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Abstract

:

The well-being of parents could be either a protective or risk factor for themselves or their children. Our objective is to analyse the affective components of subjective well-being (SWB), emotional intelligence (EI), and parental mood. Parents of gifted children may be a vulnerable group because they face exceptional challenges in raising their children, sometimes with neither educational nor social support. We assess whether parents’ EI predicts their SWB and whether positive and negative mood mediate this relationship in two different groups of parents (with or without gifted children). The sample comprised 280 parents. To test the hypotheses, descriptive analysis and structural equation modelling (SEM) were conducted. In both groups of parents, EI predicted SWB, and mood played a mediating role. Parents of gifted children had poorer SWB due to a higher number of negative experiences. Additionally, these parents tended to express more anger. Thus, parents of gifted children are an at-risk group. Our work highlights the need for teachers and social agents to consider families to facilitate the inclusion of gifted students and improve their health and that of their parents.
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1. Introduction


The relevance of parents in the lives of gifted children is recognised by the scientific community as a whole (e.g., see [1]), and the importance of parental leadership in the emotional development of children and their quality of life is beyond doubt [2,3]. Subjective well-being (SWB) is a key aspect throughout childhood and youth because the cornerstones for mental health are established during these stages [4]. The scientific literature has questioned the happiness of infants and adolescents with intellectual giftedness, obtaining contradictory results [5], but has ignored the well-being of their parents and the negative impact that parents’ concerns may have on their well-being [6]. The few studies on this topic confirm the need for additional research. Parents of gifted children present higher levels of anxiety [7] and stress [6] and confront unique challenges [8], sometimes without the necessary social and educational support [9].



Casino-García, García-Pérez, and Llinares-Insa [10], in a study concerning affective components of the SWB of gifted children, found differences between the SWB of gifted students and of unidentified students (children who had not been tested for giftedness or whose scores were negative). More specifically, the authors proposed a theoretical model of relationships that includes emotional intelligence (EI) and its repercussions for SWB mediated by mood. EI plays an important role in the academic outcomes of students and their school adjustment [11] and correlates negatively with anxiety, depression, and somatic complaints [12]. EI has also been associated with positive moods [13]. In some studies, the EI perceived from gifted students is less than that from unidentified students [14]. Gifted students have a poorer understanding of their emotions and have fewer meaningful positive experiences [10]. However, research on this issue is limited and has yielded conflicting results [15]. These discrepancies may be attributable to differences in personal and social factors [16]. Here, we attempt to fill this gap by focusing on the analysis of environmental factors such as family. Following Casino-García et al.’s example [10], we specifically analyse the influence of EI and mood on the affective components of parents’ SWB.



Family has a considerable influence on student well-being [17]. The emotional difficulties of students are sometimes caused by a lack of attention or an inadequate response of school, family, and the environment to their needs [18]. Emotional competences (e.g., emotional awareness, emotional regulation, and emotional autonomy), life skills, and well-being can be taught and learned [19]. Additionally, the emotional ability of parents influences the emotional development of their children, explaining the importance of the family environment in the development of the emotional regulation of children [20]. Parents are a crucial role model for their children, and there is a significant relationship between parents’ EI and their children´s, both in their ability to control emotions [21] and in their attention to and understanding of their emotions [22]. Consequently, the education of children and adolescents is more effective if parents play a greater role at home and if the relationship of the parents with the school is strengthened [23].



Despite the crucial role of parents in the education of gifted children, analyses of parents’ SWB, EI, and mood are lacking [24]. Research has examined the perceptions of parents regarding how families function (e.g., [25]); the perceptions of gifted students of their family environment and its relationship with their interpersonal skills and interactions with classmates (e.g., [26]); the relationships between the identified child and siblings (e.g., [27]); and parents’ psychological well-being, namely, their levels of anxiety and stress (e.g., [6,7,9]). No study has analysed the SWB, moods and EI of parents of gifted students. Thus, we aimed to determine the SWB, specifically affective well-being, EI, and mood of this group of parents and to test a model of the mediating roles of different moods in the relationship between EI and SWB (Figure 1). We evaluated this model using both parents of gifted children and adolescents and parents of unidentified children and adolescents.



The current research literature on SWB does not consider the parent group, more specifically, the parents of children with intellectual giftedness. Filling this gap is important for several reasons. First, research has shown the importance of parents’ characteristics in their children’s development [28]. The family unit is particularly relevant for gifted students, particularly those who present emotional difficulties [29]. Second, this group of students shows added difficulties in their formation process [30], leading to stress and poor physical and psychological health [9]. Occasionally, this group of students also presents lower EI (e.g., [10]) and, due to a lack of emotional competence skills, are more likely to generate negative moods, implying high levels of long-term stress [31] that will affect their families [32]. From the point of view of positive psychology, personal health promotes healthier societies [33], and the family is a protective factor in the prevention of risk behaviours [34]. Third, generating a society in which people´s character traits are enhanced [35] and talent is developed [36] is desirable. Fourth, the relationships among the affective dimensions of SWB, EI, and mood in parents of unidentified children and parents of gifted children must be explored. The literature has shown that the relationships of the proposed model can differ depending on whether the child has or has not been identified as gifted [10]. To understand how these relationships develop, we need to study and test this model in parents of identified and unidentified children.



1.1. Subjective Well-Being of the Parents of Gifted Students


The family is the main context of human development and provides a space to grow as adults with a good level of well-being [28]. It is important to differentiate between psychological and subjective well-being. Psychological well-being is a desirable quality, according to external and normative criteria, while SWB results from a valuation based on internal criteria that are personal [37].



SWB involves a general assessment of life in a set time period and is unique to each individual, as it depends on his or her experiences and not on objective indicators [33]. SWB has three different elements: life satisfaction judgements (cognitive component), low negative affect (NA), and high positive affect (PA) [38]. Following the model of Diener et al. [39], our study focuses on the emotional, hedonistic, or affective balance that each person shows between these two affective dimensions: positive and negative experience and feelings. Affective well-being correlates with other measures of general well-being [40] even with global life satisfaction judgments [41].



Various studies have concluded that paternity is associated with a higher sense of well-being [42], while other research tends to indicate that the relationship between well-being and paternity is variable [43]. More than likely, the well-being and happiness of parents depend on different factors and conditions that act as moderators [44]. For example, children´s problems (e.g., chronic diseases, disability, depression, behavioural problems, and drug abuse) are likely an important predictor of their parents’ well-being. Children with problems feel greater stress and have more negative experiences in their daily lives. When children are difficult and/or highly sensitive, their parents have lower levels of well-being. However, because this condition is partly hereditary, an alternative explanation is that parents, as well as their difficult children, can be genetically inclined to experience a lower level of well-being. Additionally, the lower level of well-being of parents can be related to more negative behaviours from parents and affect their children´s immediate and longer-term results.



People with intellectual giftedness with more problems seem to have more worrying features in their family lives (e.g., physical difficulties, traumatic separations, frequent changes of residence, and excessive parental concern) [29]. A large percentage of students with intellectual giftedness present overexcitability [45]. Additionally, there are twice-exceptional (2e) students in whom intellectual giftedness co-occurs with some learning or emotional disability or physical handicap [46]. As a group, their involvement in bullying [47,48] and cyberbullying [49,50] situations is greater. Moreover, the dissatisfaction of the parents of gifted children with the learning environment at school has been discussed on different occasions and in different contexts (e.g., [51]). The idea that these children and young people do not need help because of their greater intellectual capacity is one of the biggest misconceptions that this group has had to endure in some educational environments [52]. Garn, Matthews, and Jolly [53] reported that parents of gifted students frequently see the learning environment as non-challenging and with little motivation and modify the tasks and duties to satisfy the learning requirements of their children. Many families tend to be focused on their children [54].



This leads us to believe that the parents of these students may be a vulnerable group. Additionally, most models analysing the protective and vulnerable factors affecting adolescents include family as a fundamental element [32]. According to Nelson et al. [44], future researchers should identify which parents are at particular risk of a lower state of well-being so that they can be provided more specific interventions. Nevertheless, we have found few studies on the well-being of parents of gifted students, and all of these studies analyse psychological well-being.



For example, Rimlinger [7] finds higher levels of anxiety and stress in Australian and American parents of gifted students than in parents of a normative sample, regardless of whether their children present double exceptionality or not. Unlike Australian parents, the scores of North American parents for stress and anxiety are equal to those of parents of children with a developmental delay, although only scores for anxiety reach the level of significance. The following significant predictors of stress were identified: problematic behaviour of the child, problems of the child with classmates, low scores of the child on prosocial behaviour, and a low level of trust of parents in the teacher of their child in terms of how teachers respond to educative, emotional, and social necessities and communication with parents.



In children with non-progressive neurodevelopmental disorders, in addition to infant behaviour issues, a higher degree of attention focused on the family is an important indicator of parental well-being (fewer feelings of anguish and depression when professional assistance is provided to the family) [55]. However, in McDowall´s study [6] mothers of students with high capacities exhibited frustrations with the educative system, talked about a lack of understanding from families and professionals, stigmatisation and social isolation, and complained about a lack of support. In addition, Free [9] reported a lack of social and educative support and stigmatisation of parents of children with intellectual giftedness. Nevertheless, no work has focused on analysing the SWB of parents of gifted children.



Hence, considering that the family is not a passive receptor but rather an intrinsically active system, any type of tension affects how a family unit works. Psychosocial development that does not adapt to children becomes a new stress factor for the family unit [32], leading us to consider the group of parents of gifted students as vulnerable or at risk in terms of emotional well-being. Thus, we formulate Hypothesis 1 (H1).



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

The parents of gifted children have lower subjective well-being than those of unidentified students.






1.2. Mood of the Parents of Gifted Students


For parents, children are a source of positive and negative feelings [56]. Many adults consider having children to be one of the most rewarding aspects of their lives (e.g., [57]), but they also view parenting as one of the most difficult challenges (e.g., [58]). Unhappy parents perceive negative emotions. When they experience more positive emotions, they experience happiness and joy [44].



Parents of gifted children and adolescents may often experience negative feelings due to issues regarding their children’s ability to build relationships [59], their children’s lower well-being [10], the lack of educational adjustment [60], the lack of support and teacher training [61], and the participation in bullying and cyberbullying [49]. They can also experience these feelings even more intensely than the parents of unidentified children [45]. This would generate, according to Metler and Busseri [62], lower overall well-being for parents.



Moods refer to global affective states, without a specific cause or motive or clear beginning [63], as if they were reminiscent of emotions [64], and are impacted by various personal (e.g., coping) and social (e.g., peer relationships or social support) variables [65]. The moods of parents of gifted children could be more negative than those of parents of unidentified because gifted children feel sadder than unidentified ones [10]. The parents of gifted children feel alone, misunderstood, and do not receive enough educative and social support [6,9]. Given the above reasons, our second Hypothesis (H2) is as follows:



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

Parents of gifted children perceive negative feelings more frequently and with more intensity than parents of unidentified children; overall, their mood is more negative than that of parents of unidentified children.






1.3. Emotional Intelligence of Parents of Gifted Children


Salovey and Mayer [66] define EI as “the recognition and use of one’s own and others’ emotional states to solve problems and regulate behaviour” (p. 189). Thus, emotionally intelligent individuals can (a) perceive emotions accurately, (b) leverage emotions to improve thinking, (c) understand emotions and their meaning, and (d) efficiently control and manage their emotions and others’ emotions [67]. EI combines affective and cognitive processes to allow adaptation to and resolution of everyday conflicts [68].



Most research analyses how parents influence children’s EI. For Eisenberg, Cumberland, and Spinrad [69], socialisation of children’s emotions and emotion-related behaviour by parents can be categorised as follows: “(a) parental reactions to children’s emotions, (b) socializers’ discussion of emotion, and (c) socializers’ expression of emotion” (p. 245).



Research supports that parents develop and model children’s emotional competencies within the family. The EI components in children that are most affected by parental styles are stress management and mood, and levels of these components are better when parents have a more democratic style [70]. Another area of research focus is the effect of parental EI on the child’s development and behaviour (e.g., [71]). Parents who are sensitive to their children´s needs tend to have emotionally intelligent children [72]. The level of EI of parents is related to a psychologically familiar climate [73]. Regulated mothers tend to express more positive emotions and less negative ones [21]. By minimising stress and encouraging self-acceptance, a caregiver who is sensitive to and responsive to an infant’s cues will encourage high EI in children and an improved ability to regulate emotions [70]. Even in very adverse situations, a positive correlation has been found between social inclusion and children’s ability to understand others’ feelings and ideas and the parent’s ability to guide children [74].



A clear relationship exists between parents’ self-reported EI (father-mother) and that of their children. Specifically, Cumberland-Li, Eisenmberg, Champion, Gershoff, and Fabes [21] point out that the capacity of parents to control their emotions is related to their children’s ability to do so. Using self-report measures, Sánchez-Núñez, Fernández-Berrocal, and Latorre [22] observe that higher levels of attention and clarity among parents are related to higher levels of these same dimensions in their children, but this relation does not hold for levels of repair. The authors attribute this fact to the possibility that regulation strategies could still be in development. In addition, the biggest predictor of EI self-reported by children is the perception they have of their parents´ EI. This perception correlates with the estimations parents have of their own EI.



Few studies have focused only on fathers’ EI, and these tend to focus on the transition to parenthood. Childcare transforms parents’ lives; individuals with children have a different developmental path than those without. This change does not affect personality, for example, but it likely impacts emotional competence [75]. However, no study has analysed changes in parental EI throughout children’s infancy and adolescence. Additionally, the complexity of raising children may vary depending on specific situations or characteristics of the child. This finding may also lead to changes in parental EI (e.g., [76]) and generate intense demands on parents, who experience higher levels of stress than parents of developmentally typical children [77]. Investigations of parental EI are scarce, and when researched, EI is considered a mediating variable or related to some other variable that is considered relevant. If this variable is true for parenting in general, it is even more pronounced for parents of gifted children.



Many of these parents find a lack of resources to manage life with a gifted child [78]; consequently, they suffer stress [7], and develop emotional problems [8] and frustration [6]. However, no study has focused on the EI of parents of gifted students. Gifted students exhibit higher adaptability, lower stress management, and lower impulse control than the normal sample [79], making gifted students more vulnerable. Casino-García et al. [10] found significant differences between identified and unidentified students in clarity; gifted students understood their emotions less and felt sadder. Unfavourable parental reactions to children’s negative emotions may be associated with negative emotionality and low social and emotional competence in children [69], explaining why understanding the socio-emotional needs of gifted children and how to meet these needs via parental education programmes have positive results for parents and children [24]. According to the model of Zeidner, Matthews, Roberts, and MacCann [80] on the development of emotional competencies, parental and child influences are bidirectional. The image projected by parents to their children around emotional skills affects the family environment, which, in turn, affects the development of the emotional skills of all family members.



Initially, there should not be differences between EI perceived from parents of gifted students and those of unidentified students. However, as parents confront the demands of their children and the associated challenges, the lower clarity of children´s EI and the correlation between EI perceived from parents and children will become apparent, leading to Hypothesis 3 (H3):



Hypothesis 3 (H3).

The perceived emotional intelligence of the parents of gifted students is lower than that of parents of unidentified children, specifically in clarity.






1.4. Emotional Intelligence and Well-Being of Parents


EI has been linked to various personal and social success factors such as SWB [81]. Using effective emotional regulation strategies helps improve satisfaction, happiness, and well-being [82]. Some studies have documented a relationship among these components (e.g., [83]), and others have attempted to explain the causal mechanisms by which EI influences well-being [84]. Zeidner, Matthews, and Roberts [85] state that EI influences SWB because it aids the development of coping mechanisms to manage challenges and problems, reduces negative emotions and increases positive ones, and promotes the regulation of emotions that improve SWB [86]. This finding has led to a large body of research in the field of intervention to increase EI and SWB (e.g., [87]), and some of these studies have focused on parent training (e.g., [86]).



A positive impact of EI on stress control has been documented [88], and EI is a predictor of SWB in adults [81]. This finding is the fundamental reason why, in this paper, we assume EI is a factor that promotes well-being because EI refers to skills that can be taught to improve coping mechanisms in difficult situations [89]. In this sense, EI is a key precursor to feelings associated with well-being. Thus, Hypothesis 4 (H4) is proposed.



Hypothesis 4 (H4).

Emotional intelligence predicts subjective well-being.






1.5. Subjective Well-Being, Emotional Intelligence, and Moods in the Parents of Gifted Children and Adolescents


The emotional components of SWB are more reactive to situational influences and are more easily modified [90]. Studies on this topic highlight the importance of personal circumstances [91]. Parents have a higher degree of emotional ups and downs than other adults, and parenting can sometimes be a source of worry and stress [52] that reduces well-being. Nelson et al. [44] propose a model in which different psychological mechanisms impact the correlation between parenthood and well-being, including positive and negative emotions. These authors contend that research on how these psychological mechanisms explain the association between parenthood and well-being needs to be further developed.



In brief, parents of gifted students, as we have observed, may be subject to a major number of more negative and more intense emotions. These negative emotions and moods tend to have a longer duration and impact than positive ones [40]; a negativity bias exists [92]. EI can reduce the occurrence and duration of negative emotions and mood swings (e.g., [93]). Furthermore, the frequent use of behavioural strategies and approaches to regulate negative mood swings has been associated with a higher degree of life satisfaction and emotional well-being. These strategies include behaviours or actions that imply active ways to regulate negative mood, such as being outdoors or socialising, sharing feelings with others, and seeking advice [82]. Some researchers suggest that the efficacy of these strategies depends on their focus on confronting and reducing aversive effects of negative emotions [91] or increasing positive ones [94]. Both approaches, through different paths, describe the increase in well-being.



In this study, we follow the model proposed by Casino-García et al. [10], who found that in children and adolescents, moods mediate the relationship between EI and SWB. The literature on the subject highlights that moods affect cognitive judgements and influence the interpretation of ambiguous stimuli [95]. It is common for parents of gifted children to face unclear situations that require a high degree of interpretation. Rinn [96] reports that gifted children and adolescents experience the same milestones and developmental tasks as other children, but their subjective experience is qualitatively different, and they have more difficulties in coping with it. Gifted children have different educational needs than their non-gifted peers [97]. The importance of positive and negative emotions and their impact on well-being in adults has also been documented [98]. This research posits that positive and negative moods mediate the relationship between EI and SWB and that this relationship differs between the parents of gifted students and those of unidentified students.



Hypothesis 5 (H5).

The relationship between emotional intelligence and subjective well-being is mediated by moods.





Hypothesis 6 (H6).

Moods differently mediate the relationship between emotional intelligence and subjective well-being in parents of gifted children and in parents of unidentified children.







2. Materials and Methods


2.1. Procedure and Participants


This study was approved by the Ethics Committee of the Catholic University of Valencia (UCV/2015-2016/05). We used convenience sampling [99], which is widely used in both quantitative and qualitative studies. Convenience sampling is a non-probability method of sampling in which the sample is chosen using practical criteria. We selected parents of gifted children depending on ease of accessibility and availability. We contacted associations of families with gifted children and, in addition, parents of gifted children who do not participate in associations. The criterion for inclusion was a gifted diagnosis by a legally recognised specialist. Parents of the unidentified children were selected such that their characteristics were similar to those of gifted children (age, grade, income, geographic area, sex, type of school, etc.) and they did not have a gifted diagnosis. The total sample comprised 280 parents in two samples (parents of gifted and unidentified students). Sample 1 comprised 163 parents of gifted students (63.8% female and 36.2% male) ranging in age from 31 to 65 years (M = 43.62; SD = 4.87). Most were married (93.9%) and had two children (60.7%), with one (80.4%) or two children (17.8%) identified as gifted. Additionally, 64.8% of the parents had completed university. Sample 2 comprised 117 parents of unidentified Spanish children (81.2% female and 18.8% male) ranging in age from 34 to 57 years (M = 44.79; SD = 4.55). Most of the parents were married (88%), had two children (65%), and had a university degree (62.4%).




2.2. Measures


The parents voluntarily completed an informed consent form and a battery of questionnaires: The Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE) [100], Trait Meta- Mood Scale-24 (TMMS-24) [101], and Mood Questionnaire [63]. We followed the instructions of Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff [102]. Moreover, we excluded participants with missing data (0.1%).



First, to analyse SWB, we used the Spanish adaptation of the Scale of Positive and Negative Experience (SPANE [103]) by Cassaretto and Martínez [104]. This scale has six items that assess positive experiences (“Pleasant”) and six items to assess negative experiences (“Bad”). Moreover, it can also be used as a single factor of affect balance. The twelve items are scored on 5-point Likert scales ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always). Alpha showed high internal consistency (single factor in total sample α = 0.91, sample 1 α = 0.91, sample 2 α = 0.90; positive total sample α = 0.93, sample 1 α = 0.93, sample 2 α = 0.93; negative total sample α = 0.85, sample 1 α = 0.82, sample 2 α = 0.86).



Second, EI was assessed using the Spanish adaptation of TMMS of Fernández-Berrocal, Extremera, and Ramos [105]. The TMMS contains three scales: attention (e.g., “I pay a lot of attention to how I feel”), clarity (e.g., “I almost always know exactly how I am feeling”), and repair (e.g., “No matter how badly I feel, I try to think about pleasant things”). TMMS is a scale with 24 items and is assessed on a five-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). The scale reveals high levels of reliability (general factor in total sample α = 0.84, sample 1 α = 0.85, sample 2 α = 0.82; attention in total sample α = 0.86, sample 1 α = 0.88, sample 2 α = 0.84; clarity in total sample α = 0.87, sample 1 α = 0.88, sample 2 α = 0.87; repair in total sample α = 0.86, sample 1 α = 0.87, sample 2 α = 0.86).



Third, the adaptation of the Mood Questionnaire [63] by Górriz, Etchezahar, Pinilla-Rodríguez, Giménez-Espert, and Prado-Gascó [106] was used to assess mood. This scale has been validated in Spanish adults and scale includes 16 items that assess the frequency of positive (e.g., “I feel encouraged”) and negative moods (e.g., “I feel terrified”). Negative mood items also evaluate fear (“I feel nervous”), anger (“I feel furious”), and sadness (“I feel unhappy”). The items were answered on a three-point Likert scale (1 = never to 3 = often). The scale demonstrated high reliability and validity in our samples for positive mood (happiness in total sample α = 0.77, sample 1 α = 0.79, sample 2 α = 0.72) and negative mood (total sample α = 0.88, sample 1 α = 0.90, sample 2 α = 0.86): fear (total sample α = 0.70, sample 1 α = 0.70, sample 2 α = 0.71), anger (total sample α = 0.83, sample 1 α = 0.86, sample 2 α = 0.75), and sadness (total sample α = 0.76, sample 1 α = 0.80, sample 2 α = 0.69).




2.3. Data Analysis


First, we determined the levels of EI, mood, and SWB of parents. For the analysis, we calculated descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) and the t-test. We aimed to analyse the degree of EI, mood, and SWB and whether levels varied among parents according to the giftedness of their children. We also used bivariate correlations.



Second, we tested the hypotheses of the proposed mediation model. We examined the relationships between observed variables due to the sample size and the number of parameters to be estimated. For this purpose, we used structural equation modelling (SEM) techniques using path analysis and the maximum likelihood (ML) estimation method. We tested a mediation model that included the mediating effect of positive and negative mood on the relationship between EI and SWB. Several mediation models were tested to verify the relationships among variables. Four steps were adopted to analyse the mediation model in the total sample and each sample (sample 1 and sample 2). First, we tested the hypothesised model with SEM in the total sample. Second, we re-specified the hypothesised model in the total sample to improve fit. To reformulate the hypothetical model, we used the information from the modification indices. Third, multi-group SEM was used to test the re-specified model for parents of gifted and unidentified children. Fourth, path analysis was carried out for parents of unidentified children to test the re-specified model. In all tested models, we analysed the direct and indirect effects between the variables [107] and used the bias-corrected (BC) bootstrap confidence interval method [90]. We used a combination of fit indices to check model fit [108]: a) chi-square statistics, normed fit index (NFI), incremental fit index (IFI), comparative fit index (CFI), goodness of fit (GFI), and root mean square residual (RMR). Chi-squared with non-significant values indicates good model fit, and the other indices are acceptable if ≥0.90 [109] or ≤0.08 for RMR [110]. However, Newsom [111] affirms that the cut-offs of Hu and Bentler cannot be applied universally because, for example, the cut-offs can be grouped by sample size [112,113,114,115,116]. In addition, bootstrap analysis was used, and following MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman, West, and Sheet [117], we tested the indirect effects [118,119]. We used Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) and Analysis of Moment Structures (AMOS) software version 26.





3. Results


3.1. Descriptive and Correlational Analysis


Table 1 presents the descriptive analysis (M and SD) and independent t-test. Both parent groups reported a high positive mood (minimum = 1.43; maximum = 3) and less negative mood (minimum = 1; maximum = 2.92) with no significant difference between the two groups of parents. We analysed negative mood and its components more deeply. We found significant differences between the groups of parents regarding anger. The parents of gifted children felt more anger (minimum = 1; maximum = 3) than the other parents, and their scores on fear (minimum = 1; maximum = 3) and sadness (minimum = 1; maximum = 3) were ≤1.5. Additionally, they reported medium-high scores on SWB (minimum = 1.75; maximum = 5), with no significant difference from parents of unidentified children. The parents of unidentified children reported greater SWB (minimum = 2.17; maximum = 5). Negative experiences were higher in parents of gifted children (minimum = 1; maximum = 4.83), with significant differences. Moreover, both parent groups showed medium EI scores (minimum = 2.13; maximum = 4.92). The scores were <4 in all dimensions of EI: attention (minimum = 1.63; maximum = 5), clarity (minimum = 1.63; maximum = 5), and repair (minimum = 1.88; maximum = 5), with no significant differences between the groups. These results indicate that parents have the skills to feel and express emotions, to understand their emotional states and to regulate them, thereby supporting H1 and partially supporting H2. H3 was not confirmed.



Next, correlations among EI, SWB, and mood were analysed. Table 2 shows significantly positive correlations among EI, SWB, and positive mood in the total sample, sample 1, and sample 2. In general, EI correlated with SWB and mood in the total sample and in parents of gifted children. The results showed that EI of parents of unidentified children did not correlate with negative experiences and negative mood. Moreover, attention did not correlate with SWB. EI showed a significant negative correlation with negative experience and negative mood. In parents of unidentified children, negative mood did not correlate with EI.




3.2. Test of the Hypothesised Model of Subjective Well-Being, Emotional Intelligence and Mood of Parents


We performed SEM using the maximum likelihood method to test the hypothesised mediation model. The results of the mediation model for parents revealed a low satisfactory fit to the data (Table 3). According to the hypothesised model, all variables were significantly related. However, the fit index was less than 0.90 and showed a poor fit to the data. Then, the second step was to modify the model following the recommendations of the modification indices.



According to the results of SEM of the re-specified model in Table 3, this mediation model is supported. Figure 2 illustrates the non-standardised coefficients of the mediation model and their significance in the total sample of parents. This figure reveals that the path was significant. Then, we used the re-specified model to design and test the optimal model. Thus, H5 was supported.



Next, we used multigroup SEM to analyse the differences in the re-specified model according to the giftedness of the children. The results showed satisfactory outcomes (Table 3) and non-standardised coefficient estimates (Figure 3).



The results for the parents of unidentified students in Figure 3 shows that the path from EI to negative mood was insignificant. For parents of gifted children, this path was significant. Thus, we generated a final model [120] for parents of unidentified students (Figure 4). In this new model, we eliminated the non-significant path. The new model of parents of unidentified children had acceptable fit (see Table 3). Table 4 shows the standardised coefficients, and the results showed that direct and indirect effects were statistically significant. H6 was supported.



In the re-specified model of parents in the total sample, direct and indirect effects were statistically significant. There were direct effects of EI on negative mood (Coeff = −0.16, SE = 0.05, p-value = 0.003), EI on positive mood (Coeff = 0.25, SE = 0.05, p-value = 0.001), and negative on positive mood (Coeff = −0.54, SE = 0.06, p-value = 0.001). Moreover, the direct effects of positive mood (Coeff = 0.55, SE = 0.07, p-value = 0.001) and negative mood (Coeff = −0.85, SE = 0.08, p-value = 0.001) were also statistically significant. The indirect effects were all statistically significant, including EI on SWB through negative mood (Coeff = 0.32, p-value = 0.003, 95% BC confidence interval = 0.20 to 0.49) and positive mood (Coeff = 0.08, p-value = 0.001, 95% BC confidence interval = 0.03 to 0.15) and negative mood on SWB through positive mood (Coeff = −0.30, p-value = 0.001, 95% BC confidence interval = −0.43 to −0.20). The confidence intervals of all variables did not include 0; thus, the mediation effects were statistically significant.



The re-specified model of parents of gifted children showed that the direct and indirect effects were statistically significant. The direct effects were EI on negative mood (Coeff = −0.21, SE = 0.05, p-value = 0.003), EI on positive mood (Coeff = 0.26, SE = 0.05, p-value = 0.001), and negative on positive mood (Coeff = −0.54, SE = 0.07, p-value = 0.001). Moreover, the direct effects of positive mood (Coeff = 0.58, SE = 0.09, p-value = 0.001) and negative mood (Coeff = −0.87, SE = 0.10, p-value = 0.001) were statistically significant. The indirect effects were all statistically significant, including EI on SWB through negative mood (Coeff = 0.40, p-value = 0.003, 95% BC confidence interval = 0.22 to 0.57) and positive mood (Coeff = 0.12, p-value = 0.01, 95% BC confidence interval = 0.05 to 0.20) and negative mood on SWB through positive mood (Coeff = −0.31, p-value = 0.001, 95% BC confidence interval = −0.47 to −0.19). The confidence intervals did not include 0, and the mediation effects were statistically significant.



In the final model of parents of unidentified students, the direct and indirect effects were statistically significant. The direct effects were EI on positive mood (Coeff = 0.22, SE = 0.08, p-value = 0.007) and negative on positive mood (Coeff = −0.52, SE = 0.11, p-value = 0.001). Moreover, the direct effects of positive mood (Coeff = 0.50, SE = 0.10, p-value = 0.001) and negative mood (Coeff = −0.80, SE = 0.13, p-value = 0.001) were statistically significant. The indirect effects were all statistically significant, including EI on SWB through positive mood (Coeff = 0.11, p-value = 0.03, 95% BC confidence interval = 0.03 to 0.20) and negative mood on SWB through positive mood (Coeff = −0.26 p-value = 0.01, 95% BC confidence interval = −0.47 to −0.14). The mediation effects were statistically significant with confidence intervals that did not include 0.



These results showed that H4 is acceptable. EI predicts SWB mediated by mood (H5). Positive and negative moods mediate the relationship between EI and SWB in parents of gifted children, but negative mood does not mediate the relationship between EI and SWB in parents of unidentified children (H6).





4. Discussion


SWB is fundamental for maintaining the health of people of all ages [121]. Family is one of the social contexts that strongly influences SWB [17]. The well-being of parents may be a protective factor because it may help to reduce the negative effects of situations children may have to endure. Conversely, a lesser state of well-being in parents may become a risk factor for their children and their development; that is, the relationship is bi-directional. The well-being of parents may diminish when children present intellectual giftedness [6,7,9]. On the other hand, individuals identified as gifted seem to be characterised as having more difficulties in their lives and appear to come from families with more problems. In this study, we focus on the SWB, EI, and mood of parents following the model proposed by Casino-García et al. [10]. In addition, we have analysed the differences between parents of gifted children and those of unidentified children.



Our results demonstrate that, in general, parents have average levels of well-being; receive medium-high scores in PA, and show a high positive mood. However, comparing the two groups reveals that the affective balance of SWB is significantly lower among parents of gifted children. Specifically, significant differences in NA are found. Parents of children identified as gifted have significantly more negative experiences and, therefore, have lower SWB [62]. Regarding moods, in general, no significant differences were found between the two groups. However, in analysing negative moods in more detail, differences were found regarding the levels of anger (significantly higher in parents of gifted children). Thus, we can confirm H1 and partially confirm H2.



The effects of family are similar to those found by McDowall, Rimlinger, and Free [6,7,9]. They can be explained by the relationship between the difficulties and conflicting experiences of children and the emotional system of parents [32]. Children and adolescents who are gifted may feel more sadness [10]. The major anger of parents can be associated with their children´s melancholy, particularly when their sadness is justified. It is often difficult to differentiate negative emotions directed at their child or others. Factors such as stress can also influence the emotions of the sample of parents [69]. Moreover, a high score was observed for the involvement of gifted students in bullying cases, particularly for victimisation, and this score was higher than that of the school population in general. Twenty-five percent of those affected by bullying believe that their teachers had, in some way, facilitated their becoming victims of bullying or cyberbullying [48]. In a clinical setting, the level of anger in parents is associated with a lack of satisfaction with service access and with health workers as well as with the perceived severity of the child’s health status [122]. Parents of these students may have the same motives within the educational field due to the lack of a satisfactory educational response [52,60], the lack of teacher training for professionals in education in this specific area [61], and the seriousness of the consequences for many students, which include serious psychological effects related to cyber-victimisation, greater depression, more anxiety, more stress, less social support, and worse quality of life for victims of harassment and cyberbullying [48].



In our study, we reject H3, as our results demonstrate no differences in EI between the two groups in any of its dimensions (attention, clarity, and repair). Although the scores of parents of children with intellectual giftedness in repair and clarity (particularly this last dimension) are slightly lower, they are not significantly different and, in general, are medium-high. This factor could also explain why the levels of well-being of these families, despite the greater number of negative experiences, are average. Personal resources can protect parents from parental stress [58], and EI has a positive impact on their control [88]. Belonging to the association, receiving relevant information, and sharing experiences with other parents may help them develop the necessary emotional competencies for raising gifted children [23].



Referring to the relationship model, the results allowed the acceptance of H4: EI predicts SWB. The findings of studies such as Sánchez-Álvarez, Extremera, and Fernández-Berrocal [81] support our results. Specifically, we found that, when a parent has high levels of EI, they have high SWB. However, the relationship between EI and SWB is not simple. We replicated the model proposed by Casino-García et al. [10], but our data led us to re-specify the model by eliminating the direct relationship between EI and SWB and adding the influence of negative mood on positive mood. Our results also confirm the mediation proposed in H5. However, such mediation is different in the group of parents of gifted children than in the group of parents of unidentified children (H6). Among parents of unidentified children, positive mood mediation exists between EI and SWB and between negative mood and SWB. Among parents of gifted children, full mediation by negative and positive mood exists between EI and SWB. Our results are in line with those of Casino-García et al. [10]; the relationship between EI and SWB is mediated by positive mood in unidentified children. In identified children, the influence of EI is mediated by both positive and negative mood. However, a more concerning effect is observed in parents, as negative mood influences positive mood.



The results of this study confirm that being a parent is associated with greater emotional ups and downs. Children bring many joys, but parents experience higher levels of stress, worry, and anger than non-parents [56]. In this sense, parenting a student with high abilities places the student in a vulnerable group because some gifted students are over-excited [45]. When children have a difficult or more sensitive temperament, parents experience relatively low levels of well-being [44]. This generates an emotional reaction from parents. Additionally, temperament has a strong genetic component, and parents and children may be more sensitive to affection and experience greater mediation in their well-being.



4.1. Theoretical and Practical Implications


Our study makes several contributions to the literature. First, we aimed to advance the understanding of parents and, specifically, the SWB of parents of gifted children by exploring the influence of EI and mood (as recommended in [44]). We focused on this process because most research has been directed towards the influence of parental characteristics on children. Family is the first educational area, the most relevant, and the first school of emotional literacy for the child. At home, children learn, through the words and actions of their parents and available role models, to express themselves, how others respond to their feelings, to think about their feelings, to think about the possible responses, and how to interpret and express their desires and fears [123]. A child must have role models to advance optimally in their socialisation [70]. Emotions and their regulation are learned since childhood and are influenced by the closer context, with family and school playing major roles [70]. Therefore, parents can be a protective factor or a risk factor.



Moreover, our study extends research on the affective component of the link between EI and SWB, as suggested by other authors [81]. Mediators with positive and negative effects have been suggested in the scientific literature [44]; in this investigation, the parents of gifted children and unidentified children were tested. We expand on the previous literature considering the SWB of adults by including the parental roles of those with gifted children. We analysed the SWB, EI, and mood of parents of gifted children because they could be considered a vulnerable group. Third, scant literature is available on families with gifted students [8], and we contribute new information to a field that has barely been studied.



Our study has various practical consequences and can be used by both educational professionals and public health workers. First, this study will be useful for psychologists, therapists, and various other professionals who manage the physical and psychological health of children, adolescents, and young people with intellectual giftedness and of their parents in developing a family-centred approach. The variables analysed in this study not only affect the child [124] but also the family environment, partner relationships, extended family relationships, and other social relationships [32]. Additionally, the variables are related to situations of negative stress (distress) and generate health problems for parents [125]. This study is also useful for business entrepreneurs because SWB, EI, and the mood of parents may affect their work, efficiency, and relationships in the workplace [126].



Second, parents’ well-being is affected [4] by actions centred on the family [55] that value their well-being and needs. Emotional competences and abilities for well-being can be taught [19]. A high level of SWB could play a protective role against victimisation [127]. Evaluative techniques and the detection of intellectual giftedness must be designed and focus on basic competences that are necessary for the task of being a parent, who, without doubt, will contribute to the quality of the gifted students’ processes of attention, thereby favouring their comprehensive development as students and people [128].



Third, educational centres can consider family needs in identification and adaptation to the educational system to guarantee a holistic approach to each student [128]. Closer cooperation between family and school [23] can be encouraged by designing schools and parental programmes that allow their empowerment [24], given paternal expectations regarding the importance of academic achievement [129], as well as workshops on parental guidance of the academic adjustment of adolescents [74]. Some authors suggest that classes for parents should start when children are identified, in addition to providing resources, access to professionals and contact with other parents to share experiences and concerns. Emotional education programmes for parents must be implemented to enable more effective intervention in the family framework with positive effects on the personal development of their children [70]. Counsellors can help families develop problem-solving and coping abilities [55]. It is important to learn more about parents’ perceptions because they can have a mutual influence on the efficacy of the educational response that students receive at schools. Parental support can be a decisive factor in interventions for gifted students [30]. The contexts must be clear; intervention within high capacities must consider the influencing factors in the daily life of the subject, particularly regarding family education and parental competences, in order to contribute to their well-being [128].




4.2. Limitations and Future Research


Our study possesses limitations. First, we used a convenience sample. In Spain, few students are identified with intellectual giftedness [130]; thus, being identified sets the child apart as different. In our study, we mainly enrolled parents belonging to parents’ associations. It is possible that many parents attend these associations to resolve problems and for the support of other parents and specialists. Etikan et al. [99] claimed that convenience sampling is a commonly used method in this type of investigation and has been very useful. However, our sample may have biases inherent to any clinical sample and may not be representative of the studied population. Initially, problems can be more severe or complex [131], but they also receive more attention. Hence, future investigations should expand the sample to parents of gifted students that do not belong to associations.



Second, this study was performed using self-report measures, which can cause common error bias. In this paper, the scales had different formats and anchor points [100]. Thus, future studies should use quantitative and qualitative methods.



Third, some concepts that our study analysed (e.g., SWB) are susceptible to social desirability bias (SDB) (e.g., [132]). SDB is one of the most important sources of bias [133], and many questions exist regarding how to detect and measure SDB. The literature suggests that self-reporting is an important method of data collection [134]. Our study reduced social desirability response bias by assuring complete anonymity. Future studies should mitigate this source of bias—for example, by using social desirability scales [135] or contrasting anonymous and non-anonymous questionnaires [136].



Fourth, SWB has a multi-causal nature. Azizan and Mahmud [137] highlighted the links of SWB with personality, health, family life, work experiences, cognitive processes, emotion regulation, etc. However, the authors showed that the findings are inconsistent [138]. In this paper, we chose parents with/without children identified as gifted as the variable. Future research should examine other relevant topics in parenthood, such as physical or psychological problems.



Despite these limitations and because of the lack of studies available on the well-being of families of students with high capacities, we believe our study can aid the development of a preliminary diagnosis of the well-being of these students and their family environments. Based on the results, it would be interesting to verify, as claimed by Umberson et al. [58], how social resources influence well-being levels.





5. Conclusions


We aimed to determine SWB, EI, and mood and test a model of the mediating role of mood in the relationship between the EI and SWB of parents of gifted and unidentified children. In this investigation, we highlight that parents of children identified as gifted showed lower levels of SWB perceived more negative experiences and felt more anger than parents of unidentified children and adolescents. However, the two groups had similar EI scores. Mood was also identified as a mediator in the relationship between EI and SWB. Our study showed that positive and negative mood mediated this relationship in parents in general. That said, the influence of EI on SWB in parents of gifted children was mediated by both negative and positive mood, while only positive mood mediated this relationship in parents of unidentified children. These results show the importance of relying on the families of these students to detect barriers and identify needs and of evaluating well-being and developing programmes of prevention and attention focused on the family to guarantee the equity, inclusion, and emotional accessibility of these students. Moreover, it is necessary to increase the training of health and educational professionals so that they can assess the emotional needs of parents of gifted children, contribute to their empowerment, develop preventive interventions and, if necessary, develop therapies.
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Figure 1. Hypothesised conceptual model. 






Figure 1. Hypothesised conceptual model.
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Figure 2. Non-standardised coefficients of the hypothetical and re-specified models and significance. Note: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. 
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Figure 3. Non-standardised coefficients of multigroup analysis. Note: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. The black box shows the scores of the parents of gifted children. 
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Figure 4. Non-standardised coefficients of the final model for the two samples. Note: *** p < 0.001, ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05. The black box shows the scores of the parents of gifted children. 
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Table 1. Mean, standard deviations, and t-test.
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Variable

	
Total Sample

	
Gifted

	
Unidentified




	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD

	
M

	
SD






	
1. EI

	
3.72

	
0.46

	
3.71

	
0.49

	
3.74

	
0.43




	
t = 0.51; p < 0.61; df = 278




	
Attention

	
3.35

	
0.74

	
3.35

	
0.72

	
3.35

	
0.77




	
t = −0.026; p < 0.98; df = 278




	
Clarity

	
3.88

	
0.70

	
3.85

	
0.72

	
3.91

	
0.67




	
t = 0.65; p < 0.52; df = 278




	
Repair

	
3.93

	
0.70

	
3.92

	
0.73

	
3.95

	
0.68




	
t = 0.40; p < 0.69; df = 278




	
2. SWB

	
3.89

	
0.64

	
3.82

	
0.68

	
3.97

	
0.58




	
t = 1.95; p = 0.05; df = 270.47; η2 = 0.01




	
Positive experience

	
4.02

	
0.70

	
3.99

	
0.72

	
4.05

	
0.69




	
t = 0.72; p < 0.47; df = 278




	
Negative experience

	
2.2

	
2.24

	
2.34

	
0.82

	
2.1

	
0.64




	
t = −2.67; p < 0.01; df = 275.14; η2 = 0.02




	
3. Positive mood

	
2.56

	
0.39

	
2.53

	
0.40

	
2.66

	
0.35




	
t = 1.39; p < 0.167; df = 278




	
4. Negative mood

	
1.61

	
0.36

	
1.62

	
0.38

	
1.58

	
0.032




	
t = −0.97; p < 0.33; df = 278




	
Fear

	
1.5

	
0.41

	
1.51

	
0.42

	
1.48

	
0.39




	
t = −0.72; p < 0.47; df = 278




	
Anger

	
1.85

	
0.44

	
1.9

	
0.48

	
1.79

	
0.37




	
t = −2.08; p < 0.3; df = 278; η2 = 0.02




	
Sadness

	
1.42

	
0.43

	
1.42

	
0.45

	
1.43

	
0.39




	
t = 0.20; p < 0.84; df = 278








Note: EI = emotional intelligence; SWB = subjective well-being; M = mean; SD = standard deviation; df = degree of freedom; η2 = eta squared.
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Table 2. Bivariate correlations in total sample, parents of unidentified children and gifted.
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Total Sample




	
Variable

	
SWB

	
Positive

	
Negative

	
Positive Mood

	
Negative Mood

	
Fear

	
Anger

	
Sadness






	
EI

	
0.39 **

	
0.44 **

	
−0.25 **

	
0.38 **

	
−0.20 **

	
−0.12 *

	
−0.22 **

	
−0.16 **




	
Attention

	
0.09

	
0.05

	
0.17 **

	
0.01

	
0.24 **

	
0.24 **

	
0.13 *

	
0.24 **




	
Clarity

	
0.43 **

	
0.41 **

	
−0.34 **

	
0.34 **

	
−0.31 **

	
−0.25 **

	
−0.26 **

	
−0.28 **




	
Repair

	
0.46 **

	
0.46 **

	
−0.35 **

	
0.41 **

	
−0.34 **

	
−0.24 **

	
−0.33 **

	
−0.30 **




	
SWB

	

	

	

	
0.63 **

	
−0.66 **

	
−0.53 **

	
−0.54 **

	
−0.55 **




	
Positive Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.60 **

	
−0.49 **

	
−0.36 **

	
−0.41 **

	
−0.44 **




	
Negative Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−0.52 **

	
0.66 **

	
0.57 **

	
0.53 **

	
0.53 **




	
Parents of unidentified children




	
EI

	
0.29 **

	
0.39 **

	
−0.1

	
0.29 **

	
−0.61

	
−0.04

	
−0.07

	
−0.04




	
Attention

	
−0.17

	
−0.03

	
0.26 **

	
0.01

	
0.32 **

	
0.34 **

	
0.22 **

	
0.25 **




	
Clarity

	
0.34 **

	
0.36 **

	
−0.23 **

	
0.24 **

	
−0.30 **

	
−0.27 **

	
−0.17

	
0.29 **




	
Repair

	
0.40 **

	
0.42 **

	
−0.27 **

	
0.33 **

	
−0.19 **

	
−0.19 *

	
−0.22 *

	
−0.8




	
SWB

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.59 **

	
−0.60 **

	
−0.53 **

	
−0.42 **

	
−0.53 **




	
Positive Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.57 **

	
−0.48 **

	
−0.42 **

	
−0.33 **

	
−0.41 **




	
Negative Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−0.45 **

	
0.57 **

	
0.50 **

	
0.40 **

	
0.50 **




	
Parents of gifted children




	
EI

	
0.45 **

	
0.47 **

	
−0.34 **

	
0.43 **

	
−0.28 **

	
−0.16 **

	
−0.30 **

	
−0.23 **




	
Attention

	
−0.05

	
0.05

	
0.12

	
0.03

	
0.20 *

	
0.16 *

	
0.09

	
0.24 **




	
Clarity

	
0.47 **

	
0.44 **

	
−0.40 **

	
0.40 **

	
−0.32 **

	
−0.23 **

	
−0.31 **

	
−0.27 **




	
Repair

	
0.49 **

	
0.48 **

	
−0.40 **

	
0.46 **

	
−0.43 **

	
−0.27 **

	
−0.39 **

	
−0.43 **




	
SWB

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.66 **

	
−0.69 **

	
−0.54 **

	
−0.60 **

	
−0.58 **




	
Positive Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
0.62 **

	
−0.51 *

	
−0.32 **

	
−0.46 **

	
−0.46 **




	
Negative Experience

	
-

	
-

	
-

	
−0.55 **

	
0.71 **

	
0.62 **

	
0.59 **

	
0.56 **








Note: EI = emotional intelligence; SWB = subjective well-being; * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01.
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Table 3. Model fit index for structural equation modelling (SEM) (n = 280).
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	Model
	χ2/df (p)
	NFI
	IFI
	CFI
	GFI
	RMR





	Total sample of parents
	68.79/1 (≤0.001)
	0.81
	0.81
	0.81
	0.90
	0.03



	Re-specified model
	20.08/1 (≤0.001)
	0.94
	0.95
	0.95
	0.97
	0.01



	Multigroup
	19.43/2 (≤0.001)
	0.95
	0.95
	0.95
	0.94
	0.01



	Parents of gifted students re-specified model
	12.39/1 (≤0.001)
	0.95
	0.95
	0.95
	0.96
	0.01



	Unidentified Students re-specified
	7.48/2 (0.02)
	0.93
	0.95
	0.95
	0.97
	0.01







Note: χ2 = chi-squared; d.f. = degrees of freedom; NFI = normed fit index; IFI = incremental fit index; and CFI = comparative fit index; GFI = Goodness of Fit; RMR = Root Mean Square Residual.
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Table 4. Results of the mediation model with Standardised SEM effects.






Table 4. Results of the mediation model with Standardised SEM effects.





	

	
Total Sample

	
Multigroup Analysis




	

	

	
Gifted Students

	
Unidentified Students




	

	
β

	
p-Value

	
β

	
p-Value

	
β

	
p-Value






	
EI on negative mood

	
−0.16

	
0.003

	
−0.21

	
0.003

	

	




	
EI on positive mood

	
0.25

	
0.001

	
0.26

	
0.001

	
0.22

	
0.007




	
negative on positive mood

	
−0.54

	
0.001

	
−0.54

	
0.001

	
−0.52

	
0.001




	
Positive mood on SWB

	
0.55

	
0.001

	
0.58

	
0.001

	
0.50

	
0.001




	
Negative mood on SWB

	
−0.85

	
0.001

	
−0.87

	
0.001

	
−0.80

	
0.001








Note: EI = emotional intelligence; SWB = subjective well-being.
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