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Background. Cultivation of positive attitudes towards gifted education is 
important to ensure that gifted students receive educational opportunities 
appropriate to their learning needs.

Objective. To examine the attitudes of students, parents, and teachers 
towards gifted education in the Slovenian upper secondary schools.

Design. A total of 1,020 students from four selective co-educational 
upper secondary schools (i.e., gymnasiums), their teachers (n = 84), and 
parents (n = 306) participated in the study. Respondents’ attitudes were as-
sessed using an adapted version of the Gagne and Nadeau attitude survey 
about gifted students and their education. In order to obtain a deeper in-
sight into the context, an open question about gifted education was also 
posed.

Results. Participants generally hold neutral to positive attitudes towards 
gifted education. They expressed their awareness of gifted students’ special 
academic needs and the meaningfulness of specific educational support. 
Furthermore, 68% of participating students emphasized the need for relat-
edness to their peers (i.e., not to stand out or be labelled), often neglected 
in provisions for the gifted. Comparative analysis showed that attitudes to-
wards the extent of knowledge and experience in the field differed among 
the groups of participants.

Conclusion. Qualitative analysis complemented the quantitative find-
ings by addressing “the principle of challenging” instead of “the principle 
of adding”, suggesting that the focus should be primarily on adapting the 
curricula and, out of consideration for their social and emotional needs in 
adolescence, not on overloading gifted students.
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Introduction
Contemporary developmental models define giftedness as outstanding learning 
potential that will most likely realize itself, if students experience appropriate learn-
ing opportunities based on their abilities, interests, and needs at different devel-
opmental stages (Dai, 2016; Gagne, 2018; Kaufman & Sternberg, 2008; Renzulli & 
Reis, 2018; Sternberg & Davidson, 2005; Sternberg, Jarvin, & Grigorenko, 2011; 
Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011, 2018). Assuring quality provisions 
for the education of gifted students thus requires adaptation of content and meth-
ods of teaching and learning, as well as involvement of gifted students in various 
enrichment and extracurricular activities. In recent years, talent development has 
been presented as a conceptual model that emphasizes motivation and long-term 
specific educational programs, allowing as many individuals as possible to reach 
the highest levels of achievement in the field of their talent (Juriševič, 2017; Mc-
Coach & Kay, 2018; Subotnik et al., 2011; Subotnik & Rickoff, 2010).

General social attitudes towards gifted students influence policymakers who 
are responsible for gifted education. Rooted misconceptions and stereotypes about 
gifted students often inhibit further development of gifted programs and have a 
negative impact on funding of those programs. At this point, it makes sense to 
deal with the common false belief that gifted students will manage on their own; 
indeed, the label “gifted” or “talented” is not a synonym for superior performance, 
creative productivity, or exceptional achievement, absent effort and deliberate 
practice (Cross & Coleman, 2005; Cross, Coleman, & Stewart, 1993; Subotnik et 
al., 2011). Resistance to gifted programs persists due to the stereotypical belief that 
gifted students come from families with higher socio-economic status, implying 
that programs are inaccessible to gifted students from underprivileged cultural en-
vironments. This ambivalence is also promoted by a school culture that accepts 
giftedness only in certain areas (e.g., music and sports, see Colangelo & David, 
2003; Winner, 1996) and by the prevailing stereotypes about academically talent-
ed students (Cross, 2005; Matheis, Kronborg, Schmitt, & Preckel, 2017; Matheis, 
Keller, Kronborg, Schmitt, & Preckel, 2019; Siegle & Reis, 1998). In many countries, 
however, there is a trend towards changing attitudes about gifted education, and 
awareness is rising of the importance of supporting gifted students for the prog-
ress of society at large (IEA, 2018). Steenbergen-Hu and Olszewski-Kubilius (2016) 
highlighted the importance of educational programs and activities for the gifted 
and talented in terms of talent development and motivation of highly capable indi-
viduals, who will take on roles as leading innovators, experts, creators, and leaders 
in the future.

Providing appropriate learning opportunities for gifted students requires a fo-
cus on teachers’ knowledge, understanding, and attitudes towards gifted students 
(Swanson & Lord, 2013). Negative attitudes towards giftedness affect perceptions 
of gifted students and their education, and therefore influence teachers’ behavior 
towards these students (Lassig, 2009). Teachers’ attitudes do not affect only their 
teaching practices and approaches, but also have an indirect influence on the at-
titudes and behaviors of the students’ peers and the stimulating classroom climate 
that ensures optimal development of talented students (Al-Makhalid, 2012; Cross, 
Cross, & O’Reilly, 2018; Lassig, 2009). Teachers’ subjective theories, which might 
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result in misunderstanding the needs of gifted students, their education, and the 
implementation of provisions for the gifted and talented, are extremely important 
aspects that should be taken into account when forming guidelines for gifted edu-
cation (Ozcan, 2016). Researchers have emphasized that gifted and talented stu-
dents require competent teachers, who will provide appropriate incentives to fully 
realize their potentials (Ozcan, 2016; Perković Krijan, & Borić, 2015).

Teachers’ attitudes have a crucial impact on their professional decisions and 
everyday behavior in the classroom (Everton, Galton, & Pell, 2002; Pajares, 1992). 
Knowledge about teachers’ attitudes is therefore crucial for successful implementa-
tion of gifted education programs (Davids & Rimm, 2004; Lassig, 2009). In general, 
attitudes can be defined as relatively permanent cognitive or personality structures 
that represent predispositions for certain individual responses. They influence how 
individuals perceive and experience certain situations and how they direct their 
attention. Attitudes represent an integration of three aspects of basic mental func-
tions: (a) a cognitive component that contains individual knowledge and informa-
tion about a particular object, person, or situation; (b) an emotional component, 
comprising a positive or negative feeling and the evaluation of the object; and (c) 
a motivational component that includes individual behavioral intentions or actual 
behavior towards a certain object, person, or situation (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; 
Ule, 2009).

Although teachers’ attitudes towards gifted students and their education have 
often been studied (Al-Makhalid, 2012; Begin & Gagne, 1994b; Cross, Cross, & Fra-
zier, 2013; Cross et al., 2018; Jung, 2014; Lassig, 2009; Matheis et al., 2019; Perković 
& Borić, 2015), the results revealed mixed attitudes and inconclusive answers about 
gifted education. Cross et al. (2013) reported that teachers who taught in hetero-
geneous classes were less inclined to favor gifted education in comparison with 
teachers in specialized schools for gifted students. Other studies (Juriševič, 2012; 
Lassig, 2009; McCoach & Siegle, 2007; Troxclair, 2013, Watts, 2006) demonstrated 
that teachers in general hold positive attitudes towards recognizing and supporting 
the needs of gifted students. On the other hand, some studies found teachers’ atti-
tudes to be neutral (Perković Krijan, Jurčec, & Borić, 2014) or negative, specifically 
where acceleration for gifted students is concerned (Lassig, 2009; Troxclair, 2013). 
Regarding ability grouping, research results showed ambivalent (Lassig, 2009) and 
negative attitudes (Troxclair, 2013; Watts, 2006). Jung (2014) reported the follow-
ing factors that predict positive attitudes towards programs and activities for gifted 
students among pre-service teachers: (a) low tolerance for the unequal distribution 
of power in society, which can be connected with meritocracy, and consequently 
with a focus on education; (b) frequent contact with gifted individuals, which both 
consciously and unconsciously influence the teacher’s awareness of the specific 
needs of gifted students. Similarly, Begin & Gagne (1994b) identified frequent con-
tact with gifted individuals as well as socio-economic status as factors that have a 
significant effect on cultivation of teachers’ and parents’ positive attitudes towards 
gifted students.

Researchers have examined the relationship between level of professional ex-
perience and attitudes towards gifted students. Some research revealed that more 
experienced teachers who have a wider range of professional experience and con-
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sequently have more often worked with gifted students hold more positive attitudes 
(Begin & Gagne, 1994a; Jung, 2014), while other studies showed that young teach-
ers hold more positive attitudes towards gifted students (Perković Krijan, & Borić, 
2015). However, some researchers reported no significant differences between the 
teachers’ age or years of teaching experience (Cramond & Martin, 1987; Lassig, 
2009).

The Slovenian Context
Slovenia has a relatively long and rich history of providing special services in basic 
and secondary education for students with outstanding learning potentials. It starts 
with the identification of giftedness from Grade 4 of elementary school. In the past 
20 years, gifted education has expanded greatly for basic and secondary education 
in four areas: (1) different forms of differentiation and/or accelerated learning; (2) 
promoting the development of different talents within the expanded curriculum 
and school enrichment activities; (3) additional extracurricular activities; and (4) 
scholarships. Since 2007, a more systematic approach in secondary education was 
established by the document “Identification and Work with Gifted Students”.

Despite the diversity and professional interest, the above-described activities 
remain a professional responsibility of individuals or different institutions, unco-
ordinated and not appropriately monitored and evaluated. There is no national 
strategy that would regulate gifted education (Juriševič, 2012). The national analy-
sis presented in the White Paper on Education in Slovenia revealed the specific 
characteristics of gifted education in the Slovenian context (Juriševič, 2011a). First, 
there is an uneven understanding of the concepts of giftedness, talent, and related 
constructs, as well as a lack of cooperation and partnerships between educational 
experts and institutions involved in the cultivation of students’ exceptional learn-
ing potentials. Second, different stakeholders report a bureaucratization of work 
with gifted students, brain drain, and a high percentage of identified gifted stu-
dents (i.e., approx. 25% of gifted students identified in Slovenian school; Juriševič, 
2012). Third, there is non-uniformity in understanding the goals of gifted educa-
tion. Fourth, teachers and other professional staff in educational institutions are 
not sufficiently competent to identify and work with gifted students. Fifth, the work 
of teacher mentors is not regulated. Furthermore, there are disputes over financing 
of various initiatives and activities in the field of working with gifted and talented 
students, including the system of scholarships. Finally, there is an absence of analy-
ses and evaluations, along with weak research activity. Manifestations of the afore-
mentioned characteristics and issues are extensive, from an unregulated education 
system for teachers and mentors, to persisting negative stereotypes about gifted 
students and their education.

The main aim of this study was to explore the attitudes of students, teachers, and 
parents towards gifted students and their education. Second, we sought to obtain 
deeper insight into the context of gifted education by investigating the perceptions 
and opinions of participants in the gifted education context about giftedness and 
gifted education. A basic premise of this research was that it is extremely important 
to clearly understand the characteristics of the particular educational context in 
order to plan appropriate provisions for the gifted.
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Method
Participants

The convenience sample included 1020 students from four coeducational up-
per secondary schools (i.e., gymnasiums) This type of schools is oriented towards 
attaining the knowledge and skills needed to continue the students’ education at 
the university level; therefore, most of students, participating in the study were 
identified as gifted in the primary or upper secondary school (80.8%). Of all the 
students, 59.9% were female and 40.1% were male; their age ranged from 15 to 19 
years (M = 17.16, SD = 1.11). The students’ teachers (n = 84) and parents (n = 306) 
were also participants. Teachers’ ages ranged from 24 to 65 years (M = 46.94, 
SD = 10.45), 23.4% were male and 72.6% female. Their teaching experience ranged 
from 3 months to 39 years (M = 21.86, SD = 9.98) and the amount of time spent 
working with gifted students ranged from zero to 37 years (M = 12.95, SD = 10.38). 
The parents’ age ranged from 31 to 76 years (M = 47.38, SD = 5.17), 21.1% were male 
and 78.8% female. Participation in the study was voluntary. Prior to participation, 
the aims of the study were presented to the participants and the protection of per-
sonal data was ensured, emphasizing the significance of honest answers.

Materials
The Attitudes towards Gifted Students and Their Education Questionnaire was con-
structed for the purpose of this research, using the Slovenian translation (Juriševič, 
2012) of the Opinions about the Gifted and Their Education Questionnaire (Gagne & 
Nadeau, 1991). We selected the most representative items from the Slovenian ver-
sion of the original questionnaire (19 items) and added 8 items related specifically 
to upper secondary students. The questionnaire comprised 27 items with a 5-point 
Likert-type scale response format (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree). It con-
tained five subscales: Understanding the concept of giftedness (e.g., Giftedness is rare 
and needs to be promoted), Perceptions of giftedness (e.g., Gifted students are hard-
working and obedient), Social justice/inclusion (e.g., For the future of our society, it 
is beneficial that a country devote additional funds for gifted education), Appropri-
ate support and differentiation (e.g., Our school should offer additional activities for 
gifted students), and Teachers’ behavior towards gifted students (e.g., Most teachers 
do not have time to devote special attention to gifted students). Juriševič (2012) 
established the adequate reliability of the Slovenian version of the entire 60-item 
Gagne & Nadeau questionnaire: α = .80. The reliability coefficient of the full scale 
in the present version of the questionnaire is lower, but still in the acceptable range 
(α = .60; see Steiner, 2003).

In addition to the items, an open-ended question about self-perceptions and 
opinions about giftedness and gifted education was added.

Data Collection and Analysis
The data was collected in the school year 2017–18, specifically in May and June 
2018. During a four-week period, all the participants filled out the questionnaire 
in a paper-based form. The questionnaire was administered with the assistance of 
school counsellors from each school involved. Data was analyzed with the statisti-
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cal program IBM SPSS Statistics 20 (IBM Corporation, 2016). Before the analysis 
was carried out, the distribution of variables was examined. Because there were no 
significant deviations from normal distributions, parametric statistics were used 
for further analysis. Qualitative responses were analyzed using comparative content 
analysis to distinguish the essential generic and representative themes (Mertens, 
2010; Vogrinc, 2008).

Results
The results are presented in three sections: (a) general attitudes of participants; (b) 
differences in attitudes among students, teachers, and parents; and (c) qualitative 
analysis of respondents’ self-perceptions about giftedness and gifted education.

General Attitudes towards Gifted Students and Their Education
Gagne’s (1991) recommendation for the interpretation of results was used to de-
termine the attitudes towards gifted student and their education. The arithmetic 
means were interpreted using the following guidelines: a score above 4.00 indicates 
a very positive attitude and below 2.00 a very negative attitude; means between 
2.75 and 3.25 imply a neutral attitude; means above 2.00 and below 2.75 indicate a 
negative attitude, and means above 3.25 and below 4.00 imply a positive attitude. 
The descriptive statistics show that participants in general hold a neutral attitude 
towards gifted education (M = 2.81, SD = .32). Table 1 presents the descriptive sta-
tistics for each item in the questionnaire.

Table 1
Descriptive statistics

Item N M SD Skewness Kurtosis

1. Gifted students do not have to learn anything to 
achieve high grades. 1402 2.07 1.16 .79 –.64

2. Giftedness is rare and should be promoted. 1399 3.64 1.10 –.60 –.48

3. Gifted students have many privileges at school. 1403 2.36 1.18 .55 –.73

4. Our schools should offer additional activities 
for gifted students. 1400 3.63 1.14 –.56 –.54

5. Teachers do not treat gifted and other students 
any differently. 1400 3.17 1.28 –.11 –1.13

6. Gifted students are hardworking and obedient. 1403 2.43 1.13 .39 –.87

7. You are born gifted; you cannot become gifted. 1401 2.84 1.36 0.14 –1.24

8. Since we invest supplementary funds for stu-
dents with difficulties, we should do the same 
for gifted students.

1406 3.82 1.15 –.79 –.27

9. Gifted students can fully develop their talents 
by adapted teaching. 1407 3.75 1.02 –.75 .001
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Item N M SD Skewness Kurtosis

10. Teachers generally prefer to teach gifted 
students than students with learning 
difficulties.

1402 3.58 1.16 –.59 –.48

11. Gifted students are popular in the classroom. 1401 2.75 1.06 .11 –.60

12. Everyone could be gifted, if they use all  
of the incentives from the environment. 1396 3.05 1.26 –.09 –1.11

13. By separating students into gifted and  
other groups, we increase the labelling of 
students as strong/weak, good/less good, etc.

1403 3.78 1.21 –.84 –.27

14. The same degree of special attention should be 
given to gifted students as to students  
with learning difficulties.

1401 3.69 1.21 –.63 –.71

15. Most teachers do not have time to devote 
special attention to gifted students. 1407 3.31 1.15 –.28 –.80

16. Gifted students might become vain  
or egoistic if they are given special attention. 1407 3.16 1.25 –.26 –1.03

17. To be gifted means to be something more  
than others. 1407 1.85 1.16 1.25 .47

18. For the future of our society, it is very 
beneficial that the country devote additional 
funds for gifted education.

1407 3.97 1.05 –.97 .39

19. It is better for gifted students that they have 
adapted regular classes, rather than skipping 
a grade.

1403 3.90 1.14 –.92 .05

20. Gifted students are nerds; they strive for  
high grades. 1391 1.95 1.08 .99 .13

21. Gifted students will be successful regardless  
of the educational program they are  
involved in.

1402 2.56 1.26 .38 –1.01

22. Special educational services for gifted  
students are a mark of privilege. 1400 2.64 1.19 0.26 –.86

23. More gifted students should have the 
possibility of skipping a grade. 1400 2.22 1.12 .67 –.31

24. Gifted students are often unsociable. 1398 2.30 1.12 .49 –.69

25. Parents bear the main responsibility for  
gifted students to develop their talents. 1397 2.91 1.16 –.03 –.99

26. When gifted students are put in special 
classes, other students feel devalued. 1405 3.36 1.15 –.39 –.71

27. Gifted students are often bored at school. 1405 3.21 1.16 –.20 –.80
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Comparative Analysis
Comparative analysis showed that groups of participants (teachers, parents, and 
students) differed in their attitudes towards gifted students and their education. 
Figures 1 and 2 present the highest values and differences among the groups. Teach-
ers (M = 4.02; SD = 0.96) and parents (M = 4.17; SD = 1.00) are more inclined to-
wards additional school-based activities for gifted students than students (M = 3.43; 
SD = 1.14). Analysis of variance showed significant differences (F[2, 1397] = 58.59, 
p < .001), η2 = .08, which indicates a medium effect. Likewise, teachers (M = 4.60; 
SD = 0.70) and parents (M = 4.30; SD = 1.03) expressed more positive attitudes to-
wards inclusive education, in terms of investing supplementary funds for education 
of gifted students, than students (M = 4.30; SD = 1.03). Analysis of variance showed 
significant differences (F[2, 1403] = 68.58, p < .001), η2 = .09, which indicates a me-
dium effect. Teachers’ (M = 4.37; SD = 0.81) and parents’ (M = 4.19; SD = 1.04) at-
titudes regarding the degree of special attention that should be paid to gifted stu-
dents were more positive than students’ attitudes (M = 3.49; SD = 1.23).

 

1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5 5

Giftedness is rare and should be promoted.

Our schools should offer additional activities for gifted
students.

Since we invest supplementary funds for students with
difficulties, we should do the same for gifted.

Gifted students can fully develop their talents by adapted
teaching.

Teachers generally prefer to teach gifted students than
students with learning difficulties.

Mean

Ite
m

Teachers Parents Students

Figure 1. Differences among groups 

 

1 1,5 2 2,5 3 3,5 4 4,5 5

By separating students into gifted and other groups, we
increase the labelling of students as strongͲweak,͙

The same degree of special attention should be given to
gifted students as well as to students with learning͙

Most teachers do not have time to devote special
attention to gifted students.

For the future of our society, it is very beneficial that a
country devotes additional funds for the gifted͙

For gifted students it is better, that they have adapted
regular classes than skipping a grade.

Mean

Ite
m

Teachers Parents Students

Figure 2. Differences among groups 

It is better for gifted students that they have adapted 
regular classes, rather than skipping a grade.  

For the future of our society, it is very beneficial  
that the country devote additional funds for gifted 

education.  

Most teachers do not have time to devote special  
attention to gifted students.  

The same degree of special attention should be given to 
gifted students as to students  with learning difficulties. 

By separating students into gifted and other groups, we 
increase the labelling of students as strong/weak, good/

less good, etc. 

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5

1 1.5 2 2.5 3 3.5 4 4.5 5
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Analysis of variance showed significant differences (F[2, 1398] = 57.91, p < .001), 
η2 = .08, which indicates a medium effect. 

Figure 3 presents the lowest values and differences among the groups. It is in-
teresting that stereotypes about gifted students as being nerds and striving for high 
grades were rated higher among students (M = 2.03; SD = 1.08) in comparison to 
teachers (M = 1.84; SD = 0.96) and parents (M = 1.74; SD = 1.08). Analysis of vari-
ance showed significant differences (F[2, 1388] = 8.90, p < .001), η2 = .01, which in-
dicates a small effect. Likewise, a misconception that gifted students do not have 
to put in any effort to achieve high grades was rated higher in the group of stu-
dents (M = 2.13; SD = 1.36) and teachers (M = 2.11; SD = 1.19) in comparison to 
parents (M = 1.86; SD = 1.20). Analysis of variance showed significant differences 
(F[2, 1399] = 6.44, p = .002), η2 = .01, which indicates a small effect.

 

1 1,5 2 2,5 3

Gifted students do not have to learn anything for high
grades.

To be gifted means to be something more than others.

Gifted students are nerds, they strive for high grades.

More gifted students should have the possibility of
skipping a grade.

Mean

Ite
m

Teachers Parents Students

Figure 3. Differences among groups 

Qualitative Analysis
Fifty-three percent of participants (n = 668) responded to the open-ended question 
asking for their opinions and perceptions about giftedness and gifted education. 
Based on content analysis of all answers, a set of 15 categories was developed (see 
Table 2). Many of the comments described the perceived need to provide appro-
priate support and incentives for gifted students (e.g., “Gifted students deserve an 
adapted curriculum, just like students with learning difficulties, because regular les-
sons are too easy for them”), problems with identification of giftedness (e.g., “Being 
identified as gifted in practice means only that you complete a form twice a year”), 
an equal approach for all students (e.g., “Gifted education and working with gifted 
students should not be different from education of other students”), unadjusted or 
inappropriate school system for gifted students (e.g., “Gifted students do not have 
access to information on specific topics (e.g., quantum physics); they have to learn 
about them at home”), and negative aspects of separating students into gifted and 
non-gifted (e.g., “I think gifted students may be excluded from society if they are in 
a school where other students envy them and do not want to hang out with them be-
cause they are different”).

Content analysis of parents’ responses (Table 3) revealed that many comments 
fall into the same category as students’ responses. The most common answers re-
ferred to the perceived need to provide appropriate support and incentives for gift-

1 1.5 2 2.5 3
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ed students (e.g., “I think that it is extremely important that we provide appropriate 
support for gifted students, because they contribute to the development of our country 
with their knowledge, innovations, and ideas”), problems with identification of gift-
edness (e.g., “I think that the identification of gifted students is too broad and in most 
cases confuses giftedness with diligence”), and unadjusted or inappropriate school 
systems for gifted students (e.g., “I think that gifted students are not sufficiently chal-
lenged; therefore, they cannot realize their potentials and are bored in school”).

Table 2
Students on gifted education (n = 523)

Category f f%

Perceived need to provide appropriate support and incentives for 
gifted students 146 27.92

Problems with identification of giftedness 83 15.87
Equal approach for all students 68 13.00
Unadjusted or inappropriate school system for gifted students 52 9.94
Negative aspect of separating students on gifted and non-gifted 43 8.22
Insufficient or inadequate activities for promoting the development 
of gifted students 33 6.31

Giftedness as a privilege 25 4.78
Appropriate activities for gifted students at school 25 4.78
Enrichment activities for all students, not only gifted students 18 3.44
Characteristics of gifted students 18 3.44
Gifted students are responsible for development of their potentials 12 2.30

Table 3
Parents on gifted education (n = 104)

Category  f  f%

Perceived need to provide appropriate support and incentives for 
gifted students 27 25.96

Problems with identification of giftedness 24 23.08
Unadjusted or inappropriate school system for gifted students 14 13.46
Lack of information about the work with gifted students 9 8.65
Equal approach for all students 9 8.65
Insufficient or inadequate activities to promote the development of 
gifted students 8 7.69

Mentoring gifted students 7 6.73
Characteristics of gifted students 4 3.85
Appropriate activities for gifted students at school 2 1.93
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Teachers’ comments (Table 4) were mostly about obstacles in working with 
gifted students (e.g., “Too many gifted students in the same class, a lot of bureaucracy, 
and problems with the organization of work”), unadjusted or inappropriate school 
system for gifted students (e.g., “There are no financial resources for working with 
gifted students and it would be appropriate to incorporate some of the contents for 
gifted into the lesson itself, instead of offering enrichment activities after regular les-
sons”), and perceived need to provide appropriate support and incentives for gifted 
students (e.g., “Our society and the school system should be doing more for gifted 
students”).

Table 4
Teachers on gifted education (n = 32)

Category f f%

Obstacles in working with gifted students 9 28.13
Unadjusted or inappropriate school system for gifted students 8 25.00
Perceived need to provide appropriate support and incentives for 
gifted students 3 9.38

Problems with identification of giftedness 3 9.38
Characteristics of gifted students 3 9.38
Insufficient or inadequate activities to promote the development of 
gifted students 2 6.25

Lack of information about how to work with gifted students 2 6.25
Equal approach for all students 1 3.13
Appropriate activities for gifted students at school 1 3.13

Discussion and Conclusions
General attitudes of society towards gifted students influence gifted education 
(Subotnik et al., 2011). Raising awareness about the importance of offering spe-
cial inclusive support for gifted students is an important initiative in developing 
and changing the relationship of society towards gifted education (IEA, 2018). This 
study investigated the nature of students’, teachers’, and parents’ attitudes towards 
gifted students and their education.

In general, students, parents, and teachers held neutral attitudes towards gifted 
students and their education. Building awareness about the special needs of gifted 
students and cultivating appropriate attitudes towards the gifted and their educa-
tion is therefore the first step towards assuring quality provisions for the talent 
development of gifted students (Subotnik et al., 2011). Participants in the study 
recognized the needs, support, and social value of gifted students, but they lacked 
a clearly defined attitude towards special provisions for gifted students. Their un-
derstanding that gifted education provisions are cultivators of social capital (Ren-
zulli, 2002) can, however, be implied from the results. Qualitative analysis revealed 
that schools in Slovenia provide a wide range of extracurricular activities for gifted 
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students, but give less attention to supporting the acceleration and adapting the 
curricula by differentiating learning content and teaching methods. Research has 
shown, however, that acceleration is very effective for gifted students (Assouline, 
Colangelo, & VanTassel-Baska, 2015). Moreover, research results have indicated 
that provisions for gifted students should be designed by “the principle of chal-
lenging” instead of “the principle of adding”, focusing more on inclusive adapting 
of the curricula by differentiating learning content and teaching methods and not 
by overloading gifted students after regular classes, without consideration for their 
social and emotional needs in adolescence (Juriševič, 2012).

The results of this study further demonstrate that access to provisions for gifted 
students and implementation of special education activities is uneven across the 
country; therefore, not all students have an equal opportunity to receive appro-
priate educational provisions. This is due to lack of a systemic approach to gifted 
education in the Slovenian educational system — e.g., students from rural areas do 
not have opportunities equal to those of students who live in the capital city, where 
most research institutions are located. Teachers commented that financial resources 
for working with gifted students are lacking, and that they feel overwhelmed with 
bureaucracy. They further reported problems with the organization of activities for 
gifted students (e.g., time, resources). Without a national strategy for gifted educa-
tion, teachers are unlikely to receive appropriate support, funds, and additional 
training to develop their knowledge about gifted students and establish differenti-
ated curriculum materials and methods.

Teachers and parents significantly affect the development of gifted students 
(Lassig, 2009; Matheis et al., 2017; Subotnik et al., 2011). This assumption is con-
sistent with Gagne’s (2003) Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent, which 
emphasizes the role of significant people for the development of gifts into talents. 
Therefore, the role of teacher education programs is to inform pre-service teach-
ers about giftedness and differentiated teaching methods for addressing gifted stu-
dents’ needs in inclusive education (Laine, Houtlainen, & Tirri, 2019). It is crucial 
that teachers develop appropriate teaching approaches in order to gain positive 
experiences with gifted education (Loboda, Bedek, Žerak, Juriševič, & Vogrinc, 
2019). This will further contribute to the cultivation of positive attitudes towards 
gifted education.

Finally, findings from this study offer several practical implications as well. 
First, the results should persuade local and national authorities to develop a com-
prehensive strategy to support gifted education in schools as one type of inclusion 
(Borders, Woodley, & Moore, 2014; Juriševič, 2011b; Olszewski-Kubilius, Worrell, & 
Subotnik, 2018). Second, discussing results of this study among teachers, students, 
parents, and school leaders would be beneficial in terms of comparison of different 
opinions and experiences, and explaining evidence-based concepts, methodolo-
gies and tools on how to cultivate (gifted) students’ learning potentials in school 
(Robinson, Shore, & Enersen, 2007). Third, pre-service and in-service teacher edu-
cation need to embed topics in gifted education, since teachers, with their attitudes 
and expectations towards students, might have an important influence on gifted 
students’ social and emotional development, as well as on the provision of quality 
learning experiences which could lead gifted students to academic outcomes in 
line with their abilities (IEA, 2018; Lassig, 2009; Loboda et al., 2019; Rimm, Siegle, 



Attitudes towards Gifted Students and Their Education in the Slovenian Context  113

& Davis, 2018). Finally, the fourth implication relies on practicing psychologists in 
education (i.e., psychologists in education or school psychologists), who in the Slo-
venian educational system are employed at the counselling service inside schools 
(see Gregorčič Mrvar & Mažgon, 2017); many times they are designated for the 
school’s coordination of gifted education. Based on the presented results, school 
psychologists can serve in different domains of gifted education: (a) explaining the 
concept of giftedness and characteristics of gifted students to students or class-
mates, parents, teachers, and other stakeholders involved in the school context; 
(b) performing identification procedures; (c) supporting gifted students, includ-
ing with counselling and career orientation; (d) consulting and educating parents 
and professionals in education and beyond; (e) research in the domain of gifted 
education, including evaluation of programs for gifted students; (f) advocating for 
gifted students wherever needed and possible; and (g) challenging misconceptions 
and negative attitudes towards gifted students and their education (Brown, 1982; 
Cross, 1997; Jung & Worrell, 2017; Juriševič, Stritih, Fabjančič, & Gradišek, 2012; 
Robinson, 2002).

Limitations
The first limitation of the present study involves the convenience sampling used for 
this research, affecting the generalizability of the results. Nevertheless, the results 
are congruent with previous findings from the Slovenian gifted education context 
(Juriševič, 2012). The second limitation arises from the psychometric properties 
of a translated version of the measuring instrument, as we were not able to verify 
the structural validity of the measure. Caution is thus needed in the interpretation 
of the results (Scholtes, Terwee, & Poolman, 2011). In the future, the development 
of a reliable and valid measurement instrument for studying attitudes towards 
gifted students and their education would be beneficial. Without valid empirical 
evidence, neither psychological understanding of the status of inclusion of gifted 
students in the specific educational context nor intervention to promote it are pro-
fessionally justified.
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