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Present study examined students’, parents', and teachers’ opinions
on educational aims for normal and gifted students in order to find out
what characteristics and skills gifted students have to learn and develop
during their schooling. Fifteen educational aims by Urban (1985) were
rated according to their relevance for normal and gifted students by
students, their parents and teachers. A factor analysis gave two
interpretable factors consisting of aims for the normal group and two
for the gifted group. Further analysis was devoted to the question what
aspects of respondents qualitatively differentiate their opinions on aims
represented by factors. Explored are the effects of the type of school
(mathematical, linguistic, politechnical) and the type of school program
(regular, special for gifted); sex; parents' education and occupation;
school subject and length of teaching service. Obtained data suggested
fruitful ideas for educational legislation, school practice and teachers
working with gifted students.

Key words: gifted students, educational aims, type of school, school
program.

The whole support for gifted students is based on the idea that gifted
students have some special educational needs different from those of their
non-gifted counterparts. Research data confirm that gifted students have
special educational needs but there is no agreement on the way to fulfill them
(Freeman, 1979, 1983; Kitano & Kirby, 1986). Parents of gifted students

269




Slavica Maksic

usually have high expectations from the school and they are mostly very cri o
about it, even dissatistied with what ordinary school offers to their children
(Felhusen & Kroll, 1985; Kaufman & Sexton, 1983). Neither parents pep

children. Gagne (1983, 1985) reported that in his research parents apg
teachers were in favor of enrichment, Parents and teachers were unsure aboyt
the desirability of special classes and acceleration to meet the special needs of
gifted children. According to Urban (1985) study, students are also confused
concerning education of gifted. For example, the majority of students agreed
with the provision of special education for gifted students but signiﬁcantly
lower percentage of them approved particular modes of special education
(such as special classes).

In the mentioned study, Urban examined opinions and attitudes of
students, parents and teachers towards educational aims for different
categories of students. Research data confirmed that students, parents and
teachers expressed different expectations from the school in meting
educational aims for normal, gifted and handicapped students. Respondents
gave priority to independence, tolerance, ability for decision making,
autonomy of thinking and creativity in education of the gifted, but diligence,
orderliness, ambition and social adjustment in education of the normal. Factor

aims for normal students contained traits that could be described as
traditional, old-fashioned. The factorial structure of the first factor for the
gifted suggested a mature personality with a marked self-identity. ;

It seems that the cited rescarch findings return us to the beginning
questions: how do gifted students differ from others in order to provide
services that will best meet their needs. How are gifted students supposed to
be educated to display their (gifted) potential and become creative productive
adults? What should gifted students learn during their schooling that would
not prevent but foster development of their talents?

Acceleration, enrichment, special classes and many sorts of other
opportunities for the gifted, highly able, achieving and motivated students have
been guaranteed by Yugoslav schools law acts for more than two decades. The
implementation of recommended services for the gifted was often
unsatisfactory. Having special provision for gifted students in primary and
secondary schools without any serious investigation of the attitudes toward it,
was the starting reason for carrying out this research.

The purpose of the present study is to examine students', parents', and
teachers' opinions on educational aims for normal and gifted students with the
intention to find out what characteristics and skills gifted students have to
acquirc and develop during their secondary education. Later analysis is
devoted to the question what features of respondents and their environment
are differentially related to their opinions on aims. Explored are the effects of
the type of school (mathematical, linguistic and politechnical), the type of
school program (regular, special) and sex for the opinions of all three
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Method

Participants

The sample consisted of 294 second and third %rage' Sttlégzﬁésrso(flfgf

dary schools in Belgrade, their parents (179), and their | i
Sdene taken from two special schools for the gifted (in ma e
g Were) two' grammar schools with regular programs (sanﬁe majo .
e languglﬂg eiﬁd languages) and one vocational school w1t}11 bo't ti/pesf -
pmri)t;;rrrxlliu(:segular and special programs in technical ?%lfgg:S)re.s ;’(;a;celrelds) OThe

uestionnaire (61.6% :

T %e{:a(?ﬁléfsd \&Ez(l)scs?ggiit&?}g‘?g of asked teachers returned completed
g?,lzlec;{tli(ijlslr?aire). Table 1 gives the information on the sample.

Table 1: Subjects (f)

School with Students Parents Teachers
68 50
regular program 1(9); > =
i it
special program =
'II'JO tal 294 179

57.5% of students,

iled in all three groups of respondents (

59 8‘7’1’;6(;? Egsie%rt?:rllg 69.4% of telacﬁelrs).f i\}/{orst l;g:gtgizbdoixscteu&erﬁtss g;flgroei
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s with university diploma) engaged in
eidnt L bR m(')glzrrfdw;irof‘:s}sionalt};obs. All teachers had

executive, administrative, manageri
university education.

1 ”le main criteria for admission t schools a d [)]() ams 101 (~] ifted w S di
d 0] 1 n gr s fi th g f ere outstan Ilg
a evement h €S ON al)lhty alld achievement tests and success i relevant Competltl()ns.
chi T > hlg SCO!
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Instrument

Urban (1985) Educational Aims Scale was administrated as a rare
instrument covering the most important aims defined in the National
Secondary Education Low Act (1992) and giving opportunity to compare
research results with those from Germany. The scale is a list of fifteen aims,
terms referring to attitudes, personal traits and abilities in cognition and
thinking (independence, creativity, social adjustment, cognitive flexibility,
sense of responsibility, tolerance, autonomy of thinking, diligence, ability for
decision making, trustworthiness, political consciousness, orderliness, ability
for peace making or settling disputes, contentment and ambition).
Respondents rated educational aims on five-point Likert scale (from 1 "of
none or minimal relevance” to 5 "of very high and the highest relevance”) to
their relevance to two ability groups of students (normal and gifted).

Procedure

Students were tested in their classroom, during regular classes.
Questionnaires were distributed to parents through their children and to
teachers at school meetings. Parents and teachers completed and returned
questionnaires at their convenience. Respondents had to give their answers in
the questionnaire referring to their own conceptions of giftedness and talent.
These concepts were not defined by the researcher since they were a subject of
another part of the present study investigation.

Data analysis

Factor analysis of educational aims was undertaken with the intention to
find out whether they have to be treated separately or in some general way.
Two factor analyses of educational aims, one for normal students and the
other for gifted students, were suggested by the similarities in opinions of
students, parents and teachers, but differences in reference to the estimated
ability group (normal or gifted)?.

Inter-correlations among the estimations of aims were submitted to a
Principal Component Analysis (PAF) which gave results similar to those from
Urban (Maksic, 1993). This time, analyses continued to reach latent factors
using Oblimin criterion. Finally, two interpretable factors for the normal and

21t was the results of two way analyses of variance of each particular aims with two
independent variables (subsample: students, parents and teachers, and referral groups: normal,
gifted). Among 15 tested cases, subsample main effect was significant at p<0.01 level once, though
refferal group main effect had the same value 11 times.
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The first part of the stu
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s jonal aims for normal students 0
o gfrl:tccisgenfnatrix (j(ﬁ)blimin rotation, Kaiser normalization)

Factor 3
Educational aims Factor 1 Factor 2
Diligence ’ 764697 -;gg(;é
Trustworthiness : 72917 z B3
Sense of responsibility .728 T
Ability for peace making 2 ;tlijg s
Tolerance §
Ambition .65427 -.46423 o
Orderliness g.;;g«; e
tentment p
O(()Ite?;ivity 41720 - ;5;-49 Z.;
Autonomy of thinking .51135 : 2
Ability for decision 573
= - 72197
Independence : .3017(; 2L
Cognitive flexibility 3274 _7738’8
Political consciousness e e
Social adjustment
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creativity (fluency, flexibility, originality) as a crucial need of gifted students,
and it is a very promising orientation of our respondents. Characteristics, such
as cognitive flexibility, autonomy of thinking, ability for decision making and
independence, represent elements of, or preconditions for appearance and
development Of giftedness, gifted behavior and gifted performance and products.
The finding concerning expectation from normal students, to learn more
diligence, is also acceptable and easily explicable. That kind of request could
be based on the fact that many average ability people have to work, hard and
Jong, or at least more than highly able, on their tasks fto attain high
achievement. Even if high success is not achieved, students' diligence is a very
valued quality, not only as a component of a particular behavior (confirming
readiness to complete school tasks), but as a personality trait. Implicit idea
here is that diligence can in some extent compensate for smaller ability.
Diligence is desirable quality of adults t00, introducing persistence and other

mature reactions of individual. For indicated premises, diligence could he

supported as an important aim of the education.

It is obvious that students, parents and teachers are aware of a vital
significance of creativity in gifted cducation. The role of diligence in education
of normal students is also very well known. Different participation of ambition
and contentment in educational factors' structures for normal and gifted
categories of students confirms the differences between expectations of their
education. Normal students have to express their ambition and to experience
contentment in developing diligence, and gifted students in developing
creativity. In the case of normal students it means that their achievement
motive and positive emotions ought to come together with diligence in the
process of acquiring knowledge. In the case of the gifted, readiness to make
efforts, achievement of recognition and satisfaction should be developed in
coalescence with creativity.

The second part of the study was devoted to the examination of
characteristics of respondents and their environment related to their opinions
on educational aims' factors.

Students’, parents' and teachers' opinion on educational aims for normal
and gifted students. Opinions of students, parents and teachers on educational
aims' factors showed that they had very similar ideas about what different
categories of students had to learn and develop at school (see Table 4). The
only significant differences emerged on the second factor for the gifted:
parents said that gifted students should acquire "Diligence" more than students

themselves were convinced (F=7.71,p= .0005).

Students, parents and teachers had similar demands on the education for
normal and gifted students. There is high accordance in expectations of all
relevant parts and in education included individuals about what they ask from
the education. Parents ask for more diligence in the case of the gifted than
their children, probably because parents are more awarce than youngsters that
creativity should be supported with hard work to reach creative products. In

that sense, diligence, as a trait of personality or behavior, will supply more
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Table 4: Means, Sta
S M A ndard Deviations and
aims factors for three respon;ient g:)z‘:;gues »

gving more opportunities to redefine

n educational

Educati
T~ ol T N s
i o | = F cance
NORFAC1 |30.19 5.42 11’>v1I e == D.F'(Z,SSZ)
NOREACT T o 19 5.48/ 3131 542 247 .0652
i 30.32 4.;)2 24.12 3.07 | 2413 298 1.21 .3000
—— - : 22 | 30.67 3.87 | 3097 4.19 111 3278
6.80 4.75 | 28.60 4.78 27.20 5.38 7.71 0005

Note. : i
ote: ggﬁiﬁg ; i Dlllgqnge for normal students
aitp OC _—CCrea'tl'wty for normal students
Pt B reativity for gifted students
2 = Diligence for gifted students

gttllll((ijents had‘to develop more "Creativity"
3 ents of linguistics thought more frequ
ormal students had to develop "Creat?vity"
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"Diligence” (F=17.20, p=.000). The type of school
rograms the - students attended did not have significant effect on their
opinions concerning "Creativity” for the gifted (F=0.04, p=.845). Whatever
rograms students attended they found "Creativity" equally important (very

important) in education of the gifted.

ifted should learn more

Table 5: Means and F values of educational aims' factors for male
and female students from regular and special programs

Ecducational | Type of Students Type of program | Signifi- St Significance
aims factors | program | Male Female & sex main cance progsr;m & D.F:(1,290)
M M et interaction s
effect (F)

NORFAC1 | Regular | 30.56 3343 | Program 20.76 000 1.99 160
Special 2854  29.60 | Sex 9.42 002

NORFAC?2 | Regular 2367 1218 | Program 12.18 001 0.00 957
Special 2244 2395 | Sex 1827 000

GIFFAC1 Regular 2884 3170 | Program 0.04 .845 2.71 101
Special 2959 3075 | Sex 15.36 000

GIFFAC2 Regular 2736 2927 | Program 17.20 000 2.89 090
Special 2596 2594 | Sex 2.75 098

Similar to their children, parents of students from regular programs
expressed higher requests from normal students than parents of students from
special programs did (for normal students: "Diligence” — F=8.95, p=.003,
"Creativity" — F=9.57, p=.002; for gifted students: "Creativity” — F=3.42,
p=.066, "Diligence” — F=3.55, p=.061).

The type of school program had a significant effect on teachers' opinions
on educational aims, too. Teachers enrolled in regular programs insisted
more on developing "Creativity" of normal students than teachers from special
programs (F=4.38, p=.039).

On the whole, the type of school program had the most powerful effect
on students’ opinions, less on parents' opinions and the smallest on teachers'
opinions on educational aims for normal and gifted students. However, all
respondent groups asked for more creativity in the education of normal
students, probably because their need to develop creativity was neglected in
regular programs. Other findings could be interpreted in the same way.
Students, parents and teachers were, perhaps, less satisfied with services in
regular than in special programs.

Students’ and parents’ sex. An impressive effect on students' opinions on
aims had their sex (see Table 5). Females expressed higher expectations than
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males. Females students believed that normal and
learn more, to accomplish all proposed aims in
(for normal students: "Diligence" — F=

9.42, p=.000, "Creativity" — F=
p=.000; for gifted students:

=18.2%

"Creativity" — F= 15.36, p=.000, "Diligence" —

F=2.75, p=.098). It was very difficult to say where sex differences came from,
Plausible hypothesis is that females

are more sensitive,
mands from the educati
e realistic attitude,

emotionally, even exaggerate in their de
males' answers are outcomes of their mor

In the group of parents, there we
Mothers and fathers had similar opin
education (see Table 6).

Table 6: Means, Standard Deviations, and F val

ues on educational
aims' factors for students’ Jathers and mothers '

gifted students ought to
greater portion than male did

react more
on, whereag

re not significant effects of the Sex,
ions on aims of normal and gifted

Educational aims' Fathers N=63 Mothers N=107 F Significance
factors M S.D. M S.D. D.F:(1,168)
NORFAC 1 31.32 6.02 3147 2523 0.03 .8654
NORFAC 2 24.22 3.03 24.04 315 0.14 .7085
GIFFAC 1 30.67 4.10 30.62 3.76 0.01 9358
GIFFAC 2 28.51 5.10 28.75 4.66 6.10 7547

Educational and occupatio
occupation did not play a signifi opinions concerning the
education of normal and gifted students, except in one case. Students whose
mothers had higher education Stressed more "Creativity” in education of the
gifted than students whose mothers had lower education (F=3.86, p=.022).
There was a tendency in the same way for the effect of mothers' occupation
(F=2.61, p=.075).

There were no significant effects of parental educa
their opinions on aims,
Teachers' sex, bpe of school subject they teach and length

teaching service. Teachers' sex and type of school subject they tought
make a significant effect on their opinions on aims.

differences in teachers' opinions were connected
teaching service. Teachers with shorter teaching service insisted more than
others on "Creativity" for normal students (F=6.93, p=.0097), as well as for
gifted students (F=4.33, p=.040). The fact that younger teachers appreciated
creativity very much could be described as an encouragement, indicating more
enthusiasm in their work with children now and promising more creative
school setting in the future, The question is

i how to improve the status of
Creativity among older teachers. More Serious question is how to keep higher

nal level of parents. Pare

nts' education and
cant role in students'

tion and occupation on

of their
did not
The only two significant
with the length of their
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should be examined further as wel] as the characteristics of teachers which are
relevant for their opinions.
Planning of adequate school treatm

. - . g, . SlaVica MakSié
1t from the information on theijr abilities, aptitudes and capacities,

KAKO SKOLOVATI DAROVITE UCENIKE

' g s itelja i nastavnika o
i islienja ucenika, roditelja i n TP
tion of educational aims could lrzlgakiotlil:fna l;;())lreé U ovom fady }Splttl,\ilgrrllﬁl isgarrnolxsz?t?l?]uéenika sa ‘iﬂj(?m dg'seuugligi ls(\(f)éz
achievable. Otherwise, misunderstanding will start from the beginning, Taking ciljevima Obraz.ova};]-aeo daroviti uéenici treba da nauce 1 razviju
into consideration the effects of characteristics of persons involved ip karakteristike 1 vestin
education might improve educational provision for all students,

s <o t vaspitno-
] e ngirali su petnaes vas -
: Genici, roditelji 1 nastavnici ra ma znacajui koji
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A3bIYECKasl, TeXHHYeCKasl), THNa y4ueGHOH IPOrpaMMbI (OGLIKHOBeHHaa’ :
OTHEJIbHAsL JUIS JapOBHUTHIX); IOTOM THOJa., oOpa3oBanusi u npoceceny
PORHTENEH; IMKONLHOIO MpefMeTa W JUIHHDI CIY>XObI IpenojjaBaTe ey,
Ionyvennnie pannwie BHYIIAJIH IUIONOPO/IHbIE HEH IS 3aKOHOJlaTeJbHbIx

PErIaMHTOB, UIKOJBLHONR IIpaKTHKN H" npenopaBaTene pa60Ta}onmx Cc
JapOBHUTLIMH YUYCHHKaMH.

Knrouennie CJIOBa: HapOBHUTLIE YUCHHKH, BOCIIHTHTGHLHO-OﬁpaSOBa-
TCJIbHBIC LEJIH, BUO IHKO.HLI, y‘ICGHaﬂ nporpamMma.
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