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Abstract 

 
The main objective of this study is to compare the human values and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students 
with their peers with standard development. In addition, it aims to determine the level of relationship between human 
values and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students and whether human values were effective on psychological 
well-being. In this research, the relational survey model of quantitative research methods, which is a sub-type of the general 
survey model, is used. Assistance was received from 328 (59.3%) eighth-grade secondary school students in schools run by 
the Ministry of National Education in Izmir and Manisa and 225 (40.7%) gifted/talented students who were educated at 
BILSEM. To collect data, the Human Values Scale (PSI) and the Psychological Well-being Scale were used. Independent 
samples t-test for paired comparisons, Pearson’s product-moment correlation analysis for variable relationships and 
regression analysis to determine the predictive level were used. According to the t-test results, the human values and 
psychological well-being levels of gifted/talented students were higher than those of their peers with standard development 
and the gender variable did not play an effective role in the psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. As a result 
of the correlation analysis, a statistically significant correlation was found between human values and the psychological well-
being of gifted/talented students. According to the regression analysis, human values significantly increased psychological 
well-being. 
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1. Introduction 

People have always given thought to the question of ‘what makes life valuable and how can a 
valuable life be built?’ For many people, a good life is often regarded as the highest value for which 
tolerance, respect, helpfulness, etc. can be combined. In some ethical systems, especially usefulness 
and goodness are seen as the highest benefits and these actions add value to life depending on the 
general welfare level they create. Senses of happiness and development are among the states that 
show life is going well. In this context, criteria such as loving/benefiting others, enjoying life and self-
understanding, as the defining characteristics of quality of life, have been focused on (Diener, 2000; 
Seligman, 2010). Current studies on a good life have taken the form of targeting the development of 
interventions that preserve mental health, eliminate adjustment disorders and improve living 
conditions by concentrating on the innate strengths of individuals (Seligman & Csikszentmihalyi, 
2000). 

Well-being is a concept that reflects a versatile, balanced and comprehensive life structure. It 
involves being healthy and successful in social, physical, mental, emotional, professional and spiritual 
fields (Akhter, 2015). The concept of well-being has been tried to be explained from two different 
perspectives. The one with subjective well-being (hedonic) that aims to reach pleasure and escape 
from pain focuses on happiness and expresses a mental and emotional assessment of one’s life. In 
other words, it involves reaching the conclusion that the individual receives satisfaction from all areas 
of life with cognitive judgments and feels positive emotions that give him happiness in life more 
intensely than negative ones (Deiner, Lucas & Oishi, 2002). Psychological well-being (Eudaimonic) 
focuses on the level and meaning of life, human potential and self-realisation (Keyes, Shmotkin & Ryff, 
2002; Ryan & Deci, 2001). It focuses on people achieving their objectives, developing their potentials, 
quality of relationships and sense of responsibility, and constructing life on their ability to deal with 
difficulties (Siqueira & Padovam, 2008).  

Psychological well-being refers to the state of ‘living a full and deeply satisfying life’ (Deci &Ryan, 
2008). While Edwards, Ngcobo, Edwards and Palavar (2005) define well-being as mental health, Ward 
(2008) defines it as psychological, emotional and physical health. According to Huppert’s (2009) study, 
psychological well-being is related to life going well and it is a combination of feeling good and 
working effectively. It is the result of individuals’ assessment of their capacities, family, environmental 
conditions, income and quality of life based on their personal criteria combined with the values and 
expectations of society. The best-known indicator is life satisfaction (Eggleston et al., 2001; Ordonez, 
Lima-Silva & Cachioni, 2011). It can be considered as one of the outcomes of self-actualisation and 
psychological functioning as a result of adequate functioning of a system of adaptive and harmonious 
objectives as well as autonomy, competence and commitment (Ryan & Deci, 2000). When this 
conception is not/cannot be reached, hopelessness, lack of control over one’s life and lack of vital 
goals occur with a negative cognitive-motivational state (Garcia-Alandete, 2015). Psychological well-
being is more likely to occur in people who experience less negative feelings, such as sadness and 
anger, who are in a positive mood and who are at peace with themselves and their surroundings 
(Fierro, 2006). 

The level of psychological well-being is influenced by subjective experiences and physical, mental 
and social factors and changes (Hidalgo et al., 2010; Tay& Kuykendall, 2013). Social factors comprise 
family, school, work, belief, values and all social systems that affect individuals (Kumar, 2014). Culture 
and values are accepted as the main factors that affect psychological well-being (Brown & Kasser, 
2005; Grossi, Blessi, Sacco & Buscema, 2012). Indeed, some research results have shown that social 
integration and values have a significant effect on the individual’s psychological well-being (Lu & Shih, 
1997; Lu, Gilmour &Kao, 2001). 

According to Davidov, Schmidt and Schwartz’s (2008) study, values are abstract motivations that 
direct, explain or justify attitudes, norms, thoughts and actions. According to this definition, values are 
not temporary choices, but rather they show that the individual’s personality and behaviour have 
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steady dimensions, deep and perdurable beliefs (Parks & Guay, 2009; Thompson, 1981). The concept 
of value does not refer to what has happened/been, but what should happen/be. Therefore, a value 
should have a meaning for action and ideal (Akyuz, 2014). In this respect, values also show the 
importance that an individual attaches to life (Onder & Bulut, 2013). On one hand, they constitute the 
cause of human actions and on the other hand, they form part of their identity (Parks-Leduc, Feldman 
& Bardi, 2015). Value is an essential element for an individual to be/able to be a person; It is a 
characteristic of personality as a conscious experience (Gokalp, 2014). The values, attitudes and 
behaviours that are closely related to the quest for spiritual and mental balance, desire to 
understand/make sense of life and need for social acceptance provide an opportunity to evaluate not 
only individuals but also social groups and cultures in a healthy way by allowing them to 
understand/anticipate attitudes and behaviours in advance (Myyrya, Juujarvi & Pesso, 2010; Ozcan & 
Erol, 2017). In recognising right and wrong through cultural reconciliation, concerning whether the 
decisions taken by the individual are socially shared and considered important (Ulavere & Veisson, 
2015), values that guide human life (Rennie, 2007; Schwartz, 1992) provide a place in the social 
structure through social consciousness. 

Studies on values and psychological well-being, where individuals and/or groups have better/higher 
levels of psychological well-being and where personality traits affect values and psychological well-
being, are among the studies where attention is concentrated. In particular, the search for the 
relationship between intelligence and well-being has a long history (Wigtil & Henriques, 2015). Some 
researchers have suggested that gifted/talented individuals may be happier than their peers with 
average development due to their capacity to achieve their goals better/more easily (Diener & Fujita, 
1995). Han and Kim (2008) stated that students who are successful in different scientific fields and 
who are better in terms of academic performance have higher levels of optimism, psychological well-
being and happiness than their peers. However, there are also researchers arguing that 
gifted/talented individuals have a higher risk of having problems concerning their social and emotional 
development than their peers who show average development, and therefore their life satisfaction 
will be low (Daniels & Piechowski, 2009; Robinson, 2008; Ziegler & Raul, 2000). 

Ozbey (2016) pointed out three factors in the social and emotional development of gifted/talented 
students. First of all, highly talented people should demonstrate their academic potential and 
experience satisfaction in this field. Academic capacity/satisfaction gives self-confidence and self-
respect to gifted/talented students, and as a result, highly talented students become socially and 
emotionally successful. The second factor is the educational institution/teachers and the family circle. 
Educators who fully understand the learning characteristics and complexity of gifted/talented children 
and parents of gifted children can give them the sense of trust they need in their social relationships 
(Riley, Sampson, White, Ward man & Walker, 2015; Silverman, 2003). Gifted children, like all children, 
learn in a social environment and their social/emotional well-being depends on the attitude and 
understanding of those around them. Teachers’ attitudes, perceptions and practices in the learning 
environment affect the self-perception of gifted children (Delaune & Tapper, 2015). The third factor is 
the circle of friends. Gifted/talented children tend to be friends with people who are suitable for their 
cognitive development rather than their chronological age. These children seek not only intellectual 
compliance but also a similar understanding, close and trust-based friendship and relationships (Gross, 
2006). Therefore, making friends with individuals suitable for their social and emotional development 
may positively affect the psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. 

1.1. Significance of the research 

Even though children with average development have limited awareness of what is happening 
during their class time, gifted students can comprehend the complexities and problems in the world 
(McGee & Hughes, 2011; Roeper & Silverman, 2009). Although the academic intelligence of 
gifted/talented students is significantly higher than their peers, their social and emotional aspects may 
not be developed at the same level. It is accepted that educational environments, friendship and 
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inadequate family circle which do not respond to the learning and thinking speed and level of 
gifted/talented students play an effective role in this (Reis & Renzulli, 2004). Because of the mismatch 
between mental intelligence and social and emotional development, gifted students are likely to face 
social or emotional problems that other peers will not have to endure (Silverman, 2003). This may 
cause them to be deprived of a meaningful and satisfying social life (Gere, Capps, Mitchell &Grubbs, 
2009). 

Current educational systems primarily aim at the cognitive development of students and focus on 
providing necessary knowledge and competencies in academic terms. This approach neglects 
gifted/talented students’ development and their training for social and emotional skills (Van der Zee, 
Thijs & Schakel, 2002). However, research and expert opinions emphasise that gifted/talented 
students have more emotional needs than cognitive needs (Al-Adwan & Al-Khayat, 2015). A good life 
for gifted/talented individuals is not only about developing their intelligence (Ogurlu et al., 2016). 
Especially in the 21st century, it is imperative to have all the skills necessary to succeed in complex 
problems and tougher living conditions. Advanced cognitive ability cannot be expected to compensate 
for social and emotional skill deficiencies (Whetten & Cameron, 2007). Therefore, students’ social and 
emotional development should be taken into consideration as well as their mental development 
(Corso, 2007). 

It is accepted that there is a relationship between an individual’s values and psychological well-
being (Schwartz & Sortheix, 2018; Sortheix, 2014). Although there are studies describing the 
relationship between these two structures, no study explaining the relationship between human 
values and psychological well-being in gifted/talented individuals has been found. Methodological 
studies are needed in this context. 

The main objective of this study is to compare the human values and psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students with standard developing students. Also, it aims to determine the level of 
relationship between human values and psychological well-being in gifted/talented students and 
whether human values are effective on psychological well-being. Some studies in the related field 
(Ozbey & Saricam, 2016; Ozbey, 2016; Tirri & Pehkonen, 1998; Winner, 1997) found that gifted 
students had higher levels of values than their peers. In this study, taking the positive relationship 
between values and psychological well-being (Schwartz & Sortheix, 2018; Sortheix, 2014) and the 
capacities of gifted individuals into consideration, it has been thought that gifted/talented individuals 
would have higher scores in terms of psychological well-being. For this purpose, the following 
hypotheses were tested: 

H1. The level of human values of gifted/talented students will be statistically significantly higher 
than that of their peers with average development. 

H2. Psychological well-being of gifted/talented students will be statistically significantly higher than 
that of their peers with average development. 

H3. The level of psychological well-being of gifted/talented male students will be statistically 
significantly higher than that of gifted/talented female students. 

H4. There is a statistically significant correlation between the level of human values and 
psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. 

H5. The level of human values of gifted/talented students statistically significantly predicts their 
level of psychological well-being. 

2. Method 

In this research, the relational survey model of quantitative research methods, which is a sub-type 
of the general survey model, was used. General survey models are surveying arrangements made on a 
whole population with many elements, or a group, a sample or sampling, to be taken from the 

https://doi.org/10.18844/gjgc.v10i2.4656


Ozbey, A (2020). Human values and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students and their peers with average development. Global 
Journal of Guidance and Counselling in Schools: Current Perspectives. 10(2),  64-78. https://doi.org/10.18844/gjgc.v10i2.4656  

 

68 

population to make a general judgment about the population. Single or relational surveys can be 
carried out with general survey models. The relational survey model is a research model that aims to 
determine the presence and/or degree of interchange between two and more variables (Punch, 2009, 
2013). In this study, it is aimed to determine whether there is a difference between gifted/talented 
students and students with average development in terms of human values and level of psychological 
well-being, to determine the possible relationship between human values and psychological well-
being and whether human values increase psychological well-being. 

2.1. Study group 

An appropriate sampling method was chosen to collect data. An appropriate sampling method was 
selected from easily accessible and practicable units to prevent loss of time, money and labor (Buy 
ukozturket al., 2015). Assistance for this purpose was received from 328 (59.3%) eighth-grade 
secondary school students in schools run by the Ministry of National Education in Izmir and Manisa 
and 225 (40.7%) gifted/talented students who were educated at BILSEM in the academic year 2015–
2016. In the first stage, the scales were evaluated separately and 11 students whose scales were 
missing or incorrect were excluded from the sample. As a result, a total of 553 secondary school 
students were selected for the study group, with 225 (40.7%) gifted/talented and 328 (59.3%) average 
students. The gifted/talented students with an IQ of 130 and higher IQ were registered to BILSEM, 
while average students attended public schools. 289 (52.3%) of the students were female and 264 
(47.7%) were male. Their ages ranged from 13 to 15 years, with an average age of 13.66 years. 

2.2. Data collection tools 

2.2.1. Human values scale (ISS) 
The scale was developed by Dilmac (2007) to determine the human values of adolescents. It is a  

5-point Likert-type scale consisting of 42 items in six dimensions (1 = Never, 2 = Rarely,  
3 = Occasionally, 4 = Frequently, 5 = Always). Increasing scores of the scale indicate that individuals 
have higher levels of human values. The internal consistency coefficients of the scale (Cronbach’s 
alpha) were 0.73 for the ‘Responsibility’ subscale, 0.69 for the ‘Friendship’ subscale, 0.65 for the 
‘Peacefulness’ subscale, 0.67 for the ‘Respect’ subscale, 0.69 for the ‘Honesty’ subscale, 0.70 for the 
‘Tolerance’ subscale and the internal consistency coefficient for the whole scale of 42 items was found 
as alpha 0.92. The stability coefficients of the scale were 0.73 for ‘Responsibility’, 0.91 for 
‘Friendship’,0.80 for ‘Peacefulness’, 0.88 for ‘Respect’, 0.75 for ‘Honesty’ and 0.79 for ‘Tolerance’. The 
stability coefficient for the whole scale was 0.87. For this study, Cronbach’s alpha internal consistency 
coefficient was calculated as 0.86 for the whole scale. The sub-dimensions were calculated as 0.68 for 
‘Responsibility’, 0.71 for ‘Friendship’, 0.67 for ‘Peacefulness’, 0.73 for ‘Respect’, 0.68 ‘Honesty’ and 
0.69 for ‘Tolerance’. Some of the items in the Human Values Scale were ‘1. I take responsibility for 
what I do’; ‘8. I attach great importance to friendship’; ‘17. I don’t expect anything to help people’; 
‘22. I can accept everyone’s opinion’; and ‘36. I forgive every mistake made against me’. 

2.2.2. Psychological well-being scale 
The Psychological Well-being Scale, complementary to existing well-being measures, was developed 

by Diener et al. (2009–2010) to measure socio-psychological well-being. The scale was adapted to 
Turkish by Telef (2011, 2013). As a result of the exploratory factor analysis, it was found that the total 
explained variance was 42%. Factor loads of the scale items were calculated between 0.54 and 0.76. In 
the confirmatory factor analysis, compliance index values were found as RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.04, 
GFI = 0.96, NFI = 0.94, RFI = 0.92, CFI = 0.95 and IFI = 0.95. The Psychological Well-being Scale was 
found to be related to the sub-dimensions of the scale, with autonomy being 0.30, environmental 
dominance being 0.53, individual development being 0.29, positive relations with others being 0.41, 
life goals being 0.41, self-acceptance being 0.56 and total psychological well-being being 0.56. In 
addition, the sub-dimensions of the Need Satisfaction Scale correlated with autonomy as 0.30, with 
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competence as 0.69, with relevance as 0.57 and with total need satisfaction as 0.73. Cronbach’s alpha 
internal consistency coefficient obtained in the reliability study of the scale was calculated as 0.80. 
According to the test-retest results, a high, positive and significant correlation was found between the 
first and second applications of the scale (r = 0.86, p < 0.001). The total correlations of the items of the 
Psychological Well-being Scale varied between 0.41 and 0.63 and t-values were verified as significant 
(p < 0.001). The items of the Psychological Well-being Scale ranged between 1 and 7, with strongly 
disagree (1) and strongly agree (7). All items were expressed positively. The scores ranged from 8 (if all 
items are answered as I strongly disagree) to 56 (if all items are answered as I strongly agree). A high 
score indicates that a person has many psychological resources and powers. For this study, Cronbach’s 
alpha internal consistency coefficient was calculated as 0.90 for the whole scale. 

2.2.3. Process 
In this study, which was conducted with the relational survey technique, the variables of giftedness, 

human values and psychological well-being were carefully selected to determine the possible 
relationship. Afterwards, scales and personal information form about variables were brought together 
to reach the main variables. Necessary permissions were obtained for the application form, and 
applications were carried out within one lesson hour through the guidance of teachers and 
administrators in the schools. Before starting the scale application, the students were informed about 
the purpose and importance of the application, they were asked whether they were willing to 
participate before volunteering. Only the students who were willing participated in the study. Having 
transferred the obtained data to a computer, the data were analysed by parametric tests (kurtosis and 
skewness values were between −1.96 and +1.96). Data were analysed by the Statistical Package for 
the Social Sciences-25 package programme. Independent samples t-test was used for binary 
comparisons, Pearson’s product-moment correlation analysis was used for variable correlations and 
regression analysis was used to determine the predictive level. The confidence interval was taken asp< 
0.05 significance level. 

3. Findings 

3.1. Comparison analysis 

As the Kolmogorov–Smirnov statistical value for human values was 0.079 (p > 0.05) for 
gifted/talented students, 0.065 (p>0.05) for their peers with average development, 0.098 (p > 0.05) for 
psychologic well-being for gifted/talented students and 0.072 (p > 0.05) for their peers with average 
development, it can be said that the data were normally distributed according to whether being 
gifted/talented or not. Therefore, to compare the human values and psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students with the human values and psychological well-being of their peers with 
average development, the independent samples t-test from parametric tests was carried out and the 
results are shown in Table 1. 

Table 1. T-test results of human values and psychological well-being levels according to  
whether the students are gifted/talented or not 

 Student N   SD t p 

Responsibility Average 328 37.46 0.6092   
 Gifted 225 39.34 0.6632 −5.653 0.000 
Friendship Average 328 40.60 0.6032   
 Gifted 225 41.82 0.5871 −3.940 0.000 
Peacefulness Average 328 37.98 0.6323   
 Gifted 225 40.30 0.6249 −7.073 0.000 
Respect Average 328 39.10 0.6546   
 Gifted 225 39.99 0.6395 −2.507 0.012 
Honesty Average 328 38.47 0.5938   
 Gifted 225 40.74 0.5745 −7.426 0.000 
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Tolerance Average 328 36.16 0.6625   
 Gifted 225 38.80 0.6566 7.668 0.000 
Human Values Total Average 328 36.84 0.4019   
 Gifted 225 37.86 0.3813 −4.974 0.000 
Psych. Well-beingTotal Average 328 46.25 0.9761   
 Gifted 225 48.88 0.6092 −5.057 0.000 

*p < 0.05 
 

As shown in Table 1, the mean values of gifted/talented students’ human values (= 37.86) were 
statistically significantly higher than the mean values (= 36.84) of their peers with average 
development (= 36.84) (t = −4.974, p < 0.005). The mean values of human values sub-dimensions for 
gifted/talented students for responsibility (t = −5.653, p < 0.005), friendship (t = −3.940, p < 0.005), 
peacefulness (t = −7.073, p < 0.005), respect (t = −2.507, p < 0.005), honesty (t = −7.426, p < 0.005) and 
tolerance (t = 7.668, p < 0.005) were statistically significantly higher than their peers with average 
development. Similarly, the mean values of gifted/talented students’ psychological well-being ( = 
48.88) were statistically significantly higher than their peers with average development ( = 46.25). 

To determine the status of gifted/talented students’ human values nd psychological well-being 
according to the gender variable, the t-test was applied and the results are shown in Table 2. 

Table 2. T-test results of psychological well-being levels of gifted/talented students  
according to the gender variable 

 Gender N M SD t p 

Human values Female 118 37.84 0.3643   
 Male 107 38.11 0.3805 −1.191 0.234 
Psychological well-being Female 118 47.89 1.0629   
 Male 107 48.59 1.0188 −0.880 0.379 

*p < 0.05 
 

As shown in Table 2, there is no statistically significant difference between the mean scores of 
psychological well-being ( = 47.89) of gifted/talented male students and the mean score of 
psychological well-being ( = 36.84) of gifted/talented female students (t = −0.880)., p < 0.005).  

In order to determine whether there is a correlation between human values and psychological well-
being of gifted/talented students, Pearson’s product-moment correlation analysis was applied and the 
results are shown in Table 3. 

3.2. Correlation analysis 

Table 3. Pearson’s correlation matrix showing the correlations between human values  
and psychological well-being of gifted students 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

1.Responsibility –        
2.Friendship 0.404**        
3.Peacefulness 0.562** 0.399**       
4.Respect 0.623** 0.428** 0.616**      
5.Honesty 0.669** 0.326** 0.506** 0.489**     
6.Tolerance 0.557** 0.416** 0.574** 0.652** 0.534**    
7.Humanvalues 0.652** 0.657** 0.662** 0.732** 0.488** 0.639**   
8. Psych. Well-being 0.300** 0.242** 0.291** 0.342** 0.253** 0.330** 0.367**  

  39.34 41.82 40.30 39.94 40.74 38.80 37.86 48.21 

SD 0.6632 0.5871 0.6249 0.6395 0.5745 0.6566 0.3813 1.0414 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01. 
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As seen in Table 3, there is a statistically significant and positive correlation between human values 
and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students (r = 37 and p < 0.01). In other words, as 
human values increase, so does psychological well-being. It is possible to say the same for the 
correlation between human values sub-dimensions and psychological well-being. Furthermore, human 
values have a positive correlation between the sub-dimensions.  

The simple regression analysis was carried out to see the role of human values variable in predicting 
psychological well-being levels of the gifted/talented students and the results are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Regression analysis of the correlation values between human values and psychological  
well-being of the gifted/talented students (n = 225) 

Variable Non-standard Coefficients Standardised Coefficients 

Model B SH β t p 
(invariant) 1.028 0.365  2.814 0.005 
Human values 1.002 0.096 0.367 10.431 0.000 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01. 
 

In Table 4, the regression analysis conducted to see the role of values variable in predicting 
psychological well-being shows that the human values variable significantly predicts psychological 
well-being (F = 108.801, p < 0.001, R = 0.37, R2 = 0.14). According to the results of this analysis, the 
contribution of the variable to the variance is 14%. The contribution of human values to the variance 
was significant (β = 0.367, t = 10.431, p < 0.001). 

4. Discussion and conclusion 

The main objective of this study was to compare the human values and psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students with those of their peers with standard development. In addition, it aimed to 
determine the level of relationship between human values and psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students, and whether human values were effective on psychological well-being. For 
this purpose, some hypotheses were tested. 

In the first hypothesis of the study, it was claimed that the level of human values of gifted/talented 
students would be statistically significantly higher than that of their peers with average development. 
According to the research findings, the level of human values of gifted students is statistically 
significantly higher than their peers. Ozbey (2016) and Ozbey and Saricam (2016) found that the 
human values of gifted/talented students were higher than those of their peers with an average 
development. In another study, Ozbey, Saricam and Adam Karduz (2018) found that the social value 
perceptions of gifted/talented students were higher than those of their peers with average 
development. According to Hokelekli and Gunduz’s (2004) study, gifted/talented students have high 
tendencies for benevolence and peaceableness. However, their value orientations, such as ‘power’, 
are low. According to the findings of Kuraz, Ciftci and Karapazar (2013), friendship, righteousness, 
compassion, forgiveness and contentment are the hallmarks of gifted students. Tirri and Pehkonen 
(1998) reached a conclusion in their studies that the sense of responsibility of gifted/talented students 
is highly developed, and they are in particular extremely sensitive to the injustice against individuals in 
daily life as well as they do not compromise ethical rules in science. Cetinkaya and Kincal (2015) found 
that gifted/talented children carry higher levels of the characteristics of being respectful to people’s 
rights, prudent, patient and attaching importance to freedom than average students. Topcu’s (2015) 
study shows that gifted/talented students believe that respect, tolerance and being good people are 
the values that people should have in social life, and they are the priorities that direct one’s life. 
According to the findings of Er and Unal (2015), gifted/talented students attach great importance to 
the concepts of freedom, equality, respect for thought and reconciliation. Every gifted/talented 
individual has a unique social–emotional character. Their cognitive abilities, strong observations and 
intuitions, advanced understanding and comprehension strengths, a sense of justice and a culture of 
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inquiry enable them to have a strong moral identity. They have an advanced sense of justice, and their 
sense of compassion and human values is very high (Winner, 1997). 

According to the second finding of the study, psychological well-being levels of gifted/talented 
students were significantly higher than those of their peers with average development. Terman 
(1925), one of the first researchers in the field, based on his longitudinal study on gifted/talented 
children suggested that gifted/talented children have less psychological problems than their average 
peers. In a longitudinal study on gifted/talented young people in the field of mathematics, their levels 
of psychological well-being, life satisfaction and overall life achievement were higher than expected 
(Lubinski, Benbow & Kell, 2014). In another longitudinal study (35 years), Hertzog and Chung (2015) 
found that students were in very good states in terms of educational, occupational and socio-
emotional outcomes in general. The participants stated that they were either very happy or happy 
concerning their academic success (97.4%), family (93.2%), friendship (87.9%), work (87.4%), finances 
(82.7%) and romantic relationships (77.2%). Maaulot, Faisal, Ishak, Lani and Ing (2015) reported that 
the majority of gifted students have a high level of psychological well-being, are aware of their 
environment and engage more in ‘happy activities’. In different studies, it was found that 
psychological well-being levels (Gholamrezaei, Poorshafei & Dastjerdi, 2009; Luthar, Zigler & 
Goldstein, 1992), life satisfaction levels (Sun-Mi & Mi-Hyun, 2013), social security and satisfaction 
levels (Ozbey, 2016) of gifted/talented students were higher than those of their peers with average 
development. In general, although there is a tendency stating that gifted students have higher levels 
of psychological well-being, this does not mean that gifted/talented students do not face problems or 
difficulties (Moon, 2009). As a matter of fact, there are studies suggesting that the psychological well-
being levels of gifted/talented people are lower (Fonseca, 2011; Peterson, 2009). There are different 
social and emotional needs arising from the mismatch between the cognitive and physical 
development of gifted children (Morawska & Sanders, 2008; Neihart, 2006; Terrassier, 2009; Yun, 
Chung, Jang, Kim & Jeong, 2011). Relationships with their peers, educators, educational institutions, 
family and social competence generally affect the psychological well-being of gifted/talented students 
(Neihart, 1999; Plunkett & Kronborg, 2011). In this context, concerning the findings of this research 
stating that psychological well-being of gifted/talented students are better than those of their 
standard developing peers, it can be said that satisfaction in the field of their talent, a suitable circle of 
friends for their mental age and development, teachers, education and family circle play an important 
role. 

In the second hypothesis of the study, it was claimed that psychological well-being levels of 
gifted/talented students would be statistically higher in favour of males. According to the findings of 
the study, although the scores of male students were high, they were not statistically significant. 
Based on this result, it can be said that gender is not an effective variable on the psychological well-
being of gifted/talented students, and boys and girls have similar psychological statuses, happiness 
levels and general life satisfaction. There are studies supporting the research findings. According to 
Maaulot et al.’s (2015) study, gender and race do not affect the psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students. Lubinski, Benbow and Kell (2014) concluded that the level of psychological 
well-being, adaptation and satisfaction of gifted men and women was equal. Ozbey (2016) found that 
the gender factor had no significant effect on the social trust and satisfaction of gifted/talented 
students. These results show that the psychosocial development needs of both groups were satisfied. 
There may be differences between genders in terms of psychological well-being due to biological and 
psychological differences, better individual/family life, interpersonal relationships, effective 
communication skills, more tolerance towards female employees, lower expectations than men, etc. 
(Akhter, 2015). While Fouladchang, While Kohgard and Salah (2010) state that gifted/talented girls 
had a better life satisfaction than gifted/talented boys, Bergold et al. (2015) drew conflicting 
conclusions stating that men had a better life satisfaction. 

According to the results of the analysis comparing the levels of human values of gifted/talented 
students according to gender variable, there is no statistical significance although male students’ 
scores were higher. Ozbey (2016) found that for gifted/talented students, gender did not cause a 
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significant difference in human values. Cetinkaya and Kincal (2015) reached a conclusion that although 
the levels of love, tolerance and democracy awareness of gifted/talented female students were 
higher, there is no significant difference. Kangal (2010) found that gender did not cause a significant 
difference in moral judgments of gifted/talented students. 

In the third hypothesis of the study, it was claimed that there would be a statistically significant 
correlation between human values and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. 
According to the research findings, there is a positive significant correlation between human values 
(with sub-dimensions) and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. Although there are 
many studies on the relationship between values and psychological well-being in the related field, no 
direct study has been found on gifted/talented students. Research by Bilbao, Techio and Paez (2008), 
Fischer and Boer (2016), Sortheix and Lonnqvist (2015), Bobowik, Basabe, Paez, Jimenez and Bilbao 
(2011), and Sagiv and Schwartz (2000) show that there is a correlation between values and 
psychological well-being. Moral sensitivity has a positive correlation with psychological well-being and 
a negative correlation with anxiety, and psychological well-being and moral sensitivity make one feel 
confident in doing the right things (Olson, 1998). Friendship is an important need for both children and 
adults. It is an important factor for the development of their social selves. Having a loving and 
satisfying relationship with the environment contributes to long-term psychological well-being (Caunt, 
Franklin, Brodaty & Brodaty, 2013; Miething et al., 2016). Friendship is also an important value for 
gifted students and has a priority in their social/emotional development. Indeed, Silverman (1993) 
reports that when gifted children are asked what they want most, the answer is usually ‘friend’. Moral 
responsibility (Keller & Edelstein, 1993), honesty (Torka, 2018), freedom, responsibility and 
peaceableness (Samson, Alessandra & Monica, 2015), forgiveness (Bono, McCullough & Root, 2008), 
helpfulness and success (Cohen & Shamai, 2010) and the meaning of life (Garcia-Alandete, 2015) have 
been reported to be related to the psychological well-being in different studies. When values such as 
responsibility (Roeper & Silverman, 2009), friendship, honesty, forgiveness (Kurnaz, Ciftci & Karapazar, 
2013), tolerance and respect (Topcu, 2015) are considered among the characteristics of 
gifted/talented students, a positive significant correlation between human values and psychological 
well-being is an acceptable result. 

In the fourth hypothesis of the study, it was claimed that the levels of human values of 
gifted/talented students predict their psychological well-being. According to the research findings, the 
levels of human values of gifted/talented students statistically significantly predict their psychological 
well-being. McCulloch (1991) suggested that values, moral sensitivity, positive relationships and social 
support increase the psychological well-being and level of life quality. According to Fontaine et al.’s 
(2008) study, values that manage relationships in social life (universalism, helpfulness, tradition, 
harmony and security etc.) can contribute to psychological well-being. True happiness (eudaimonia) is 
not a pursuit of pure pleasure. Values are an inseparable whole with psychological well-being since 
they enable individuals to reach their goals more easily with high motivation, and they are principles 
that develop the meaning of life, social relationships and sense of self (Compton, 2001; Ryan, Huta & 
Deci, 2008; Sagiv & Schwartz, 2000). In particular, when the values of a person are compatible with 
the values that are valid in the social environment in which the person lives, psychological well-being 
as well as social groups’, individual and organisational development are positively affected (Ciarrochi, 
Kashdan & Harris, 2013; Sortheix, 2014). Indeed, Samson et al. (2015) and Torka (2018) report that 
honesty, forgiveness and other universal values are a prerequisite for true happiness, life satisfaction 
and psychological well-being. According to Blackett and Webb’s (2011) study, gifted/talented 
individuals can establish relationships with other people more easily, solve interpersonal problems, 
detect problems that may arise and take precautions. In other words, gifted students can be expected 
to be more peaceful and harmonious with society due to the differences they have. The value system 
of gifted/talented people (friendship, responsibility, empathy, justice, optimism, helpfulness, 
tolerance, peacefulness, sensitivity, etc.) affects their behaviour, social and emotional aspects 
positively (Pramathevan & Garces-Bacsal, 2012). Therefore, it is a plausible result that human values 
are predicting the psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. 
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As a result, human values and psychological well-being of gifted/talented students were found to 
be higher than those of their average peers. There is a statistically significant correlation between 
human values and psychological well-being of the gifted/talented, and human values significantly 
increase the level of psychological well-being. In addition, the gender variable is not an influential 
factor in the level of psychological well-being of gifted/talented students. 

According to these results, human values are important factors for psychological well-being of 
gifted/talented students. Therefore, it would be beneficial to include human values in educational and 
implicit programmes for gifted/talented children to internalise human values. Considering that they 
are individuals who love to serve others, their participation in social welfare activities and even the 
opportunity to prepare their own projects will strengthen these feelings (Ozbey, 2016). 

When the results (obtained in) of this study are examined, it is necessary to draw attention to some 
limitations before reaching a clear judgment. First of all, this study was limited to two provinces, 
certain schools and eighth-grade students. In this respect, it can be stated that the number of 
participants is insufficient. Therefore, studies with different provinces and groups of students in 
different classes will give different dimensions to this research. 
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