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Abstract

The reliability and validity of the Turkish-translated version of the Gifted Rating Scales (GRS) were tested on 30
preschool teachers who provided ratings for a total of 390 preschoolers aged ranging from 4 years, 0 months to 6 years,
11 months. Results indicated that the reliability and validity of all five of the GRS-P subscales were high. Confirmatory
factor analysis provided support for the five-factor model, corroborating other validation studies. Results found a
significant difference in gender for artistic talent and motivation, but otherwise no effect for gender. There was no
significant difference across age groups. The present study provides preliminary support for a Turkish-translated version
of the GRS-P. Implications for the rating scale’s use as a viable screening instrument in Turkey to assist in early,
pre-school gifted identification were discussed.
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1. Introduction

Intelligence has historically been defined by scientists in different ways. According to a study by Sternberg and
Detterman (1986), psychologists have defined intelligence as a process of learning and adaptability to one’s
environment by means of experiences and have extended this definition by emphasizing the importance of
meta-cognition and the abiliThe DOI number is 10.11114/jets.v6i12.3566ty of humans to understand and control their
own thinking process. In addition to this definition, contemporary researchers have emphasized the importance of
culture in defining intelligence, and have dwelled upon that a feature, defined as intelligence in a culture, can mean
nonsense in another culture (Sternberg, Jarvin & Grigorenko, 2010).

The changing definitions of intelligence overtime has reflected itself in redefining giftedness, and there is a variance
from traditional definitions to contemporary definitions. For example, Giftedness has been defined with conception and
tests of intelligence since the late 19th century. Individuals with intelligence quotients 130 and over were defined to be
gifted. However, measuring intelligence based only on verbal and mathematical performance showed that these were
insufficient in defining giftedness and thus, there appeared a necessity of new definitions. In the beginning of the 20th
century, giftedness was almost always used synonymously with the term “genius”. Mentioning the high grades to be
obtained from the tests including academic matters mainly in this period, the term “giftedness” has broadened its scope
to include ability to solve problems, incentive, skill, creativity, leadership, etc. with the turn of this century (Levent,
2013; Pfeiffer, 2008; Sak, 2014; Sternberg, Jarvin & Grigorenko, 2010) and this trend in defining the term has been
supported by many theoreticians in the field including Sternberg & Zhang (1995), Renzulli (1999), Tannenbaum (1986),
Feldhusen (2005), Csikszentmihalyi (1996), Winner (1996), Gruber (1981), Gardner (2000, 2001), and Gagne (2000).

This change in definition of giftedness has caused some amendments on the definition of superior intelligence.
Identifying superior-intelligent children includes the process of collecting data on intelligence, creativity and
achievement followed by making decisions about the cognitive capacities or potentials of children in line with those
data (Sak, 2014). Identification has critical importance in providing educational opportunities for these children
(Matthew, Golin, Moore & Baker, 1992). Early identification is a process which helps the gifted child interiorize a
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regular studying system by promoting to use the potential and conduces to enable the family and teachers to make
arrangements to support the students to utilize their interests and abilities to a high level (Cutts & Moseley, 2004).

Identifying gifted individuals is highly supported in the field of education; it is, however causing certain debates (Heller
& Schofield, 2008). These debates crawl around the true indicators (features or skills) of superior intelligence, the
potential reasons for identifying gifted students, the scales, tools and methods used in measuring intelligence and the
timing for identification, i.e. at which stage of development should the children be identified. In short, the questions of
what, why, how and when have begun to come to the fore with an increased interest in identifying the gifted (Pfeiffer,
2008).

The rapid growth and development of children in the first six years of life is considered to be a basic obstructing factor
in the identification process in this period of the human life span. Related discussions include of the types of scales that

may be used for this age range as well as the person(s) who may be authorized to decide on children’s giftedness
(Sutherland, 2008).

Two points should be tackled regarding the question “When can a gifted child be identified?” The first one is “Is it
possible to identify these children in the earliest period of development or, in other words, during preschool or the
beginning of primary school period?”, and the second one is “Must the identification process be carried out
intermittently or constantly?”” As explaining in detail, “Must the process be repeated throughout the life span in order to
revise the educational program or is only one time identification enough?” Correspondingly, as mentioned before, the
other problem is that the identification is realized compulsorily or voluntarily by means of the school system (Heller &
Schofield, 2008). According to the literature, considering the importance of early social-emotional and the academic
support, children should be identified as early as possible (Schofield & Hotulainen, 2004; Stapf, 2003). Based on
studies on the development of superior-intelligent children, Lehwald (1986) mentions that the critical point in early
identification is to determine the most appropriate thing for the development of the child. In addition, he points out that
it is nearly impossible to support the development of the child without adequate knowledge of the identification criteria
for superior intelligence and that the contribution of the pre-school teacher as well as the child psychologist is
significant in the early identification process (Lehwald 1986; cited by Heller & Schofield, 2008).

Today, two different scaling types, namely psychometric scales and ability-based assessment scales are commonly
utilized to identify gifted individuals (Heller, 2001; Pfeiffer, 2008; Heller, Perleth & Lim, 2005). Psychometric scales
focus generally on the potential features of the children suitable for the identification criteria while the ability-based
assessment scales, used by experts, mostly on the personal learning and motivation features and partly on socio-cultural
structure. Together with these assessment tools, it is considered necessary to use more than one measure In addition,
more than one tool is used and the opinions of various individuals are obtained in order to identify the superior
intelligence potential of children due to their general features in the preschool period. Among them are peer assessment,
observation forms, anecdotal records, developmental scales and teacher assessment scales (Sutherland, 2008).

Obtaining teacher opinions as a way of identifying gifted students has become a widely used method in recent years.
Past researches have shown that teacher prejudice against cultural differences resulted with misidentification of
potentially gifted children (Davis & Rimm, 2003; Kaufman & Harrison, 1986). However, the benefits of teacher
observations over parents in identifying gifted children have been well documented, and have been found to show that
teachers that have more right in determination than the families in a study making benefit of observations of teachers
and families to determine the gifted children. This is especially in recent years where it has been emphasized as
significant in order to determine the gifted children due to the fact that the teacher assessment scales are being
developed and that the observations of teachers are the most detailed ones carried out in the long-term (Jarosewich,
Pfeiffer & Morris, 2002; Pfeiffer, 2015). As related assessment scales and checklists are becoming more and more
objective, the teachers can obtain information related to the assessment of the behaviors indicating the giftedness among
their students through the better standardized tests (Chan, 2000; Hodge & Cudmore, 1986). Accordingly, studies
emphasize a preference for using teacher scales in identifying potentially gifted children. Currently, studies on three
commonly used scales have put forth several concerns regarding psychometric and clinical issues (Jarosewich, Pfeiffer
& Morris, 2002), claiming the need to develop a practical, reliable and valid assessment scale for teachers in order to
assess student behaviors indicating superior intelligence. The Gifted Rating Scale (GRS) is one such assessment tool
(Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003), followed recently by the Teacher Rating Scales: the Gifted and Talented Evaluation
Scale (GATES; Gilliam, Carpenter & Christensen, 1996), the HOPE Scale (Peters & Gentry, 2009), and the Scales for
Identifying Gifted Students (SIGS) (Ryser & McConnell, 2004) (Yang, 2009). However, no standard test to be used by
teachers is currently available for the Turkish population.

The GRS includes a Preschool/ Kindergarten Form (GRS-P) for ages 4:0 to 6:11 and a School Form (GRS-S) for ages
6:0 to 13:11. Gifted Rating Scales- Preschool/Kindergarten Form (GRS-P), developed by Pfeiffer and Jarosewich (2003)
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is based on a multiple assessment model (Munich Model of Giftedness) (Zigler & Heller, 2000) in order to determine
gifted preschoolers. The Alpha reliability coefficient of the original scale is between .97 and .99, for 5 different age
ranges and includes 6 sub-scales. The criterion related validity of the scale was tested using the Wechsler Preschool and
Primary Scale of Intelligence-Third Edition (WPPSI-I11) and revealed good estimates. For the purpose of identification
validity of the scale, Wechsler Preschool and Primary Scale of Intelligence—Third Edition (WPPSI-I11) was applied to 124
children — 68 males and 59 females — as well as GRS-P scale. Moreover, the construct, concurrent, and predictive
validity has been realized. The correlations among the GRS subscales showed the highest relation to be between the
intellectual ability subscale and the academic competence subscale with a correlation coefficient of .93. The correlation
coefficients between academic competence/creativity and intellectual ability/creativity subscales were found to be .86
and .85, respectively. Pfeiffer, Petscher & Jarosewich (2007) compared the scores obtained by children in all GRS
subscales across child age and gender and found no significant differences for age and gender with the exception of
gender differences on the artistic ability subscale. ANOVA test was performed in order to determine whether the grades,
obtained from sub-scales of GRS-P, vary significantly according to the genders and ages of the children or not. As per
this test, it was seen that there was a meaningful difference between male and female students in the artistic ability
subscale (F(1, 333) = 8.23, p < .01, T==.02).

However, it was observed that there was no significant difference on the grades obtained from sub-scales of intellectual
ability, academic ability, creativity or motivation. It was seen that the points obtained from sub-scales of GRS-P had not
significant difference according to the age ranges of the children.

The Chinese version of Gifted Rating Scale-Preschool/Kindergarten Form was adapted by Siu (2010), and compared
across age and gender. The sample of the study consisted of 43 teachers and 250 children in 7 different preschool
institutions in Hong Kong. The GRS-P and a School Performance Evaluation (SPE) scale developed by the researcher
were used to collect data. The split-half reliability coefficients are .98 for the intellectual ability, creativity, and artistic
ability subscales and .97 for the motivation subscale. Results involving correlations among the subscales showed that the
highest correlation was found between the intellectual ability and the academic ability subscales (.93), while the lowest
was between the academic ability and the artistic ability subscales (.85). Results from the confirmatory factor analysis
revealed a five-factor model in original form accorded more than the one-factor model. Lastly, positive and high
correlations between GRS-P and SPE yielded satisfactory criterion related validity.

The above findings point to the fact that GRS preschool and elementary versions are successful measurement tools
across different cultures. The lack of such a tool for the Turkish population of potentially gifted preschoolers and the
strength of GRS-P in other cultures calls for an adaptation of this scale to the Turkish population. Therefore the main
purpose of this study was to test the psychometric properties of the Gifted Rating Scale-Preschool/Kindergarten Scale
(GRS-P) on a Turkish sample. The authors also aimed to compare the data obtained from the sample across child age
and gender.

2. Method
2.1 Population

The sample consisted of 30 preschool teachers (of a total of 390 preschoolers) working in one of the 15 preschools
across Izmir during the 2014-2015 school year. All participants had a bachelor’s degree in preschool education. The
students consisted of 189 girls (48.5%) and 201 boys (51.5%) are aged between 4-6 years. 11 (2.8%) students were in
4:0- 4:5 age group, 52 (13.3%) in 4:6-4:11 age group, 99 (%25,4) in 5:0-5:5 age group, 144 (%36,9) in 5:6-5:11 age
group and, 84 (%16,9) in 6:0-6:11 age group.

A pilot study was conducted with 3 preschool teachers of a total of 59 preschoolers (33 girls [55.9%], 26 boys [44.1%)]
aged between 4-6) attending two different preschools in Izmir. 2 of the students (3,4%) participating in the study are
4:6- 4:11 age group, 19 of them (32,2%) are 55:6-5:11 age group, and 10 of them (16,9%) are 6:0-6:11 age group.

2.2 Instrumentation

The Gifted Rating Scale Preschool/Kindergarten Form, developed by Pfeiffer & Jarosewich (2003), aims to determine
potentially gifted children during their preschool years in order to support the already existing identification system.
The scale is filled out by teachers and is one that is applicable to a wide range of ages. GRS-P is based on the versatile
evaluation model for gifted children. Enabling the superior intelligence to be examined in a versatile manner, graded by
teachers, and consisting of 60 items, it was developed with the aim of determining gifted children during the preschool
period or to provide a comprehensive evaluation tool. This scale is a highly effective tool to help in determining
individuals with intellectual superiorities regardless of the cut off scores set as 115, 120, 125 or 130. The GRS-P scale can
be used to evaluate early reading, early language development, complex games and other characteristics of the children by
teachers of early childhood, preschool or kindergarten. GRS-P, consisting of 60 articles, divided in groups of 12 for every
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sub-test, is prepared in order to evaluate 4 to 6 year olds’ skills in 5 different fields: intellectual skills, academic skills,
creativity, artistic skills and motivation. The intellectual ability test measures the ability to think in abstract terms,
including calculation speed, calculation accuracy and memory. The academic ability test measures age-appropriate
academic skills of the preschooler. The creativity scale measures the originality in thoughts and actions, the ability to
create new ideas, and participation in imaginary games. The artistic abilities scale measures the child’s abilities to express
oneself through drama, pictures and music. Finally, the motivation scale aims to determine the child’s enjoyment and
intrinsic motivation during a difficult task. The main goal of the Motivation scale is to determine the level of patience,
consistency and desire for achievement while performing a task and is not used as an indicator of giftedness. Each item in
the scale is graded with a 9 point grading system which is also divided into 3 groups (1-3 below average, 4-6 average, 7-9
above average). The scores are then scored using the T score table found in the GRS-P manual. The child who gets the
highest T grade in one or more sub tests is further compared with the scores of other children. T scores below 55 (below
69%) indicate a low probability, scores between 55-59 (69-83%) an intermediate level of probability, scores between
60-69 (84-97%) a high probability and scores above 70 (98%+) indicate a very high probability of superior abilities
(Pfeiffer & Jarosewich,2003).

2.3 Procedures

The first step of the study included the language adaptation of GRS-P. Literature on scale adaptation emphasizes that a
scale to be adapted to another culture and language firstly be analyzed in its original form in order to avoid any
misunderstandings by the potential participants in terms of language-specific vocabulary and phrase structure (Hambleton,
2005). Therefore the authors sent the original English form of GRS-P to two academics working in the field of gifted
education. The academics’ consent on the appropriateness of the scale for the Turkish population was followed by the
translation of the scale by two language experts with a mother tongue in American English and advanced Turkish skills.
These two experts were also assisted by two experts in gifted education with English language proficiency during the
translation phase. The translated forms were then merged into a single form by the former author and this single form was
further analyzed once again by the two academics and a third researcher in gifted education. The form was later checked
for language and cohesion by two different Turkish language experts Following the necessary revisions, reverse
translations were conducted by two different language experts proficient in both languages and who were blind to the
former language procedures. The backward translations were analyzed and revised in accordance with the suggestions of
two gifted education experts and a researcher working in the field. The final reverse translation and the Turkish form were
further compared by two academics specialized in gifted education, one in special education, and one in English language
teaching and all agreed on the high conformability level between the two forms. In addition, the reverse translation and the
Turkish forms of GRS-P were sent to the Pearson Publication where the translation rights were purchased by the authors.
The language adaptation procedures were completed with the confirmation letter of the company.

During the second phase of the study, a pilot study was carried out to determine item correlations and language
appropriateness. After the official permission was obtained from the Provincial Directorate for National Education of
Izmir, three schools across Izmir were chosen and the former author gave seminars to the teachers working in those
schools on giftedness, general characteristics of gifted children in the preschool period and the use of the GRS-P scale.
Three preschool teachers joined the pilot study and filled out GRS-P for their students. The Cronbach Alpha calculated
for item analysis and reliability was found to be .98, a finding confirming the applicability of the scale on another
sample.

Based on the above findings, the main study began with the same stages performed in the pilot study, this time for a
bigger sample including 30 preschooler teachers of a total of 390 students. The data obtained was analyzed via SPSS
22.0 and AMOS 22.0 software.

3. Results

In compliance with the results of the pilot study of the GRS-P scale, a main sampling application was carried out and
analyzed. Different thoughts exist regarding the sample size in scale adaptation studies. Bryaman & Cramer (2001)
factor analysis indicates that when determining the sample number, a sample of the number obtained from multiplying
the number of articles of the scale with five or ten will be enough. On the other hand, Kline (2014) states that the
number of sample may vary according to the factor structure, and a 200 person sample will be enough, in fact, it will be
appropriate to create a 100 person sample when the factor structure is sufficient. In this context, the number of data
obtained was found to be adequate.

The normal distribution curve diagrams and the skewness and flatness values of the sub tests of the GRS-P that the data
fulfilled the assumptions of normality. Below are the results pertaining to the validity and reliability of the Turkish
Version of GRS-P followed by group comparisons across child age and gender. The following analysis was conducted
according to the types of validity evidence as described in the Standards for Educational and Psychological Testing
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(American Educational Research Association, American Psychological Association, & National Council on
Measurement in Education, 1999). With this purpose, in order to determine whether the T scores differ in accordance
with gender and age variables, One-Way ANOVA carried out the expert opinion analysis and correlation analysis among
the sub tests of the scale to determine content validity, a fit factor analysis to determine the scale’s construct validity and
the Cronbach Alpha reliability analyses to determine the internal consistency reliability. An alpha level of .05 was used
for all statistical tests, unless otherwise stated.

3.1 The Reliability of GRS-P

The Cronbach Alpha, preferred as a measure of internal consistency in this study, was calculated to gain information on
the consistency of scores attained from each item with the overall scale scores (Crocker & Algina, 1986). The Cronbach
Alphas computed for each of the five subtests were observed to be high (Table 1). In addition the Guttman Split-half
reliability coefficient was .96 for Intellectual Ability, .95 for Academic Ability and Creativity and .97 for Artistic Talent
and Motivation subtests, which are similar to those reported in the GRS manual (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003) as well as
a study by Siu (2010) study using a Chinese sample in China.

3.2 The Validity of GRS-P
3.2.1 Content validity

Content validity is the extent to each item on a scale as well as the whole scale serves the intended purpose of the scale
(Creswell, 2013) and is usually determined on the basis of expert opinions (Tekin, 1977). The content validity of the
Turkish version of GRS-P in this study was achieved through consulting the opinions of four experts of whom two were
from the field of gifted education, one from special education and one from psychological counseling and guidance,
with all experts stating that the items on the scale measured the construct adequately. An examination of correlations
among the subscales (see Table 1) also supported these expert opinions.

3.2.2 Scale Correlation Analysis and Factor Analysis

Pearson product-moment correlations were computed for the five subscale scores of the Turkish-translated GRS-P (see
Table 1). These coefficients were observed range between .57 (Intellectual Ability and Artistic Talent subscales) and .90
(Intellectual Ability and Academic Ability subscales) and all were significant at the p < .01 level.

Table 1. Internal Consistency Reliability and Bivariate Correlation Coefficients of the Scores of the Turkish Version of
the Gifted Rating Scales—Preschool / Kindergarten Form

Internal Consistency Subscale Reliability 1 2 3 4 5
1 .98 1
2 .96 90~ 1
3 .97 ,80 ,80 1
4 .98 577 58" 65" 1
5 .98 827 81" 727 647 1
Note: 1= Intellectual Ability, 2=Academic Ability, 3=Creativity, 4= Artistic Talent, 5=Motivation.
**p< .01

The factor structure of the scale was tested via first level Confirmatory factor analysis, using the AMOS program.
Multiple fit indexes were used to assess model fit, including y2/df ratio, comparative fit index (CFI), normed fit index
(NF1), relative fit index (RFI), root mean square residual (RMR), and root mean square error of approximation
(RMSEA). The evaluation of the CFA was made with the model conformity index and by a hierarchical measurment
model. The chi-square conformity value (y2=4855. 448; Sd=1656; p=.00) of the factor construct consisting of 60 items
and five sub factors were found to be meaningful and the y2/df value regarding the model conformity was computed as
2.932. Other conformity index values were computed as follows: RMSEA: .070, RMR: .099, NFI: .882, CFIl: .919,
RFI: .874. The XZdf value being below 3.0 indicates a decent model conformity level. According to Hu and Bentler
(1998), The CFI, NFI and RFI values being close, equal or above .90 are acceptable values, the RMR value being close
to 0 means there is a better model conformity and a RMSEA value between .60 and 1 shows that the model conformity
is decent and acceptable (Hu & Bentler, 1998). In light of these values reported by Hu and Bentler, the GRS-P Turkish
Version can be considered as a valid measure of preschool giftedness for a Turkish population.

3.3 Analysis by Gender and Age

In order to determine whether the T scores obtained from the GRS-P subscales differ for child age and gender, a t-test
for gender and a one-way ANOVA for age were performed. According to the results, significant differences were
observed for age only on the Artistic ability and Motivation subscales, with girls obtaining significantly higher scores
compared to boys (see Table 2). Results of group comparisons for age revealed no significant differences for any
subscale.
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and t-Test by Gender

Male (n=201) Female (n= 189)
M SD M SD t p

Intellectual Ability 51.96 10.12 52.19 8.81 -,23 81
Academic Ability 50.82 10.10 51.57 8.28 -,79 42
Creativity 50.43 10.98 50.08 9.42 ,33 74
Artistic Talent 49.69 10.73 54.64 10.16 -4,66 .00
Motivation 49.54 10.30 51.73 9.85 -2,14 .03

Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Analysis of Variances (ANOVA) by Age
Age

4:0-4:5 4:6-4:11 5:0-5:5 5:6-5:11 6:0-6:11 F p
(n=11) (n=52) (n=99) (n=144) (n=84)

Intellectual Ability ,85 49
M 55,72 52,73 52,36 52,09 50,82
SD 13,35 12,92 9,88 8,30 7,81
Academic Ability 1,52 ,19
M 53,18 53,15 51,81 50,81 49,58
SD 13,42 12,43 10,33 7,80 6,91
Creativity 2,32 ,05
M 55,18 52,30 51,40 49,32 48,63
SD 11,92 12,45 10,84 9,52 8,55
Artistic Talent 1,28 27
M 57,72 52,90 52,86 51,41 51,09
SD 13,28 13,31 11,85 9,25 9,46
Motivation 1,914 ,107
M 54,90 51,51 51,05 51,04 48,20
SD 51,51 12,49 11,05 9,09 8,41

4, Discussion

This study investigated the reliability and validity of the Turkish-translated version of GRS-P and explored the possible
effects of gender and age on each of the subscales. The Cronbach Alpha values for the adapted GRS-P sub scales were
found between .96 and .98, and all Guttman Split-Half internal consistency parameters varied between .95 and .97.
When these findings were examined, it was concluded that all subtests of the scale held high levels of internal
consistency reliability. The study carried out by Pfeiffer, Petscher & Jarosewich indicated that the Cronbach Alpha
values of all subtests of the scale varied between .97 and .99.

This result has shown that the GRS-P original form has given reliable results in the United States as well. The study
performed by Sui (2010) has shown that the GRS-P scale’s Chinese adaptation had an internal consistency value
between .98 and .99. According to these results, the sub scales have shown high internal consistency reliability similar
to that of United States and China studies.

The opinions of two gifted education experts, a special education expert and an academic in psychological counseling
and guidance were obtained for the GRS-P’s content validity. According to the opinions of the experts, it was concluded
that the on the scale measured the target construct. Also, comparing the measured subject and behavior to the test
content for content validity, is related to the level of representation the articles provide for the evaluated fields (Naglieri
& Das, 1997). With this purpose, the content validity in our study revealed the relation of the sub scale to the GRS-P
scale it belongs to and the relations corrected based on the sub scale’s total score. The Pearson product moment
correlation factor was used for these calculations. Results showed that the strongest relationship was between the
intellectual ability and the academic ability subscales. This strong relationship was observed in the Chinese (r=93) and
the American (r=93) cultures as well (Pfeiffer et. al., 2007; Siu, 2009). As is stated in the GRS-P manual, the skills and
behaviors expected from the intellectual ability and academic ability fields are quite close in nature (Pfeiffer &
Jarosewich, 2003). Thus it is no surprise to observe this high correlation between these two subscales. The lowest
correlation among the GRS-P subscales were found between the intellectual ability and the artistic ability subscales
(r=.570; p<.01) and the academic ability and the artistic ability subscales (r=.584;p<.01). These results also showed
correspondence with the American and the Chinese population (Pfeiffer et. al., 2007; Siu, 2010).

As indicated in the GRS- user manual, the expected skills and behaviors on different ability domains such as intellectual,
academic and artistic differ from each other (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003). Therefore, our results were of no surprise.

Parallel with the original form as well as the Chinese version of the scale, the Turkish version of the GRS-P supported
the 5 factor model (Pfeiffer & Jarosewich, 2003; Siu, 2010) as was observed with the CFA. Findings of our study
showed that the Turkish version of GRS-P had a five factor structure, a similar finding with the Chinese and the original
GRS-P versions. For the Chinese version, Sui (2010) tested both a one factor and a five factor structure for the scale and
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concluded that the five factor structure was supported with Chinese sample. A similar factor structure across three
different samples from three different cultures implies that GRS-P displays universal characteristics and this may be
considered proof for the validity of the Turkish version of GRS-P.

Results showed that the Turkish version of the GRS-P subscale scores for the intellectual ability, academic ability and
creativity subscales did not differ across gender, where significant differences were obtained in the artistic ability and
motivation subscales on behalf of girls. The Pfeiffer and colleagues (2007) study however reported gender differences
only for the artistic ability subscale, while the Siu (2009) study revealed none for any subscale.

The analyses regarding child age did not reveal any significant differences across the subscales. The GRS-P evaluates
children within their own age range. Thus the results showed that teachers rated their students in a developmentally
appropriate perspective. The study by Pfeiffer, Petscher and Jarosewich (2007) similarly proved no meaningful
difference among scores in terms of age while Sui (2010) found meaningful differences between age groups 4:6 and
4:11, 5:0 and 5:5, and 5:6 and 5:11 in the “intellectual ability” subscale, 4:6 and 4:11, and 5:6 and 5:11 in the “creativity”
subscale, 4:6 and 4:11, 5:6 and 5:11 in the “artistic ability” subscale and 4:6 and 4:11, 6:0 and 6:5 in the “motivation”
subscale. Based on these findings, Sui (2010) interpreted that the intellectual ability, creativity and motivation subscales
were relatively critical subscales in characterizing a child as one with superior abilities/gifted.

When we look into the research results, it can be concluded that there are deficiencies in the determination,
characterization and support of the gifted individuals during the preschool period in Turkey. As stated before, there are
no instruments for identifying potential gifted preschooler in Turkey, to date. The psychometric properties of the
Turkish version of GRS-P found in this study shows that this scale can be used in the identification of potential Turkish
gifted preschoolers. There is also an important advantage of GRS-P in that it is filled by an adult whom the child spends
most of her day with. Therefore the data resource the scale uses is someone who knows the child well. Taken together,
these arguments may be considered as strong indicators that GRS-P is an appropriate instrument for identifying gifted
Turkish preschoolers.

Considering the fact that identifying and supporting gifted preschoolers is one area in which Turkey has problems, the
Turkish Version of GRS-P adapted in this study may be considered a reliable and valid measure for identifying gifted
Turkish preschoolers which may be taken as a sound start. Once gifted preschoolers are identified with valid and
reliable measures, educational programming will be triggered and since the Turkish Version of GRS-P fits a five factor
model, children’s performance across these 5 abilities will be identified and educators will have the opportunity to plan
individualized programs for each gifted child.

Turkey’s socio-political structure is heterogeneous in nature with various cultures, languages and religious perspectives.
Therefore, a major limitation of this study can be said to be concerned with the sampling procedure, where all data were
gathered from a single Turkish metropolitan located in the West region of the country. This may inhibit the use the
Turkish Version of GRS-P in other cities across the nation. Thus further studies conducted with a wider sample from
different cities may be useful in broadening the use of GRP-P across the nation.

Schooling in the preschool period in Turkey is not a common procedure in Turkey. For example, the 2008 statistics
show that only 25% of children in the kindergarten age attended kindergarten in Turkey. Therefore many gifted
preschoolers might be facing the risk of not being identified in the preschool period. Taking this risk into account,
identification of gifted children in the elementary period becomes critical. GRS also has an elementary form and the
authors suggest studies tackling the psychometric properties of GRS elementary form in the near future.

The preschool form of the GRS scale, which is used frequently in the United States, China, Japan, Korea and Spain in
particular, has been adapted into three different languages, and valid and reliable results were obtained. The schooling
period form of the GRS scale has been adapted, as stated above, to 5 different languages, and is currently being adapted
in Czech Republic and Slovenia. The adaptation of this scale in our country is regarded a great deal of contribution to
the subject nationally. Also, it is regarded that it will help fill the gap in the field. With more studies such as this one in
the field, the identification methods of gifted children will be versatile.

In further studies, it is recommended that studies to provide deeper correlation analysis with other languages to which
the GRS-P has been adapted be carried out, the GRS scale form for the schooling period also be adapted to the Turkish
language, the GRS-P scale correlation and the acquisition scales in accordance with the academic, intellectual, artistic
abilities and creativity and motivation characteristics of kindergarten students be examined, the correlation between the
GRS-P done by teachers and GRS-P done by families be examined. Additionally, it will be beneficial if the children
whose abilities in different fields have been identified with the GRS scales are given the appropriate education in fields
in which they have shown high potential, and work to contribute to their development in these fields is performed.
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