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The Role of Teacher and Family Opinions in Identifying 
Gifted Kindergarten Children and the Consistence of 

These Views with Children’s Actual Performance

Abstract

This study was conducted in order to identify gifted children attending kindergartens of elemen-
tary schools, determine how successful families and teachers were in selecting these children, 
and see how consistent their opinions were with children’s actual performance. Participants were 
children attending kindergartens of elementary schools, their teachers and parents. The identifi-
cation procedure used in the first stage of this relational survey study involved Parent Observation 
(POF) and Teacher Observation Forms (TOF) for teachers and/or parents to nominate potentially 
gifted children, the Primary Mental Abilities Test 5-7 (PMA 5-7) in the second stage and Goodeno-
ugh-Harris Draw-a-Person Test for children. A total of 113 children out of 600 kindergarteners in 
central Düzce were nominated by their teachers and/or families, went through the identification 
procedures, and constituted the sample. This research indicated that teacher and parent opinions 
had a 44.3% success rate in determining gifted children (50 children). It was found that families 
were better than teachers in identifying gifted children; teachers made more realistic evaluati-
ons of children’s performance as shown by tests and scores; but children’s actual performance 
was much better than teacher and family opinions. No meaningful relationship existed between 
the PMA 5-7 and Goodenough-Harris Test scores of children who were identified as gifted. The 
Goodenough-Harris Draw-a-Person Test was included in the study to support the results of the 
PMA 5-7 Group Intelligence Test. The lack of a relationship between scores obtained from these 
two may be attributed to the facts that Turkish children started preschool education with a delay 
and were generally given little or no chance by their families to practice activities for thin motor 
muscle development on their own.
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Child development is considerably fast during the 
pre-school period which covers 0-6 years (Arı, 
2003; Oktay, 2000). Therefore, it is important to 
monitor during this period whether children have 
the developmental features in line with normal 
development standards. Although children with 
special needs who develop differently than other 
children require special treatment, they show many 
similarities in terms of educational opportunities 
they should be offered (Metin, 2000). It is not only 
a necessity but an obligation to identify potentially 
gifted children in the preschool period during 
which development is at its fastest and to enable 
them to maximize their abilities, interest and skills 
(Dağlıoğlu, 2010).
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Giftedness

From the Enderun Schools established during Ot-
toman times until the 1869 study by Galton on the 
concept of “intelligent”, no significant develop-
ment occurred around the world in this field. In 
early studies, the superiority of intelligence (IQ) 
led to the terms intelligent and gifted, while people 
good at arts and music were labelled talented (Enç, 
Çağlar, & Özsoy, 1975; Merrill & Orlansky, 1984). 
A pioneer in the field, Terman (1925) defined top 
2% scorers of standard intelligence tests as “intel-
ligent”. Based heavily on IQ classification, this type 
of labeling lost its importance starting from the 
mid-20th century when scientists started to evalu-
ate intelligence holistically and developmentally 
(Akarsu, 2001). 

Chronologically, the education of gifted children 
started in 1972 in the US with a report revealing 
the minimum standards in most states (Marland, 
1972) and defining gifted children as those “who 
display outstanding performance in one or more of 
the following areas: General mental abilities, a spe-
cific talent in a certain academic field, creative and 
productive thinking, leadership skills, talent in visual 
performance arts, motor skills”.

Following this definition made in the US, Renzulli 
(1986) analyzed people that showed extraordinary 
success throughout their lives, and claimed that 
giftedness was not merely related with intelligence 
but with motivation which includes ability, creativ-
ity and task commitment in one or several areas. 

Gagne (1991) claimed that giftedness points to hu-
man tendencies such as mental and creative talents. 
He added that talent can be displayed in a field such 
as math, literature or music and that a full defini-
tion of the term is rather difficult to make (Gagne, 
1995). 

Morelock (1992) approached the concept from 
a developmental point of view and defined it as 
“asynchronous development in which advanced 
cognitive abilities and heightened intensity com-
bine to create inner experiences and awareness that 
are qualitatively and quantitatively different from 
the norm”. Dabrowski (1996) stated that there were 
differences in the intensity of reactions to outside 
or inside stimuli depending on the developmental 
potential of individuals. He claimed there were five 
overexcitabilities called psychomotor, emotional, 
imaginational, intellectual and sensual intensities.

Freeman (2000) and Winstanley (2004) argued that 
giftedness is viewed like an inherent intuition, and 
that the term “skilled” and its variations better de-

fine giftedness. Munro (2001), on the other hand, 
tried to clarify the term by making a distinction 
between intelligent students, who display outstand-
ing skill in fields of instruction and gifted students, 
who display outstanding skill in certain fields even 
without direct instruction. The terms “intelligent” 
and “gifted” seem to be mostly used in public insti-
tution strategies and the research literature (CCEA, 
2006; Ziegler, Stoeger, & Vialle, 2012). Ziegler et al. 
(2012) state that the definition of giftedness is still 
problematic and these problems can only be solved 
by making an eclectic definition. In their defini-
tion, they emphasized the developmental nature 
of giftedness, ways of learning, and the need to 
maximize development (Burge,1993; Fetzer, Shatz, 
& Schlesinger, 1991; Sager, 2000; Subotnik, Olsze-
wski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011; Ziegler & Vialle, in 
press).

Today, Jung (2012) focuses on the relationship be-
tween success and talent by drawing on Gagne’s 
(2004; 2009) studies, and claims that those who 
cannot continually and individually succeed in a 
certain field in adult life lose their gifted label. 

Studies to date have used the terms “gift” and “tal-
ent” as interchangeable but experts attempt to dis-
tinguish the two (Heller, Mönks, Sternberg, & Sub-
otnik, 2000; Heller & Schofield, 2008; Sternberg & 
Davidson, 2005) and to identify cases that do not 
fall under the heading of giftedness (Freeman, Raf-
fan, & Warwick, 2010; Peterson & Mann, 2009). 

In Turkey, the 1st Special Education Council was 
held in 1991 by the Ministry of Education, which 
defined gifted children as those who have been 
“shown to display outstanding general and/or specific 
performance as compared to their peers by field ex-
perts”. This definition was revised in the 2006 Spe-
cial Education Services Regulation as “individuals 
that display a higher performance than their peers 
in intelligence, creativity, arts, sports, leadership ca-
pacity or certain academic fields” (MEB, 2006). 

Attempting to draw a conceptual framework of 
giftedness, Davaslıgil (2009) studied the terms 
common in the field globally and in Turkey, and 
concluded that the following three were prevalent: 
gifted children, intelligent children, and talented 
children. 

Identification of Giftedness	

In parallel with the changes in other areas, pre-
school education has also gradually gained more 
significance. Identification and education of young 
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gifted children confronts us as one of the most im-
portant problems in this area (Parkinson, 1990; 
Pfeiffer, 2002; Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003; Pfeiffer 
& Petscher, 2008; Sankar-DeLeeuw, 2002, 2004; 
Silverman, 1997-2004). Recent studies on the hu-
man brain have shown that experiences given to 
individuals early on in life contribute to the growth 
of the brain and its development in certain fields 
(Marshall, Fox, & BEIP, 2004; Parker, Nelson, & 
BEIP, 2005) but that the absence of such experi-
ences affect development adversely (Lynette, Cryer, 
Bailey, & Selz, 1999). 

Gifted children were found to display better per-
formance when involved in learning activities 
that nurture their gifts (Borland & Wright, 2004; 
Johnsen & Ryser, 1994). Studies have shown that 
these children have decreased interest in academic 
work and tend to hide their gifts to look similar to 
normally developing children in the school envi-
ronment (Gubbins et al., 2002; Karnes & Johnson, 
1991; Siegle & McCoach, 2005).

Considering the signs of early identification, the 
most critical problem is to determine what method 
is appropriate to use with preschoolers. A compre-
hensive study analyzing the identification process 
concludes that 41% of the 64 international authori-
ties on giftedness acknowledged that the identifica-
tion of gifted children is a problematic area (Heller 
& Perleth, 2007; Pfeiffer, 2003; Pfeiffer & Petscher, 
2008; Schofield & Hotulainen, 2004).

Many researchers claim that the identification 
system should include more than a unidimen-
sional approach (Burns, 1990; Johnsen, 2004; 
Wortham, 2005). Data should be obtained from 
student development lists, anecdotal records and 
interviews with parents (Lois & Lewis, 1992; Roe-
dell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1980; Silverman, 1998; 
Wolfle, 1989); observations, work samples and in-
terest scales obtained from teachers (Cohen, 1989; 
Wolfle); and measurements such as test scores, 
performance measurements or the outcome of 
certain tasks. Previous studies on the evaluation 
of early childhood special education and assess-
ment of gifted children also support the use of 
multiple measurement (Karnes, Shaunessy, & 
Bisland, 2004; NAGC-CEC, 2006; Sandall, Hem-
meter, Smith, & McLean, 2005). For multifaceted 
decisions, formal and informal assessments need 
to be used in conjunction in diagnosis (McWil-
liam, 2005; Pletan, 1995).

Studies conducted subsequent to Terman’s have 

also predominantly taken into consideration IQ 
and standardized test scores in the identification 
procedures for admission into giftedness programs 
(Burns & O’Leary, 2004; Castellano, 2002; Kogan, 
2001). With respect to the identification of gifted 
students, it has been established that there is a 
correlation between success and IQ scores (Ford 
& Grantham, 2003), but that relying solely on IQ 
scores in identification poses problems as IQ scores 
are more reliable after 6 years of age (McCall, Ap-
pelbaum, & Hogarty, 1973; Wilson, 1983). 

In recent studies, an identification system based on 
scales involving both formal and informal evalu-
ation is used. Among these formal and informal 
identification strategies are teacher/parent nomi-
nation, intelligence/aptitude tests, creativity tests, 
achievement tests, nonstandardized tests and scales 
(about self image, portfolio assessment, learning 
styles and attitudes) (Clark, 2000; Davaslıgil, 2009; 
Friend, 2008; McWilliam, 2005; Pletan, 1995).

Studies conducted in Turkey on gifted preschool-
ers have shown that children’s developmental traits, 
curriculum suggestions and implementations 
generally rely on various EU Projects and private 
school efforts, though they may not be sustainable 
(Baykoç-Dönmez & Kurt, 2004; Baykoç-Dönmez 
& Özekin, 2008; Baykoç-Dönmez & Bozkurt, 
2008; Metin, Özbay, & Dağlıoğlu 2008; Özbay et 
al., 2009; Okul Öncesi Eğitimin Güçlendirilmesi 
Hibe Programı, 2009). Publications focusing on 
diagnosis have been rather limited due to the scar-
city of measurement tools to be used with gifted 
preschoolers (Dağlıoğlu & Metin, 2003; Yakmacı 
Güzel, 2004). It is also a fact that adequate special 
education measures are not taken in the country to 
meet the educational needs of gifted preschoolers 
(MEB, 2010). 

In this study, an identification system for kinder-
garten children was devised for early diagnosis 
of gifted children, and a comparison of teacher/
parent opinions and children’s performances was 
made by using this system. With this purpose in 
mind, answers to the following questions were 
sought in the study:

1. Within the identification system, how effective 
are teacher and family opinions in the selection of 
gifted children? 

2. In line with the scores obtained on the tests im-
plemented during the identification process, how 
consistent are teacher and family opinions with 
children’s performance? 
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Method

Research Model

As this study examines the consistence between 
teacher and family opinions and children’s perfor-
mance, the variation among more than two vari-
ables is investigated. Therefore, the study follows 
the relational survey model. 

Study Group

Of the 600 five and six-year-old kindergarteners 
attending the 26 public schools in central Düzce, 
those thought to display a potential for giftedness 
were nominated by their teachers and/or families 
by using Parent and Teacher Observation Forms. 
The scores of these children were then assessed. In 
order to be included in the study group, children 
had to be nominated with the POF and/or TOF and 
obtain 59 or more points from these forms. There-
fore, the study group was selected by using crite-
rion sampling (Büyüköztürk, Kılıç Çakmak, Ak-
gün, & Demirel, 2012). In the second stage of the 
identification process which involved the Primary 
Mental Abilities Test 5-7 (PMA 5-7) and Goode-
nough-Harris Draw-a-Person test, 113 of these 600 
children were reached.

Scales

In the study, a two-stage identification system was 
used to determine those who were gifted from 
among the preschool children. The first stage was 
the administration of Parent Observation (POF) 
and Teacher Observation Forms (TOF) for the 
identification of children nominated by teachers 
and/or parents. These forms were developed by 
Leroux and McMillan (1993) and were adapted by 
translation into Turkish by Metin (2004). The Ob-
servation Form consists of the general features and 
characteristic behaviors of gifted children. As the 
forms were completed by both families and teach-
ers, they reveal how consistent the opinions of the 
two are regarding the children. The forms include a 
section on learning with 11 items involving mental 
activities both for families and teachers to evalu-
ate, another section on creativity with 9 items, and 
another on leadership with 7 items. In the second 
stage of the identification process, the nominated 
children were asked to complete the Primary Men-
tal Abilities Test 5-7 (PMA 5-7) and Goodenough-
Harris Draw-a-Person test. The PMA 5-7 Test, 
which constituted the third stage, was developed 
by Thurstone and Thurstone (1981). The 5-7 ver-

sion of this test is widely used by the Counseling 
and Research Centers in Turkey for purposes of 
prequalification. PMA 5-7 consists of four subsec-
tions: language, discrimination ability, concept of 
numbers and space (MEB, 1994). Item analysis 
found the test items to be discriminative and reli-
able (except for three items). On the whole, the test 
is moderately difficult (p:58). The final stage is the 
Goodenough-Harris Draw-a-Person Test which is 
administered to measure individuals’ mental devel-
opment. The Draw-a-Person Test is a general apti-
tude test and is culture-free (Harris, 1963). It was 
found to have a strong correlation with the Stan-
ford-Binet Intelligence Test (Özgüven, 1994). Con-
sidering these, Draw-a-Person Test was included in 
the identification system to support the findings of 
PMA 5-6 Group Intelligence Test.

Procedures

Following the interviews with the 26 elementary 
schools located in the province of Düzce and the 
meetings to inform teachers and parents, 300 ob-
servation forms for the teachers and 600 observa-
tion forms for the parents were provided. A 15-day 
period was allotted for the evaluation and submis-
sion of the forms. At the end of this period, teach-
ers nominated 86 children and parents nominated 
500 children.

As a result of the evaluation of the TOFs and POFs, 
those who scored 59 and above (150 children in to-
tal) out of the highest score of 104 were included 
in the study. These children took the PMA 5-7 
and Goodenough Draw-a-Person Tests. Following 
the identification procedures, 113 children were 
reached. Those who had an IQ of 130 and above 
were identified as gifted.

In statistical computations, t test was used to calcu-
late the difference between the scores of indepen-
dent groups and correlation analysis was used to 
analyze the intelligence tests through which chil-
dren’s performance was examined. The item analy-
sis of the scales completed by families and teachers 
was done by using score correlation statistics. The 
level of significance was set at 0.05.

Results

Although the findings of the study were not statisti-
cally meaningful, the rate of the children who were 
identified as gifted at the end of the identification 
procedures that were nominated only by the par-
ents was higher than those who were nominated by 
parents and teachers (x²=0.94, p>.05). 
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At the end of the study, 50 children who had an IQ 
of 130 and above out of the 113 were identified as 
gifted. According to this result, 44.3% of the chil-
dren who were nominated by teachers and/or par-
ents in tandem were found to be gifted. In other 
words, teachers and/or families were 44.3% suc-
cessful at identifying gifted children.

No significant difference was observed between 
the scores that the gifted children obtained from 
the mental and creativity sections of the TOF and 
POF (mental u=85, p>.05; creativity u=103, p>.05), 
while a significant difference was found between 
the scores obtained from the leadership section 
and total scores (Leadership u=56, p<.05; total 
u=74, p<.01). 

The differences between scores from the TOF, the 
mental and creativity subdimensions of the PMA 
5-7 and total scores from the tests were examined. 
According to the findings, significant differences 
exist between each dimension in favor of children’s 
performance. The greatest difference existed in 
general mental performance (Total u=22, p<.01), 
followed by creativity and mental fields (creativity 
u=44, p<.01; mental u=56, p<.01). 

Meaningful differences were also found between 
the scores obtained by children identified as gifted 
from the POF and the mental, creativity and gener-
al mental performance fields of the PMA 5-7 (men-
tal u= 64, p<.05; creativity u= 40, p<.01; total u= 30, 
p<.01). These differences were in favor of children’s 
performance and the greatest difference existed in 
general mental performance, followed by creativity 
and mental fields. 

Significant differences in favor of children’s per-
formance were also found between the family 
observations of children nominated only by their 
families and identified as gifted and their PMA 5-7 
scores in the mental, creativity and general mental 
scores (POF-PMA mental score t= -4.932 p<.05; 
POF-PMA creativity score t= -4.867, p<.05; POF-
PMA total score t= -9.928, p<.05). 

No relationship was observed between the PMA 
5-7 performances and Goodenough-Harris test 
performance of gifted children (PMA-Goode-
nough (POF+TOF) r= -0.20, p>.05; PMA-Goode-
nough (POF) r=0.24, p>.05). 

Discussion

More children among those who were nominated 
only by parents were identified as gifted than those 
nominated by parents and teachers in tandem, al-

though this was not statistically meaningful. It was 
observed in studies conducted to identify especially 
young gifted children that parents were consider-
ably successful in identifying children’s potentials, 
interests, and hobbies (EDWA, 1997; Farmer, 1997; 
Jacobs, 1971; Lois & Lewis 1992).

In this study, 44.3% of the children nominated by 
teachers and/or parents in tandem were identified 
as gifted at the end of identification procedures. 
The studies carried out by Torrance and Caropresso 
(1998) and Powell and Siegle (2000) revealed that 
the use of Teacher Observation Forms to identify 
gifted children did not have a high level of effec-
tiveness as teachers had certain prejudices, but that 
these forms could still be used since they would be 
of help in obtaining detailed information about the 
children. Deans and Denton (1995) confirmed that 
there were not many survey methods that could 
be used with children younger than six years of 
age and that very few appropriate methods with a 
sound empirical basis exist. The studies conducted 
on the evaluation of children’s performances have 
shown that teachers’ concerns or prejudices on is-
sues like gender, the latent nature of talent, or the 
fear to misidentify might come into play (Powell 
& Siegle, 2000; Siegle, 2001; Weber, 1999). Other 
studies have found that it is more difficult to iden-
tify giftedness in preschool children than in older 
children (Coleman, 1985) and that progress is 
made in the identification of gifted children when 
parents are informed about the issue (Gagne, 1995; 
Jeong, 2010).

While studies conducted on the identification of 
gifted children by teachers indicate that teachers 
can make healthy selections 40-73% of the time 
(Dağlıoğlu, 1995; Dağlıoğlu & Metin, 2003; Deans 
& Denton, 1995), it has been found that parents are 
better observers of their children’s talents and can 
make accurate decisions 50-90% of the time (Ciha, 
Harris, & Rockford, 1974; Farmer, 1997; Jacobs, 
1971; Kord, 2000; Lois & Lewis, 1992; Smuthy, 
2000). When studies that compare the effectiveness 
of preschool children’s parents and teachers based 
on responses to questionnaire/observation forms 
are analyzed, teachers’ effectiveness was found to 
be lower than that of parents’ (Louis & Lewis, 1992; 
McGuffog, Feiring, & Lewis, 1987; Parkinson, 
1990; Roedell et al., 1980; Silverman, Chitwood, 
& Waters, 1986). These results present similarities 
with the results of this study.

When the findings are analyzed from a quantitative 
standpoint, parents are more successful than teach-
ers in identifying gifted children; however, when 
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the tests that were administered and the scores 
that were obtained are taken into consideration, 
teachers are found to have made more accurate 
evaluations of the children’s performances. More-
over, while the parents made accurate evaluations 
about the children’s creative performance, teachers 
and parents made accurate evaluations about their 
mental and creative abilities. However, it can be 
concluded that teachers and parents scored lower 
than children’s actual performances required in 
areas of leadership and general performance, and 
parents were more inclined than teachers to under-
estimate children’s performances. 

Many researchers claimed that parents’ comments 
were more reliable than teachers’ in determining 
those that are gifted, as parents were better ob-
servers of young children’s cognitive and social 
abilities (Jacobs, 1971; Lois & Lewis, 1992; Farmer, 
1997; Kord, 2000; Smuthy, 2000). On the other 
hand, some research reveals that parents have a 
tendency to underestimate their children’s abilities 
(Ehrlich, 1980) and that parents often make ac-
curate observations despite the myths about par-
ents’ overrating their children’s intellect (Farmer). 
These results are in parallel with the findings if this 
study. In addition, many studies suggest that when 
families and teachers are informed/trained about 
gifted children, knowledge levels rise meaning-
fully (Gökdere & Ayvacı, 2004; Hemphill, 2009; 
Johnson, Vickers, & Price, 1995; Kontaş, 2009; 
Robinson, 1985).

The Goodenough-Harris Draw-a-Person Test was 
included in this study for the purpose of assisting 
the results of the PMA 5-7 Test. The lack of a re-
lationship between the scores obtained from these 
two tests may be attributed to small group size and 
the fact that the Goodenough-Harris Test is based 
on motor skills and the ability to draw pictures. 
Hotulainen and Schofield (2003) studied 211 pre-
schoolers in Finland and implemented the German 
Breuer-Weuffen Difference Test along with the 
Raven Advancing Matrices, and the Goodenough-
Harris Draw-a-Person Test in order to confirm its 
results. They concluded that statistically meaning-
ful relationships existed between the two test re-
sults of children identified as gifted. Also, recent 
studies emphasize that as children’s performance is 
assessed, not only general talents but also specific 
interests of early social bloomers and those who 
may display outstanding performance in impor-
tant disciplines should also be considered (McBee, 
McCoach, Peters, & Matthews, 2012; Subotnik et 

al., 2011). This has been partially attributed to sta-
tistical problems and partially to the difficulty of 
predicting children’s future potential owing to the 
dynamics of development (Worrell, Olszewski-
Kubilius, & Subotnik, 2012).

The results of our study may be attributed to fac-
tors such as delayed preschool education in Turkey; 
limited or no opportunities provided by parents to 
children for activities like holding pens and draw-
ing, tying shoelaces, using utensils, getting dressed 
and undressed, and to the fact that the duration of 
the PMA 5-7 test is above the attention span of the 
children in this age group.

For gifted children to grow up to be adults that play 
instrumental roles, it is necessary to identify them 
early on and make accurate diagnosis. The devel-
opment of a diverse range of measurement tools is 
necessary. It is an undeniable fact that parents and 
teachers are indispensable in the early identifica-
tion of gifted children. However, both parties need 
professional help on gifted children’s character-
istics, behaviors and communication techniques. 
Brochures, books, television programs, events to 
introduce key people and institutions, seminars, 
and congregation of parents with gifted children 
may all be important steps. Offering preschool 
teachers practical seminars to help them actively 
use child assessment tools (such as observation re-
cords, portfolios, anecdotal records, development 
control lists) will help the identification of gifted 
children. This study may be replicated on a more 
comprehensive level at public and private kinder-
gartens affiliated with the Ministry of National Ed-
ucation and Social Services and Child Protection 
Agency, nursery classes, public and private pre-
schools, and day care centers. In addition, similar 
studies harnessing a comprehensive identification 
model involving mental and other abilities could 
be conducted in preschools located in regions with 
different socio-economic and cultural character-
istics. Furthermore, developing various measure-
ment tools to assess gifted preschool children’s 
knowledge, skills, behavior and attitudes in differ-
ent ability areas would make a major contribution 
to this field of study. 
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