Bank &
! . you don't make your ‘spare the feelings of his Kahn, 1982). Parents atre aware of issues of
i Brother or siater feel, or her sibling? erquality and may encourage the gifted child to
! bad? N ! dmg'nnlny achievements 1n order to equalize the
. discrepancies between the children (Cornell, 1981;
: , - Fisher, 1978).
;u. Do you ever fecl that W Do _;ou PVAT encoury’e A sounger child may feel the need to catch up to
} s0u have totdmbetter n (sour ghild) to improve 1n older sidling (Puner, 1952). An able sibling
. i order to catch up to hin or her wotk tu match clore 1n age may act as a reference point to one
l Jour brother or ' the performance of his or who 16 less able (Bank & Kahn, 1782). }
! saster? * her sibling? * !
/e lu there something you N lo there nomﬁmm (jour In + well funriioning family no one axbiin;; will !
I do better than your : chx‘ld) can do better than Coutperform the nthersin ‘all arean (Roas & Milgram,
) brother or sister? his or her s1bling? 19%.). Lach child should have an- area in’ which he -
! ‘ _ or she exzells (Bank & Kahn, 1987; Lehr % Kantor, !
; i 177%). When one sibling is always outperformed 1
6+ . » i

by nother, this may lead to excetosive friction :and

|

deadentificatign (Tesser, 19680).
7

Y

L
Thin 1 tem underwent o reveroal an coding in

the Ltatigtic anal cis.

.y
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(Cémpc\x tion and compusrisen, vont'd) M

g

Ques tion (Child)

- wueotion (uddili)

Rationale

d.

f

’

Are your achievements
in school 1n dafferent
dreag from your brother

or Bister? *

-

8. Are (sour child)'s achievements
in different areas figom thoog-
of his or her bibling? ¢ ~

v .

Partial differentiation or deidentification
will lead siblings to different aress of
intereat in order to avoid competition and

s1bling rivalry (Bank & Kahn, 1982),

' Cooperation

— Quastions

9 to 20

3

Cooperation may imply lack of hostility and competition (Puner, 1952) and identification with shared
mutual interests. Such identification indicates perceived sameneas (Schachter et al, 1976; Tesser, 1980).

Criteria for high score: much cooperation and perceived mytual interests. ¢
Question (Child) / Question (Adult) . Rationale
i

0
.

— — —

Do'en your brother or
sister help you with
school work or show an
interest 1in whn‘t You are

doing? .

Do, %You help your brother
or sister with school
work or show an interest
in what he or she 18

doing?

9+ Dore (your child) ever help
hie or her sibling wath
achool,work or Bhow

an 1nteres;. in what hé or

she 1a dowing?

(question answered for
each child separately).

!
!

Teaching a pear or nibling may ba beneficial
to antellectual growth (Zajonc & Markus,
1Y79). A younger or less able sibling

18 more ready to acgept hel; from an

older one when the age gap is large
(Cicarelly, 1975)-~

—
—
.

12.

Do you do things together
with your brother or
eister because you

really wani to? !
i
Do you do things tngethz’r

because you are made t7 -

"

'10. Doeg (your child) do things
1

of his or her own (ree will

with his or her cibling?

|
‘11. Do you make (your child) to

things with his or her
si1bling even when he or she

does not really want to?*

Willingly shared interests imply identifica-
tion in those areas (Bank & Kahn, 1982,
Schachter et al, 1977; Tesser, 1980),

If siblings are made to spend time together

\L againat their will, they may feel resent-

ful and become more aggressive {Bank &

Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith & Rosenberg, 1970).

«

13.

Do you dg things
together as a whole
family?

12, Do you, as a whole famly,
do things together?

Gifted families itend to emphasize shared
activitien and pastimes (Cornell, 1982;
Fisher, 1978).

14.

15.

Do you tell your
brother or sister
secrets or probleme that

you have?l

Does your brother

or pister tell you ©

secrets or problems?

13. boes (your child) appear
to confide in his or
her si1bling?

RV

.'?hared,u confidences imply perceived
sameness and identification,
mutual respect for each other's
opinions (Bank & Kahn, 1982).

16.

Vo you ha:le the same
kinds of intoresto,
hobbies, or like doing
the same kinds of
things as your

brother or sister?

14. Does (your child) like
to do !ht” same kindo of,
thinge and have the game .
kinds of interests.as his

or her 'nlblmg?’
¥

Shared interests 'imply 1dentification
(Bank & Xahn, 1982).

17.

18,

Do you share things with
your brother or

si1ster without being
asked because jou

really want to? 2

Are you made to share
thinga with your brother
or sister even when you

do not want to? *

15. Does (sour child) share'things
with his or her sibling of

\ his or her own free will? -

- 0

110, Do sou make (your child)

‘share things with his ar her

! slbh!‘m.even when he or she

. does nol want to? *

J
|

Sharing of one's own free will implies lack
¢f hostility and competition in that area.
Parents may often be unaware of the
necessity for each child to have
ponnosnionn which are exclusively hio or

her own (Parker, 1975; Strang, 1960).

* This 1tem undorwent a reversal in coding a
- 1n the ntatistical analysio

e e,



(Cooperation, Cont'd)

Question (Child)

Quy/e tion (Adult)

Ratisénale
-

19, When you are doing
thinge t‘ogother with
your brother or sister,
do you make all the
decisions and 1e-d‘ the
activity?

20. When you do thangs

together with your brothe
or sister, does he or
she make all the
decisions and lead the
activity?*

17«

When the children do

something tdgether, how
\
of ten does' (your child)

take the lead in the
activity and make the

decisione?

Well functioning siblings are equal within
the power hierarchy with raspsct to
parental authority and allow a flexibility
of player parts (Bank &Kahn, 1982;

Kantor & Lehr, 1975). Gifted children

may be manipulatiye and or‘ganize less

able miblings (Fine, 1980; R?;:Langu. 1974),

i a
-

-

Perceived Parental Treatment - Questions 21 to 30

Crateria for hagh score:

Parental relations with a gifted child may be qualitatively dafferent {Cornell, 1981; Fimher, 1978)
and parent-child interaction with siblings will anfluence how the children view and interact with each ¥
other (Dank & Kshn, 1982; Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

equal or better perceived parental treatment vie-3~vis a sibling.

Question (Child)

Question (Adult)

7/

Rationale

?2l. Do your parents praise
you and give you treats
as much as thayido Your
brother or sister?

u

18. Do you think you praise
and reward (Your child)

as much as his or her

81bling?

It is eanier to praise and reward the child
who brings most credit to the family
(Bridges, 1979).
unawsTe of the inequality of their treat-’
ment of eiblings (Bridges, 1979).

Parents may often be

report carde home, do -
your parente praise your
effortn an much as .
they praise the efforts
_of your brother dr

sigter?

do you praioce the efforic and

achievements of (your' child)

as much as thoue of hiv or her

sibling?

"

.

i

L

22. Do your parenta spend 19. Do you hspend as muth time Parents of gifted children express feelings
as much time alone with alone with (sour child) of special closeness and affection for their
you as they spend alone as you do with his or her g1fted child (Cornell, 1981; Fisher, 1978).
with your brother or | siblaing? Also gifted chi]ldren may be more demanding
sister? - of parental time (Rowlands, 1974).

23, Do your parentis love '21. Do you think sou chow that li Love may become synonymous with achievement
you as much as they you love (your child) as so that a less able sibling may feel lesas
love your brother or much as you love his or her loved '(Povey, 1980; Strang, 1960).
sister? ' | s1bling? - , ’ ot

24. Do your parents help 20. Do jyou help (your child)} with Parents may become overinvolved in the
you with homework -or | homework or school problems as g1fted child's educnﬂo;l and needs
schogl problems as much as8 you help hin or her (Povey, 1980; Strang, 1960),
much a8 they help‘ ! s1bling?
your brother or , ' .
sister? i - . - B

25, When you both bring :'22. When re‘portn are brought home, Pa;entn finc‘i 1t naturally easier to praise

|

and boant of a chil(i who achieves most
(Povey, 1980). Danger of equating effort -
with achievement may occur (Réwlmds. 1974).

2

~

o * This 1tem underwent a reversal in codang

in the statistical analysas,

e:




o (Perceived Parental Treatment — Cont'd)

uh

: wuestion (Chald) : ues t10fi (IAou.t) Rationale !
-~ Ru. Do you think your 23, Are you prouwd of (yowr C}xxldrun may perceive purental affection
parents would love chald) /oW are of his as beinyg tied to school achievement and
i you less if you or her /sibling? success (Povey, 1980; Strang, 1960). B
failed 1in school?+* | R Purents also express more pride and
, |27, Do you thank your ,24. Are you .y;nintxout. tor ’ ambitron for gifted cliildren (kisher, 1978).
R / parents would love you 1 {your child) to succeed
,/ mloz’eA 1f you did | in school? . .
/ better in school?* ] ! N :
28. When your parunts talk 29. When you are taulking about i Purentu of ten boast and mention more
about you and gour Jour childign'y uChluvumenty : ottun the chinld who achieveu the nou _
- lfother or er with to friends ur relatives, do (Rowlands, 1974} Strang, 190).
- their friendf, do they you mention (your child)'s f 1
I mention you/as often as name as much an that of .
tley wention your his or her wviblapng?
7 ther or sister ? R f;
S 29, é)o you think your 26. Do you prefer to spend tuime 1n T' Parents of (ifted children profeas to
parents prefar to spend the compuny of (yvur chald) «nJoy clouer wnd more intimute parent-child
’ time with you than with wore than in the company of relationships (Cornell, 1981; F‘1§her, 1978).
) your bmtfxur or siwter? hiu or hur wablang? )
y 30. Do your parents think 27« Do you think (your child)'s Parents may equite effort and achievement

yAUr successes at school
PO k. mporta‘mt as those of

your brother or sister?

|
|

ettorts and dachievements

are as important as those of

his or her-sibling?

and concentrate only on the haighest

achievements (Povey, 1980).

ASelf Image — Questions J1 to 43

- B

Negative comparison with a better wble sibling way lead to poor self concept (Tessaer, 1980).
between tha salf concepts of lubelled gitted children and unlabellea siblings have been noted (Cornell, 1981), °
. Crateria for high score: positive self image.

Diffarences -

’ 3l. Do you feel more BUCCHBE=
ful a8 a person than

. your brother or sister?

28.

Uo you thank (your child)

feelys wore successful as 4

person than his or her m.bllmg?

v

'

Campangon with & sibling will affect a

in the stutiuticul analysis,

.o 32+ Do you feel you are less |2Y. Lo you think (:/o'ur child) child's self image. HWhen compa.riuon
1 snccealaful as a peraon feels less successful as a 18 negative, delf esteem 18 lowered -
o : than your brother or person than his or her (Santrock et al, 1939’ Tesser, 1960).
- % “ ei18ter?* “ aabling?* . )
. R 2D I‘a there something you 30, la thers something (your Every cnild needs an area of achievement
v ' do which makes you very child) can do which makes * free from competiiion an which he or
proud Qf yourself? him or her teel very proud? . she ¢an excell (Ross & Kilgram, 1982).
34« Lo you ever feal 31, Do you think’ (your child) Loneliness implies feelings of allienation,
lonely?« ever feels lonely or left Gifted chaldren may feel alienated because
out?e . of discrepuncies between their 1intul-
° ' . lectual capacxneskand those of their peers
B ' (Chen, 1980). .
© 15. Do you ever feel 32. bo you t'k'hnk (your child) Alienation [may bectme internalised to self
: o . depreused or unhappy?* ever feels depressed or - *alienation accompanied by feelings of worth-
- P ; unhupw?_" | lesuneos (Meckotroth & Webb, 1982). ’ |
o ) * ¢
i - . i Yhis item underwent a reversal in coding

[ ETUAN



(Self Image - Cont'd)

' @a/p , 115

( *Question (Child)

Question (Adult) /

Rationale

36. Do you ever feel
different from other
kidssyour age or that
they don't understand

your®

13, Does (your child) ever
feel different from other
kids the same age or that

they do not understand haim

i
3

or her?®

Cifted children might feel different and
alienated from their peqera (Meckstroth &
Webb, 1982). Parents might perceive
differences even wl:len children do not.

37. Do you prefer t¢ play
with kids who are older

than you?*

18. Do you prefer to play
with kids your age or
¢ younger?

a

12
@

M.‘.Does (your child) prefer to
spend tifs in the company of

¢hildren who are older?*

35. Does (your child) prefer to"
spend time in the company of:
children who are the same

: age or younger?

Gifted éhildren may gravitate toward
mental or intellectusl peers who are
chronolog';lcn.lly older them and feel
alienated from children (thc same

age (Rowlands, 1974; Strarig, 1960).

19. Do you have more friends
than your brother or
sister? >

40, Do you think your

brother or sister 1s

more popular than
you?®

36, 18 (your child) more |
pepular among other
youngstere than his or her

s1bling?

_may occur (Roes_& Milgram, 1982).

The area of popularity and social ability
18 one where eiblings have the power

to hurt one another and experience
negative comparison., It is alwé an

area where partial differentiation

41, Do you ever feel

or uister 18?*

at things as your brothen

37. Does (yoir child) ever 1

that you are noi as good-j-—-Ffeel inferior to his or

her sibling?*

Neisative comparison results in poor .
gelf concept (Santrock et al, 1960;
Teoser, 1980).

rAZ: Do you think you have
or;ough oppo-tunity to

be private and alone

i “whanever you need 1t?
P

39, Does (your child) have
enough opporturiaty to be
private and alone when he or

she expresses the desire?

Every child needs an opportwiity for

‘privucy and protection from intrusions

(Parker, 1975).

) :

'43. Do you like to be
private and alone?

40. Does {your child) laike

to be private and alone?

Cifted childreh often select solitary
pursuite (Rowlands, 1974; Strang, 1960).

Communication — Questions 44

to93

and opifions (Bank & Kahn, 1982; Fine, 1980).
griteria for high score: equal or better perceived opportunities to voice ideas and opinions. -

s

B
[

Communication between family members 18 the basis for healthy interaction (Bridges, 1979; Kantor & Lehr, 1975).
Shared communication betwsen aiblingn implies respect and mutual trunt (DBank & Kahn, 1987), Howaver, giftad

children may monopolize verbal interaction leaving little opportunity for an unlabelled sibling to express views

Question (Child)

Ques tion (Adult)

Rationale '

44. When somgthang is -
bothering you do you

. find 1t easy to talk
to someone about 1t?

41s Doen {your child) find
+ 11 easy to talk to someone
when he or she has something
E ‘bothering him or her?

ol

A rencral indication of how much a child
may vocalize thoughte and feelings

(no reference).

45. Do you ever talk to
your brother or sister
.about problems or ’
listen to has or her
advice?

86 Does your mibling ever |
talk to-you about B
pmblcp‘m and listen to

v

| your advice?

‘42, boes {your child) ever
talk to his or her osibliny
about problems and

listen to his or her ddvice?
1 . .

Confidence in one's sibling implies respect,
trust and partial identification (Bank &
¥ahn, 1982). ‘

-

* This 1tem underwent reversal in coding
' 1n the atatistieal analygin.

e

San n




-

(Communication ~ Cont 'd)

:

Quention ' {Child)

Guestion (Adult)

Rationale™ ~ 0

47.

Does your family
generally encourage
discussion of problems?

43« A8 a family jenerally, 1s
there open discussion of

problema?®

Communicdation and open discusaion is at the
jeart of good family inferaction (Bridges, 1979;
JZreeman, 1979)a

49.

When thax\-e are decisionse
to be made whach concern
the whole family, is
your opinipon gaked for
and coneadered?

4_5. When there are decisions to
be made whach concern the
family as a whole, do you
ask for (your child)'s

opinion and 18 it

consxfed? :

Children need to‘feel thay have mome input
| and effect on the organization of their
lives (Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

504

..

951,

When you are sitting

'a‘a s family do you ever
feel you cannot get a
word, 1h edgawise because
your brother or sister
hogs the conversation
and noone is interested

in what you have to say?*

When you are sitting as a
family do you talk more
than ybur brother or
sister?

as a family, does (your
child) get as much :
opportunity to expreps has
or her opinion as his or her

s1ibling?

46, When ;}u are sitting together

Gifted children may monopolise donversa—
tions because of higher verbal ability
- {Rowlande, 1974),

48,

Do your ever fesl that you
hava noone to talk to who
would understand how you
feel?®

5
v

44. Does (Your chlld)/ever feel
" that he or ghe h‘nln noone o
tatk to who would understand-

how he or she ,/f'ealu?"

Lack of positive self concept which derives
Trom feelingo of differentness or deidenti~
fication (Tesser, 1980) or negative comparison
may result in isolation or alienation
(Mackstroth & Webh, 1982).

52.

93

Do you ever pay things
Eo your brother or

gister which are sar-
captic and which hurt
his or her feelings

because Yot are bet'tér
with words than he or

she 18?

Does your brother or
sister ever hurt your
feelinge with the things
he or she sa)s because
he or she 1s cleverer

A
with wordo than you are?*

47. Does (your child) ever use
parcasm or say harsh things

to his or her siblin

' which are aimed at hurting

hie or her feelings?

2

Gifted children may use their superior

verbal powers to put down less able
e1blings (Fine 1960).

*
This 1tem underwent reversal in codi

1n the statistical analysis. !

. | '

e
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Fraiction - Quuutions %4 to 64

1975). However. exceasive aggrestion betwuen the siblings may indicate unequal power struggles, deidentifica-

Moderate amounts of friction are 1nevitable and benehcﬂi to a sibling reldationship (Puner, 195¢, White,

s

117

tion er an attewpt to guin purontal attuntion (bank & hahn, 1982; Tessur, 1480). ‘

Criteria for high ecore: much perceived triction and Sr positive outcoumes

Ques tuon (Child)

Question {Adult)

Hationale

Do you and your

f

brother or sioter fight?

48. Does (,yo'ur child)

ever fight with his or her

brother or digter?

Aggression between siblings 18 normal

and can be positive (Puner, 14Y52; White, 197Y)).

b5e

5.

When your brothuer aor
si1ster and you "hgm.,

do you start the L
hgl;tmg? *

When you faight with your
brother or:sister does
he or she start the
fighting?

49

boes (yuur child)
evar atart the li,ht with
his or her brother or

grster? » .

Children whosv selfl i1muge 18 threuatensd
by negative comparison may introduce
friction to reduce closeness '
(Tesser, 1y80).

56«

>

57.

When you fight wath
your brother or sister
do you wan?

When you fight with your
brother or sasier, does h¢
or shé win?+*

50.‘ Does (your chald) ever

win the fight with his or

" her brother or sister?

When siblinga have a healthy and equa.l:
relationship, no one .child clearly
prevllu (Bank & Kahn, 1982, Kantor
& Lehr, 1Y79%).

e

59«

Is your reaction to the
fighting between the
children an angry ona?

s

e = e e =

AngeT by pdrents for negative feelings

expressed by usiblings may engender guilt

and faeun‘gs of worthlessneas in the
ehildren (Cornell, 1981; kine, 1380).

60.

Do your parents get 1.
"angry when you fight

with your brother ar

s18ter?” )
Do your parents mscua;z 52,

with you and your brother
or sister -the reasons ;m,y

you were fighting?

Do you discuns wi both

childrun the funsony for®

iheu‘ fighting?

Parents aho\:lu attempt to accept bad
tuvelingu wnd help children u.nqurutund'
and respect .euch other's differencee
(Chen, 1982).

W
'61es Do your parents encourage(93.
A

I
{

you to talk to one Mb‘heT
and tind a peaceful
solution to the problew?

Do you upLoura,t (youriclald)

to talk to lau or her
gibling and find a,peaceful
t

so}x’ﬁxon to the problcu?I

9
(a8 above)

62«

|
i
|
Do your parents 'blama I

you more, often thuan they
blame your brother or
sister for the fighting

between you? *

Do your parents blame
your brother or sister
more often than you for
the fighting between you?

54«

’ B \
. N (

Do you tend to blame (your'

child) more than his or

her sibling for any faighting

betweon thea?’

———

In well functioning famalies 'ne child
clearly prevails over the other
{Kantor & Lehr, 1975).

-

04«

*

Do you think your
parents are fair when
they dacide who 18 to
biuna for fighting butwued

you?,

55

Loes (your child) perceive you

as fair in your Judgement ot

whao was to blame for any

fighting betlwsen then?

b
'
H
Y
t
.
'
)
I
!
|
i

Although children wall ‘perceive unfairness

in indivadual instances, parenta can

attempt an ovPrall fairness 1n treatment

(Levi, 1977)-‘/

1

* 'his 1tem wunderwent a reversal in coding
in the statiutical analysie.



.

General Relatjonship -~ Questiona 65 to 68
This category was designed to assess the overall tone of/th-’sffling relationship.
Criteria for high score: overall poaitive response

tiueuhom (chila)

Question (Adult)

Rationale

5. Would ydu say you
generally had a good -
relationship with your

bro thox:‘ or -ainter?

58, Would you characterize the
relationam..p betiween the

i children as good?

¥

* L]

/General apseasment of sibling

1nteraction (no reference).

%6. Do you like your

brother or sister?

d

96+ Would® you say generally
that (your chald) likes his

or her brother or sister?

Implies a closeness and identification to-
gether with overall poa.ltive feeling.
Howsver parents and children may differ
in their perceptions (Fisher, 1978).

67. Do you ever wish

you hat.'lb no brothers

Response to this implies a poor relationship
and tendency to deidentify (no reference).

the opposite sex?*

[y

»

none
or sisters?® s
5
68. Do you ever wish your Opposite sex reduces closeness and chances
brother or sister were of none of competition. Sameness of sex enhances’

competition and' also common intsrests
(Bank &Kahn, 1982; Sutton-Smith &
Rosenberg, 1970),

57+ Does §your child) feel
the equal of las or her

» brother or sister?

.

The g1fted child may asBume a more
powerful role than a pongifted
sibling (Cornell, 1981).

NOTE: ~“

]

»
Thig' 1tem underwent reversal in coding
1 the statistical analynis. )

.

.

Question )8 on the ﬁqentai questionnalre wvos "droppod from any otatistical analysis, asinte no

{
appropriate correspondang item was found in the children's questionnaire.

&5
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Appendix 3

Within-Category Pearson
Correlations = All Childrens
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Intracategory Correlations — all children
Competition -
Qu. . 3
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[ 1 oY, - o
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In'@g.categorngorrelatlons — All children
e Cooperation
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14 { .35%% .21 ‘.33** -.19 .o3ﬁ )
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Intracategory Correlations - All children.

Perceived Parental Treatment
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¥ : . ihtracategory Correlations —-All children
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Intracategory Correlations ~ All children

Communication
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Intracategory Correlations — All children “
| " Friction O
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Intracategory Gorrelations — All children

General Relationship
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Appendix 4
S1gnificant Values Generated

from Chi=Square Analyses of

Children's Responses by Group
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Significant Values Generated from Chi-Square Analyses - Children
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Chi—Sguafe Analyses — Children (Cont'd.)
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— Chi—-Square Analyses ~ Children (Cont'd)

Sibling Sex Gift. Position Gifted's Sex Age Gap
Category QUa All Same Diff Younger [Older Female lfale Small Large
FriC,'tlon QO 4'9 4'7 409 304 202 204 305 101 4. ) ]
(Cont'ds) 61 5.7 4.3 4.1 4¢3 4.8 2.3 4.7 33 6.1
- 62 1.9 1.7 3.9 1.8 2.3 201 2.8 5e1 " 4.0
‘ 63 | 3.4 3 9u5%%| 7 2.9 2.1 22 244 3¢7
' b4 44 2.9 1,8 243 243 Te5% o3 1,8 3ol
General 65 4.2 1.4 3.9 2.4 4.0 <4 47 245 2.3
06 «9 2.0 0.0 «9 o1 o7 o4 1.5 0.0
o7 o0 o3 3 4.2 2¢3 3e7 2.6 1.1 2.3
68 4.1 243 2.0 Sel le4 243 6.6 1.0 5¢5
* p <05 )
** p g W01
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Appendix 5

Significant Values Generated
from Chi-square Analyses of Parental

Responses with the Children's
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Signifaicant Values Cenerated from Chi-Square
Analyses of Parental Responses and their

e
. : :
H - ' i * * X %
.@559“9035 62885 0 AN O 530510390917.3 MOoNt O N OO O
S o o o1 F o o o o | e e o o o« s o o o o | e o =
wn| o 63461 0 daadAam ATAG Mol ddo S Cdlddlad o O NWOM<t<t O =t
5l = . .
unba, .
g b H ’ "X 5 , *
o t20872937_48611_4741_4082703514586180448-407.
L ] * e L] . . L4 »
M505R5152 — M N — 7o\ 3236 Mt mMm 232585 ~AN OO o
i . , 3]
“ \ - o
T am
3 a G
o o * % . . ; , 4 8
. P . . +£ 0
| * * * * X x . ¥ % m oA
O MmN A OO IO My 5698534168133645818 O ~ ™M o £
] @ » o o o o o o]1 o 4 o 0 e | e s o e} * v & o 8 e » s ] e o o 3 0
m No"(blAAc» MM 5ml —~ e~ 0 364 R K s I HAtMmN< oo 3 O
B . o7 .u
) n
= g 4
o] o * cy 1% * ma
of IR * . * * . * * . * -
ﬁ457.09786 _f2o5107_5647_4627616712729384774.932 o =
........ - - L3 - . o » * o - - - L] - L) - - - - - [ ] L] - L]
| B e R R T O M A0 o st AamaondAdad ta 4o — M ) a8
&) o ° —~ o oo
O Ry
+
. .
[ AMATNNO N~ N AN ™M Y <FINVO - O N O NIV O N AN ™M < U0 =00
o A A4 1 A4 NN NNNNf MMM M e <H
1
al* | . |
(] C12345/07890.12345678901234567fm'm_0/01:234567890123
luw« . Hert A At A A A A NN NN [aVlas 1aaRaa Eaa Waa Wl Wad Wad Had Nad TS gl b b »
+3
5 g - : ;
- A ) M%
o b i
of £ & £ .
o] 2 Q, Qo F Gy -
+1 B o] ISR~ —
©] O [e] o] [}
oo & Ay A -




oBemraast

v k]
132
Significant chi—-squares — parents and children (cont'd,)
Quesiions Mothers. Fathers
Category C+ ;P'H' X Gifted Nongifted Gifted Nongifted
| Communication .
’ 44 41 5e6, TeT% 4.1 4.2
45 42 1.6 o1 .1 1.1
46 - - - - -
47 43
48 44
49 45
50 46
. 51 -
52 47
53 -
Friction 54 48
55 49
- 56 50
57T =
58 -~
59 51
60 52
6 53
62 54
63 -
64 55
General 65 58
66 56
&7 -
68 -
21
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Tables of Significant F-Values :
. Generated from Analyses of #ariance L
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s -l
Jrgnificant Values Generated from T
N -
‘s‘;‘ One Way Analysis of Variance
ot i
Competition and compa'rlson
i R \
Sums of | Degrees of: Mean st
Source Squares. Freedom Square F . Significance
Between groups | 34.241 1 34.241 l 5.684 0.021
Within groups 313.259 52 6.024 |
]
| | .
Total 347450 53 o
l
4]
»
1
; o '
v r
- \_\

[Py e

sttt s
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Two Way Analysis of Variance '

Siblangs' Sex by Sabling Status

135

- .
Competition and comparison .
r Sums of/ Degrees of Mean .
Source - ’ Squar;?s Freedom - Square” 9 F ! Significance
S1bling status | 35.179 | 35.179 | 6.153 0,017
Sibling sex 22,286 l 22,286 | 3.898 0,05
N ’“ ! )
Status by sex 5,105 | 1 5.105 | 04893 ' 0.349
P b | .
Explained 161,632 3 204544 1 3,593 0.02
. H f : ’ R
Residual  « 285.866 |, 50 o 5.T17 ! :
i | Ty ’
Total ! | 347.498 | 53 6.557 | ';
. .
General relationship \ .
Yo
! Sums‘ of | Degrees:of Mean N
Source Squares Freedom Square | F Significance
J t ‘
ibling status | 10.747 1 10,747 !2.231 0.142
1bling sex ~ 244730 5\ 1 24,730 15,135 | 0.028
H N ! ‘ ) ’
i ? ' ‘o
I oo - M &
Status by sex - 0.155 1 0,195 0.032 ' 0.658
i N
| : e
kxplained . 35.552 "3 11.851 ' 2.460 0.073
Resddual . .240.817 50 4.816 i~ .
Total | 216.369 53 50215 | ~
i !
o
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4

Competition: a.ﬁd

_ Two Way Analysis of Variance

Gifted's Sex by Sibling Status '

3

[

4

891.329

comparison
Sums of | Degrees of Mean

Source Squares. Freedom Square F Significance
Sibling status | . 35.660 35.660 | 6.032 - 0.018
Gifted's sex 6,462 60,462 | 1,093 0.301
Status by

gift‘ed's sex 11.215 1l 11.215 1.897 0.175
‘|Explained 51.918 3 17.306 | 2.927 0,043
‘| Res2dual 2554580 50 5.912 o

Total 347.498 53 6.557
' Cooperation
Sums of .} Degrees of Mean ’

Source Sqlhares Freedom Square F  |Sagnificance
Sibling status | 464360 46.360 | 3.577 0,064
Gifted's sex 142, 880 1 142,880 }11.023 0.002
Status by . i L

Gifted's sex 50,286 1 504286 | 3.880.- 0,054
Explained 243,240 3 812,08 | 6.255 0,001 -
Residual - 648,089 50 12496 . .
Total 53 *16,818
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<
¢ ) Two Way Analysis of Variance
Position by Sibling Status
Competition and comparj:son )
- .
. & Sums of | Degrees of Mean .
Source Squares Freedom Square F Signaficance
. N ‘
Sibling status| “30.334 Y RN 304334 | 5.178 0.027
Position 12,675 |\ 1 . 12,675 | 2.164 0,148
Status by , .

POSl'tlon »7.668 l ‘ 7.668 lo 309 ’ Oq 258
Explained 54,583 | 3 18.194 | 3.106 0,035
Residual 292.915 50 5.858 |- . :
Total 3474498 | 53 764557, }
Friction ‘

— ‘Sums of | Degrees of | ' HMean - ?
Source Squares Freedon Square F Significance
$ibling status| - 2,801 1 2,801 | 0.366 0s55 °
Position 2.601 1 2,601 | 0,34 0.56
Status by o . :

Position 42,801 1 42,801 -1 5.596 0.022
‘Explained . 46,309 | 3 15.436 | 2.018 0.123
Resadual 382,448 | 50 74649
Tétal 428,757 53 18,09 ,

-
)

e
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1. s
Two Way Analysis of Variance
Age Gap by Sibling Status -
Competition and comparison .
! ]
' Sums of | Degrees of { Mean ‘ ,
Source Squares Freedom Square B , Significance
0 \ |
| Si1bling status 34.821 34,821 564 0.021 '
Age gap 2.382 2,382 { 0.39 ! 0.537
!
Status by . : )
age gap 2.081 1. 2,081 063371} 0+564
i -
Explained (1 38.703 3. 12,901 | 2,089 | 0.113
Residual 308.795 50 6.176
Total . 347.498 | 53 6.557
: / g
General relat'lonshlg /
- o . i
) Sums of | Degrees of | Mean 1 ‘ '
Source j ;'gqua.res Freedom Square F ' | Significance i
Sibling status 10.715 10.615 24391 ; Q.128 g
"Age gap 444653 43.653 94831 . 0.003
Status by :
age gcap 0,023 1. '0.023 | 04005 0s943
; . s '
| Explained, 544343 3 18.114 |4.079, 0.011 -
'Residual | 222,026 | 50 4441
| To'tal, 12764369 53 50215
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o- 1

CODING INFORMATION SHEKT

Adult responses

Description of data

respondent ‘(3 - mother for gifited child

‘ o 4 - mother for nongifted child
5 - father for'gaftea child
6 - father for nongifted child)

siblings' 'sex (1 — female, 2 —~ male)

*t

gifted sibling's position ("+" older, W younger)

_age gap 1in yéars

questionnaire 1tem responses:

6 - 13 Competition
14 - 25 iCooperatlon ,
’ '26‘— 35 Parental t;ﬁatment ‘
. 361- 48 Self image ’jg
49 - 58 Communisation .
59“-:-. 69 Friction
70 - 74 Genejral

N "q:imx;
.




522411422421332
622+411422441441
311-21532241332
411-21522231332
511-21523222334
611-21522231432
422-21641132431
522-21622322332
622-21633343332
312421712141432
412+21712141432
512421711143412
612+21711141432
312-61811141422
412-61811141432
512-61812241442
612-61812241442
321-21911141341
421-21912141341
521-21912322422
621-21911131241
411+22021141432
511422011131 2
611+22022131423
322+22133422131
422+22133342331
522422123321232
622+22122341432
312+12232242423
412+12232242423
512412241141432
612+12222341432
322-32332441432
422-32312441432
522-32312141432
622-32322231432
312-22422242232
412-22422232332
512-22422341432
612-22432321232
322-92523221432
422-92511141431
522-92511112321
622-92523221231
321-62612221431
421-62612221431
521-62612111421
62.-62622111422
312452712141432
412+52722341321
512452712221422
612452722231332

23332
13333
23342
23342
33332
24332
22332
23332
22332
24343
24343
24343
23342

13332,

23331
33433
31232
22332
23332
23331
13431
13332

23331 ¢
23332

33332
33342
23322
33323
33432
22432
33333
23333
24242
23242
13331
12231
23343
23343
23323
23222
12333
22332
22332
12333
22322
22322
11323
32323
44343
24343
23333
13343

a

Raw Score Responses — Parents

2323
3332
2223
2223
2233
2223
2333
2232
2233
3423
3422
2333
3333
2333
2333
2343
3124
2332
2333
2242
2243
3442
3232
3343
2334
2332
2334
2332
3332
3232
3432
3223
2412
2213
1342
2223
3323
3323
3333
3223
2233
2233
2233
2333
1233
1233
2232
7233
3433
3233
2333
2333

i

4264446464334332321
4442644224214223334
6442606416343432322
b444666626222434233
3333333323333232232
8444646146413333243
3333444424444333323
2342234234323333232
2342234234444333323
BLOGLLOLEY 6143666233
8443084614163464233
464266461 4263364232
8426464614343444333
4443666614614333323]
434246641 4143644331
AAL464441 8666634231
KA466641 66646634231
3442343434334343323
3344443324224334212
4341664634233333333
3241464424333332233
4346443334333333333
3344444414222232321
64464460614333233233
4444334420434333334
B462646434333222322
4443333423333234323
3342446423333234233
44444666204223233231
43440466624333333233
3243444424223232332
3344466434223333233
G44L6684624453333323
634604464614263334122
4333344323333333233
3333444314333223132
4442604414333333323
4444306414333333232
4342443614333334233
434446614223323232
84443666626232333222
2131444424242644321
46416664246162666233
4443464424232333222
3332444424444333233
3332644424444333233
3347640432243333243
32420444434343333323
B464644016263333233
4644546061 4233333622
6644464614233333242

3343444414333234232

34322
24232
44232
40222
33332
33332
4 331
23222
43322
44232
44242
43222
44242
44222
44332
44222
44332
44131
44321
33231
33221
33242
24321
24331
43222
33322
33322

33223

34232
34322
33233
34322
44342
44341
33232
33331
34242
34422
34322
34322
34242
34342
42322
44241
44332
44332
44233
44332
44323
44234
43232
33223

3234
3233
4341
3343
3333
3333
3334
2323
2333
4334
4334
4434
4434
4424
4324
31464
3444
2333
2333
1433
1233
4342
3334
3234
3334
3334
3334
4424
3344
3344
3333
3334
4344
4444
3424
4324
4344
4444
2334
2234
3344
4444
4444
4344
3324
3324
3334
3333
4444
4444
2334
3334

RN N PPN NP RNWRNAWAWS AR SN N WA W RN AWRWER WM AWM WA NN R MNER MNP RN G S R W N W

322

1322

223
232
323
222
423
322
323
332
332
323
333
322
323
323
323
232
322
322
322
332
323
332
324
332
323
322
232
222
323
333
322
322
322
323
323
323
323
323
232
242
144
232
233
233
232

232,

242
323
333
322

141

3323

3322 -

2333
2333
2332
3322
3332
3222
3322
4343
4343
3434
2334
+ 3223
3223
4343
4343
3224
3333
2223
2223
4433
3322
3324
3332
3333
3332
3323
3334
3333

33273

3323
3443
3342
3333
3332
3333
3333
3333
3334
3443
2443
3443
3443
lasy
la44
2334
2332
2444
2443
3232
3233

264
242
244
444
444
344
243
444
344
344
343
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* ©® Raw Score Responses — Adults (Cont'd.)
!

3224+40132231223
422+40122231223
522+40122223423
622+40122231223
311450223441122
/611450233334443
;. 511450223441122
611+50223441122
321-60311131331
421-60311141432
521-60311111411
621-60311211411
o 321430422241442
421+30422231342
521+30422241432
621430422231332
322+20513341431
422420512311231
522+20544441232
622+20523421132
311-80614431422
411-80614141422
511-80611141433
611-80611141443
312+10744441433
412+10732331133
512+10734431321
612+10743431133
322-70822341431
422-70811241431
522-70833331432
622-70823331432
311-50922241432
411-50912221442
511-50923441332
611-50912421332
312+11022332332
412+11022132332
512+11022221332
612+11022221332
321+11112641432
© 421411112221241
521+11132141432
621+11121231232
322+41212342432
- 422441232331232
522441211443443
622+41243211322
312431312111431
412+31342243431
512+31322232332
612431332232331
322+11422231332
422+11422231432

31242
13343
32242
13343
32444
33344
32444
32444
23433
43431
13444
344472
33333
33333
33333

3224
3321
3223
3322
3423
3313
3423
3423

12343

2343
3441
3433
2333
2332
233

3233144214141344322
3332144214141243322
4223144214142344322
43231644214142243322
4444446414)43344242
3344444414122431222
L4644444)4143234232
44644404414183364242
4344466624343334233
4344446426443333322
144244441481 44444243
1321441414144444211
3333444324233332332
3333344324233333332
3333444324233332332

33333 2332 3333444324233333332

33442
33341

3344
2442

/234443443334433a112

2324443242243321]13

33443 3344/44444444103444441]2
33443 334% 4444444414234444113
44244 4322 4443444414144332232
44434 4443 4444444441243321343
34444 4443 L4444444342404433332
44444 4443 4433444320344332443

24342
33342
23434
21234
32422
32422
32323
32422
23243
33243
24343
33444
23423
23424
23322
33322
33322
24322
43323
23422
33342
33333
24441
44444
33311
13312
23232
33333
23332
13331

2432

3223

2223
2233
2432
2442
3332
3343
3322
2323
3333
2433
2334
3433
2333
2332
2333
2433
1334
2432
3334
3222
2434
2333
2233
1223
2322
2323
2233
2232

4464444434344433134
4444344224333224233
4424444414343343231
4442444431441133123
3442444424343332232
4241444114443333332
3343444324233233232
3202444414333333322
3344444434343333333
QLAH48440402043044734
44024440818203443232
3334444324333434233
4343444334443222432
4344443326234323323
3332233322333223233
3332233322333223233
4342444034443334234
4344444434323333232
3242344424444044244
33433447334232333232
4344442424344434332
4344442014223333423
444244844343444422723
32424344241484322323
444444443434333]1332
4444444434334223323
3334333323233222232
3333333323233333323
3444444334333333223
4444443334344222322

42232
43223
42232
43223
34233
13342
42221
24233
44343
343472
44243
44444
33232
33333
23232
33333
44442
20442
44343
44333
42144
42324
44234
44232
42142
43242
44241
44241

3343

344
44
3384

4344
4344
4344
4304
a644
aba4
6434
8424
3333
3333
3333
3333
8434
4334
b444
4444
4344
4343

4434.

4344
4444
4344
4314
3424

4432254244

44431
33233
32332
46244
44343
43243
44333
44323
34233
33323
34233
44232
24233
33241
43222
43242
33242
44241
34421
44441
34111
33332
33222
33321
33331

4134
3333
3223
4434
4a44
4444
3434
2234
2333
2333
2333
3334
3334
3412
3312
4444
4343
4444
4444
2444
2234
2333
2333
3333
3233
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232

223
233
232
232
232
234
332
334
332
333
241
241
232
232
322
333
332
323
323
332
323
323
323
323
322
322
333
312
233
242
332
323
332
322
422
423

4333
4333
3343
3343
2444
2444
2644
2644
3344
3344
3444
4444
3333
3333
3332

3333

| 1332

1443
4444
4444
2444
2444
1443
1444
2443
2642
2344
4442
2644

2644

2332
3342
3442
3443

3443,
3443
3333 -

3333
3333
3333
4343
4334
2333
2333
3343
3433
1444
1443
3333
3332
2333
2333
3332
3332

344
244
344
264
444
444
144
444
334
334
444
444
344
344
344
344
333
344
344
344
344
344

S 7V

344
264
344
344
144
344
464
244
343
244
444
344
264
233
333
243
234
334
334
344
344
444
444
444
344
333
234
333
333
333
233
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CQDING INFORMATION SHEET
Children's responses
Deécrlptlon of data
sibling status (1 - gifted, 2 - no gd)
[ .
sibllngsﬂ“gg;,(A/;(Téﬁéigj,;’:rmale)
gifted sibling's -position ('+' older, '-' younger)

age gap in years

" quéstionnaire 1tem responses:

“”6,— 13 competition and comparison "
£4 - 25 cooperatién
26 - 35 parental treatment
36 —-48 $e1f11mage
49 ~ 58 communicatlgn
59 - 69'fr10t10n .

1

70 - 74 general

) U

it
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- Raw Score Responses — Children . -

122+40122321323123322342234234244431411333332232223233333324423324222223344
222+40122331133222234134311324244434424234332234323313344322432224342223344

1114502342413324433423333321444444444204334324333223234344214233322344144433

211+50234111133323243213332144444341423344424323213324343323222232444144423
121-60321231333333432232324444444441424433334232434322333223332233333244444

221-603213114312444323234234444404441433322242112432232344332332334442233433

121430433221342223332233333444434431423333322223333223332233323324332233332

. 221+304111114323234422223224444444814142433233334232204434214332332224144434
122+20533331432333433333423444444341423433223242443334444223323224331 224444
222+20523323241232232232222444321122333322133322322222231224443213333333333
111-80612321432444426434423444434441424332124333443643244212222331134144444
211-80621212423444434234333444431131414432232113442444343222233233144144444

. ® 112+10713431433234332233322444244442433333223333324223432122332224333333332

¢ 212+10713331343233431233423h44444ﬁ424}43334234344222244&4223333222332132342

' 122-70832421332222422133312344434342433323223222432213234213222233233344434

‘ 222-70812221Q31322421123&23224244441423333242433223123}&4223434313332234443

— 111-50922221421323433322213444444461424442323223323323331222332233332224433

211-50922211441333333333333444334432434433332433323333343323333323333 234433

112+411021432431344422412233144124122321222223323332323332323333323332223413

— ——212411011122231224234234223344442114234232324213323323233422322223143126434

121+11113431442232421232344146244431414433423333442222424233433234333 243413

221+111231212233134211231234444441414)33233142222311124345312432224234142413

- 1224412232214332233422333334444444426343333234343232244484224333333333 234444

T~ 222+412234214223232422233222442448843424433321343222313332222332234342234434
;\”\"’"\ll2+51122221412l233311133222&&244342433443122313&4&1124&A41433232&222323334

- 212+313223111441334433224233444443424444233333432111131222333244343317112341
122+11412211442123332322234444444433433443414334442111334434434413113 333334
222+11421332342113431132211333244421344232242343221113221243323223432 223322

. ) - *111421512&31&42213332223433&44144442&343332}11444112233414442324321332}&&&4
< PR 211-21522211432121432122333334444441424143311433422213434223332322123 333344
122-21621211332221341122422344234422223333223212422222323222431123222 223222
222-21631334132122331122233224224432433322332332232114222233434424342 232332
112+21722211431223342222223444444442323333413233323233333223233323332223434
 212+21721211431224343324223444444441323433224322324433343123233323343 244432

.- ll2-61811211&22&13&2222&&22&&&&44&&142&4335537&2&222432242;}421132222224333

i 212<61821111431332422213433444244441416045411444422123644224326633112 233313

. 121-21911431313223432223422323233431433322224233423221313423333223223 233221

’ 221-21911241413221432211122344434422423333244422442112331223442324223 241211
111+22031314431233342242648448046641423432333234432113332224422424331 123433
211+22021111331224434243311414144411413412114343444213143111421123334 233422
122+22122321442233331123344444444442333433422443322113334324334424332 233322

i 222+22122322333232332113322434334322233344322211223223343222332122323 333334
e LT 112+12232123232333323123322444344211422322232223333323333332332223233 343344

! 212+12232212422223332222223444444431424332323233322223333223322322223 233323
122-32332231432334313324314344134142423433324232143343233131431124341 223344

222-323223222331232 2223333334444443443433322234323223333232433324441 243333
112-22432431441123332133323444334432434323323433232323343231332323343 242443
212-224222114222333422342224444444414233332232482432224442)123333324334 143433
122-92524321441234421)33322433144331323433232431233213332322412243133 323334

ﬁ 222-92523233432322322223323434341432324322233244443223434233232333222 223343

121-62621111422223421122423444214221314333331232321122344214232333234 233444
221762644211121422313122112112114211212322242111443222211221321224111 222443
112+452722321443333442233322444444441433433323143331232331223333324233 244432
212+52724221332231442212333444224322433333422323222223333223332222232 233332
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