
University of Wollongong - Research Online
Thesis Collection

Title: Evaluation of provisions for gifted students in Saudi Arabia

Author: Mohammed A Al Qarni

Year: 2010

Repository DOI:

Copyright Warning 
You may print or download ONE copy of this document for the purpose of your own research or study. The
University does not authorise you to copy, communicate or otherwise make available electronically to any
other person any copyright material contained on this site. 
You are reminded of the following: This work is copyright. Apart from any use permitted under the Copyright
Act 1968, no part of this work may be reproduced by any process, nor may any other exclusive right be
exercised, without the permission of the author. Copyright owners are entitled to take legal action against
persons who infringe their copyright. A reproduction of material that is protected by copyright may be a
copyright infringement. A court may impose penalties and award damages in relation to offences and
infringements relating to copyright material.
Higher penalties may apply, and higher damages may be awarded, for offences and infringements involving
the conversion of material into digital or electronic form.

Unless otherwise indicated, the views expressed in this thesis are those of the author and do not necessarily
represent the views of the University of Wollongong.

Research Online is the open access repository for the University of Wollongong. For further information
contact the UOW Library: research-pubs@uow.edu.au

https://dx.doi.org/
mailto:research-pubs@uow.edu.au


University of Wollongong
Research Online

University of Wollongong Thesis Collection University of Wollongong Thesis Collections

2010

Evaluation of Provisions for Gifted Students in
Saudi Arabia
Mohammed A. Al Qarni
University of Wollongong

Research Online is the open access institutional repository for the
University of Wollongong. For further information contact Manager
Repository Services: morgan@uow.edu.au.

Recommended Citation
Al Qarni, Mohammed A., Evaluation of Provisions for Gifted Students in Saudi Arabia, Doctor of Philosophy thesis, University of
Wollongong. Faculty of Education, University of Wollongong, 2010. http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses/3197

http://ro.uow.edu.au/
http://ro.uow.edu.au/
http://ro.uow.edu.au
http://ro.uow.edu.au/theses
http://ro.uow.edu.au/thesesuow
http://ro.uow.edu.au/
http://ro.uow.edu.au/




Evaluation of Provisions for Gifted Students in 

Saudi Arabia 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

A thesis submitted in fulfilment of the requirements for the award of the degree 
 
 
 

Doctor of Philosophy  
 

from 
 

UNIVERSITY OF WOLLONGONG 
 
 
 
 

by 
Mohammed A. Al Qarni,  

B. Sociology, M. Gifted Education  
 
 
 
 
 

Faculty of Education 
2010 

 



2 

 

STATEMENT	
  OF	
  ORIGINALITY	
  
 

 

 

 

 

This thesis reported the original work of the author, except as stated. 

It has not been previously submitted for a degree at this or any other university. 

 

 

 

 

Mohammed Al Qarni 

2010 

 

 



3 

 

Dedication 

To my parents, my wife, my clever children, and to all those gifted 

students in Saudi Arabia, as well as those who believe and nurture their 

talent as a recognition of this investment in the future of Saudi Arabia 

itself.  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



4 

 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

TABLE OF CONTENTS........................................................................................................................ 4 

LIST OF TABLES .................................................................................................................................. 8 

LIST OF FIGURES ................................................................................................................................ 9 

LIST OF APPENDIXES....................................................................................................................... 10 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS .................................................................................................................... 11 

ABSTRACT ........................................................................................................................................... 12 

CHAPTER ONE.................................................................................................................................... 14 

INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO STUDY ................................................................... 14 

STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM............................................................................................................. 16 

PURPOSE OF THE STUDY ...................................................................................................................... 16 

RESEARCH QUESTION ......................................................................................................................... 17 

Sub-questions................................................................................................................................. 17 

  

CHAPTER TWO .................................................................................................................................. 20 

LITERATURE REVIEW..................................................................................................................... 20 

INTRODUCTION.................................................................................................................................... 20 

HISTORY OF GIFTED STUDENT PROGRAMS IN SAUDI ARABIA ............................................................ 21 

The start of interest in gifted and outstanding students in Saudi Arabia (1969- 1989) ................ 21 

The stage of formulating and codifying tools of identifying gifted students (1990-1995)............. 23 

The stage of preparing and implementing the Enrichment Program in Science and Mathematics, 

made up of four steps..................................................................................................................... 25 

EVALUATION OF GIFTED PROGRAMS ................................................................................................... 35 

Questions about Program Evaluation ........................................................................................... 33 

Categories of Evaluation ............................................................................................................... 36 

The Format for Gifted Program Evaluation.................................................................................. 38 

Evaluation process of gifted programs.......................................................................................... 38 



5 

 

Designing data collection and analysis of effective evaluation .................................................... 41 

A model in action........................................................................................................................... 42 

Utilization of evaluation results .................................................................................................... 46 

EFFECTIVE GIFTED PROGRAMS FOR THE GIFTED .............................................................. 48 

IDENTIFICATION OF GIFTED STUDENTS ............................................................................................... 50 

Identification in minority groups and different cultures ............................................................... 51 

Intelligence Tests ........................................................................................................................... 53 

Teacher’s nomination .................................................................................................................... 53 

Parent’s nomination ...................................................................................................................... 54 

CURRICULUM FOR THE GIFTED............................................................................................................ 55 

Content Modification..................................................................................................................... 60 

Process modification ..................................................................................................................... 61 

Product Modifications ................................................................................................................... 63 

Learning environment modifications............................................................................................. 64 

GROUPING........................................................................................................................................... 66 

ACCELERATION OF GIFTED STUDENTS................................................................................................. 67 

PROFESSIONAL DEVELOPMENT OF TEACHERS OF THE GIFTED............................................................ 70 

CHAPTER THREE .............................................................................................................................. 75 

METHOD............................................................................................................................................... 75 

INTRODUCTION.................................................................................................................................... 75 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS ........................................................................................................................ 76 

Sub-questions................................................................................................................................. 76 

RESEARCH DESIGN.............................................................................................................................. 77 

POPULATION AND SAMPLING .............................................................................................................. 78 

INSTRUMENTATION ............................................................................................................................. 80 

Questionnaires............................................................................................................................... 80 

Interviews....................................................................................................................................... 85 

Observations.................................................................................................................................. 87 



6 

 

DATA ANALYSIS .................................................................................................................................. 88 

Questionnaire ................................................................................................................................ 89 

Interviews....................................................................................................................................... 90 

Observations.................................................................................................................................. 91 

CONCLUSION...................................................................................................................................... 92 

CHAPTER 4 .......................................................................................................................................... 93 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION ........................................................................................................... 93 

INTRODUCTION.................................................................................................................................... 93 

RESEARCH QUESTIONS........................................................................................................................ 93 

Sub-questions................................................................................................................................. 93 

IMPLEMENTATION OF GIFTED PROVISIONS POLICY ......................................................... 95 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES........................................................................................................................... 95 

STAFF INTERVIEW ............................................................................................................................... 97 

STUDENTS' PERSPECTIVES ................................................................................................................... 98 

PARENTS' PERSPECTIVE ....................................................................................................................... 99 

ANALYSIS OF DOCUMENTATION........................................................................................................ 101 

GIFTED PROVISIONS...................................................................................................................... 101 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES......................................................................................................................... 102 

STAFF INTERVIEW ............................................................................................................................. 107 

STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES ................................................................................................................ 110 

PARENTS’ PERSPECTIVES................................................................................................................... 110 

SELECTION OF GIFTED STUDENTS .......................................................................................... 113 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES......................................................................................................................... 113 

STAFF INTERVIEW ............................................................................................................................. 115 

STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES ................................................................................................................ 118 

PARENTS’ PERSPECTIVES................................................................................................................... 120 

TEACHERS’ SELECTION AND TRAINING ................................................................................ 120 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES......................................................................................................................... 120 



7 

 

STAFF INTERVIEW ............................................................................................................................. 122 

THE CURRICULUM ......................................................................................................................... 124 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES......................................................................................................................... 124 

STAFF INTERVIEW ............................................................................................................................. 127 

STUDENTS’ PERSPECTIVES ................................................................................................................ 128 

THE IMPROVEMENT OF PROVISIONS FOR GIFTED STUDENTS...................................... 128 

STAFF PERSPECTIVES......................................................................................................................... 128 

STAFF INTERVIEWS ........................................................................................................................... 129 

TEACHER OBSERVATIONS.................................................................................................................. 133 

GENDER DIFFERENCES ................................................................................................................ 135 

CHAPTER FIVE................................................................................................................................. 139 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS .............................................................................................. 139 

DISCUSSION....................................................................................................................................... 139 

THE MAIN RESEARCH QUESTION IS:.................................................................................................. 139 

The First Sub-Question................................................................................................................ 140 

The Second Sub-Question............................................................................................................ 141 

The Third Sub-Question............................................................................................................... 143 

The Fourth Sub-Question ............................................................................................................ 146 

The Fifth Sub-Question................................................................................................................ 148 

The Sixth Sub-Question ............................................................................................................... 149 

The Seventh Sub-Question ........................................................................................................... 152 

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS .............................................................................. 153 

LIMITATIONS TO STUDY.............................................................................................................. 155 

RECOMMENDATIONS.................................................................................................................... 156 

FURTHER RESEARCH .................................................................................................................... 160 

REFERENCES.................................................................................................................................... 162 

APPENDIXES ..................................................................................................................................... 162 

 



8 

 

 

 

List of Tables 

Table 3.1  Student enrolment data in Saudi Arabia ..............................................79 

Table 3.2  Sample distribution ............................................................................. 80 

Table 3.3  Data Analysis procedures .................................................................... 91 

Table 4.1  Research questions and data sources.................................................... 94 

Table 4.2   The kind of support from the Ministry of Education to the centres…. 97 

Table 4.3 Parents’ views of the appropriate approach to develop gifted children 

.............................................................................................................100 

Table 4.4 The demographic data of the staff ......................................................103 

Table 4.5 The measures use by district to identify gifted students .....................107 

Table 4.6 Sources of effect on development of gifted students ..........................112 

Table 4.7 The selection system of gifted students ..............................................114 

Table 4.8 The measures adopted by school to nominate gifted students ............120 

Table 4.9 Teacher selection and training ............................................................121 

Table 4.10 Enrichment curriculum for gifted .......................................................126 

Table 4.11 Teacher observation data ....................................................................134 

Table 4.12 Gender differences in teacher selection...............................................136 

Table 4.13 Gender differences in curriculum enrichment……………………….137 

Table 4.14  Gender differences in gifted student selection ………………………138 



9 

 

List of Figures 

Figure 2.1 A Curriculum – Instructional Design Model for Constructing 

Curriculum ..........................................................................................56 

Figure 4.1  Parents’ level of satisfaction with the gifted program offered …….111 



10 

 

List of Appendixes 

Appendix 1 National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) Standards  

Appendix 2 Australian Gifted education professional development package 

Appendix 3 Staff Questionnaire E  

Appendix 4 Staff Questionnaire A-M  

Appendix 5 Staff Questionnaire A-F 

Appendix 6 Students Questionnaire E  

Appendix 7 Students Questionnaire A-M  

Appendix 8 Students Questionnaire A-F  

Appendix 9 Parents Questionnaire E  

Appendix 10 Parents Questionnaire A-MF 

Appendix 11 Staff Interview Questions E  

Appendix 12 Staff Interview Questions A  

Appendix 13 Observation Teacher’s Form E  

Appendix 14 Observation Teacher’s Form A  

Appendix 15 Staff questionnaire analysis results  

Appendix 16 Students questionnaire analysis results  

Appendix 17 Parents questionnaire analysis results  

Appendix 18 T-Test analysis of enrichment curriculum of gifted students  

Appendix 19  T-Test analysis of selecting of gifted students  

Appendix 20 T-Test analysis of selecting and training of gifted teachers 

Appendix 21 Teacher’s observation analysis result  

Appendix 22 The Ministry of Education approval Letter (Girls section)  

Appendix 23 The Ministry of Education approval Letter (Boys section)  



11 

 

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS 

This thesis has been a long journey that has affected not only my own life but also the 

lives of others who have travelled the journey with me. I would like to acknowledge 

the support of the following people. I would like to express my greatest appreciation to 

the Saudi Arabian Government  as the representative at the King Abdulaziz and his 

Companions Foundation for Giftedness and Creativity  that  provided me with the 

scholarship and gave me the opportunity to undertake my PhD degree. I would also 

like to acknowledge the Saudi Arabian Cultural Missions in Australia for kind support 

and follow-up, as well as overcoming all difficulties to achieve success and the 

achievement of research excellence. I am grateful for the University of Wollongong 

Equity Fellowship that enabled me to dedicate significant time to writing up the thesis. 

 

I wish to acknowledge, with deep appreciation, Professor Wilma Vialle, Principal 

Supervisor, and Dr Irina Verenikina, Co-supervisor, for their invaluable 

encouragement and guidance throughout my doctoral studies. Wilma and Irina 

willingly offered support and critique at all stages of the doctorate. Their faith in this 

research and me shall never be forgotten. I am deeply grateful to Associate Professor 

and Associate Dean, College of Education and Psychology Amman Arab University 

for Graduate Studies, Fathi Jarwan, Associate Supervisor for his personal support and 

encouragement. I wish to express appreciation to Hilary Sheaves, Director of English 

WORDSKILLS for the many hours that she spent proofreading and editing this thesis. 

I am most grateful for the support and comments I received. Thank you. I wish to 

thank members of friends and colleagues for their encouragement and support during 

the study journey, whether in Saudi Arabia or in Australia. 

 

I extend my love and appreciation to my dearest wife and children, for their continuing 

patience, support, and encouragement during the course of this thesis. I can never 

repay my wife for her support, encouragement, and love during the hard time of this 

study. To them I would like to say thank you. Finally, I wish to express my whole-

hearted acknowledgements to my parents, sisters, and brothers, for patience and 

support during the course of this work.  



12 

 

ABSTRACT 

This study was conducted to evaluate the provision of gifted education in Saudi 

Arabia, which had not been assessed since its commencement 12 years ago. This study 

represents a comprehensive and objective evaluation of all the gifted centres that 

provide care and services for gifted students in Saudi Arabia, in order to achieve the 

following objectives: 

1. Identify and classify different policies of planning and providing programs for 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia;  

2. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of procedures used in selecting gifted 

students in Saudi Arabia; 

3. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of procedures used in selecting and 

training specially qualified teachers and administrative staff who work with 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia; 

4. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of strategies and curriculum approaches 

implemented in programs for the gifted students in Saudi Arabia; and  

5. Provide a guideline for a Saudi model of evaluating, planning, and 

implementing programs for gifted students. 

 

In order to carry out these objectives, the study used a mixed method design with data 

collected through questionnaires, interviews, and observation. The participants of this 

study were administrators, supervisors and teachers who work in gifted centres in 

Saudi Arabia, including gifted students and their parents. The total number of 

participants of both genders numbered 541 participants. This research study sought 

response to the following questions: 

1. What are the current gifted policies, and how have they been implemented? 

2. What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed?  

3. What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they?  

4. What procedures are used to select and train teachers for gifted programs, and 

how effective are they?  
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5. What strategies and curriculum approaches are implemented for gifted students, 

and how effective are they? 

6. How can provisions for gifted students be improved?  

7. Are there differences in the provisions for gifted girls and gifted boys in Saudi 

Arabia? What effects do these differences have on the key stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the education of gifted students? 

 

The results of the study showed a reduced performance by the Ministry of Education in 

terms of providing gifted education. There was no clear policy and no follow-up 

despite the existence of legislation that allows for the implementation of appropriate 

methodologies for the gifted. In addition, identification of gifted students was also a 

problem. Provision of this type of education has not yet embodied the means of 

identifying gifted children nor the selection and training of supervisors and teachers. 

Further appropriate curricula were also lacking. Finally, there was a notable lack of 

financial support either from the Ministry of Education or the private sector. This is 

somewhat puzzling given that it is the latter sector which most benefits from the 

education of gifted students. This study has suggested best practice for the care of 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia, based on the recommendations reached by the 

researcher through the discussion of results.  
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Chapter one 

Introduction and background to study 

During the past ten years, educational authorities in Saudi Arabia have begun to 

provide services and programs for gifted students. Alnafa’a (2000) stated that gifted 

programs had been neglected in Saudi Arabia since the adoption of an official 

educational policy in 1969. Before the gifted program started in 1999, there had been 

small sporadic projects here and there, but these did not include the fundamentals 

necessary for the proper organization of integrated programs. A review of the 

educational literature on gifted programs in Saudi Arabia made it generally clear that 

there was no comprehensive plan written for these programs (Al kaldi, 2002; 

AlOtaybi, 1995; Ma’jiny, 1990). 

 

Gifted programs in Saudi Arabia, which began of late, have not received sufficient 

attention from officials in the Ministry of Education and other educational 

departments. The beginnings were weak and sporadic in several regions of Saudi 

Arabia, and their existence only linked to some enthusiastic workers for these 

programs in those areas. By reviewing the effectiveness of these initial programs and 

their impact in the light of the research literature, the following points were revealed: 

1. There is a clear weakness in the implementation of programs for gifted students, 

with no clear plan and strategy present. 

2. The implementation of these programs is linked to the enthusiasm of some 

people working within the Ministry of Education.  

3. They did not include all or most of the components of gifted programs, as 

described in the literature review.  

4. Evaluation appeared to not be one of the elements receiving attention in the 

programs, whether summative or formative evaluation. 

5. These programs had not adopted an agreed upon definition of gifted students. 

6. These programs did not receive sufficient financial support from the Ministry of 

Education, nor from other government agencies or the private sector. 
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7. Only weak and limited studies were conducted to evaluate gifted programs in 

Saudi Arabia.  

8. Even with these limited studies, no benefit was obtained from their results. 

Also, the educational authorities had not conducted a comprehensive evaluation 

of these programs, even after ten years from their commencement. (Abunayyan, 

1994; Al Qarni, 2005; Al-Khaldi, 2002; Al-Otaybi, 1995; Alshakas, 1999; Al-

Saif, 1998; Maajeeny, 1990)  
 

Evaluation processes should be integral to the organization of any program, in order to 

develop and improve the program. Callahan, Tomlinson, Hunsaker, Bland and Moon 

(1995) noted:  

Developing an evaluation plan is one of the most critical elements of 

providing programs and services for students who are gifted. Many people 

make the mistake of planning evaluation after the program has been running 

for a couple of years because they want to make sure that the program is fully 

implemented before assessment or evaluation. Evaluation should be built in 

to the original program plan so that you know you are offering services that 

can be evaluated formatively and summatively. Formative evaluation 

(usually conducted during implementation) can be used to make sure you are 

accomplishing what you want to accomplish. Summative evaluation 

(conducted after the program is fully implemented) tells you the degree to 

which your program is accomplishing its goals and objectives. (p. 53) 

 

This study aimed to conduct an evaluation, which would explore gaps between 

research results of previous studies on one hand, and practices taking place in gifted 

programs in Saudi Arabia on the other, taking into account a number of areas 

including: 

 Policies and philosophy being pursued by these programs. 

 The actual implementation of existing projects. 

 The application of student selection procedures. 

 Teacher selection and training. 

 Providing appropriate curriculum for this group of students.  
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In addition to evaluating existing programs, suggestions and recommendations would 

be made to increase their effectiveness and efficiency. 

 

Statement of the problem 

Ten years have elapsed since the beginning of the implementation of projects for gifted 

students in Saudi Arabia. There has not been any type of evaluation of these projects 

so as to identify the nature and effectiveness of practices present in these programs. 

The development of the programs for the gifted needs to be based on sound scientific 

methods including evaluation, such as those applied in other countries. The limited 

evaluation studies conducted in Saudi Arabia provided a strong rationale for the 

current study. It is also believed that evaluation of gifted programs in Saudi Arabia is 

an important contribution to the literature because it is a unique educational system, 

which does not allow the mixing of male and female students, including gifted 

students. This occurs under the strict gender separation of students and all staff 

(teachers, supervisors, administrator, and other staff). As such gifted education in 

Saudi Arabia has been cocooned and unavailable to a wider academic audience. It is 

the purpose, therefore, of this research to widen the ambit of scrutiny for educational 

purposes.      

 

Purpose of the study 

This study acquires its significance from being the first attempt to: 

1. Identify and classify different policies of planning and providing programs for 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia;  

2. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of procedures used in selecting gifted 

students in Saudi Arabia; 

3. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of procedures used in selecting and 

training specially qualified teachers and administrative staff who work with 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia; 
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4. Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of strategies and curriculum approaches 

implemented in programs for the gifted students in Saudi Arabia; and  

5. Provide a guideline for a Saudi model of evaluating, planning, and 

implementing programs for gifted students. 

 

Research Question 
1. To what extent do current provisions in Saudi Arabia meet the needs of gifted 

students according to the key stakeholders?  

 
Sub-questions  

1. What are the current gifted policies, and how have they been implemented? 

2. What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed?  

3. What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they?  

4. What procedures are used to select and train teachers for gifted programs, and 

how effective are they?  

5. What strategies and curriculum approaches are implemented for gifted students, 

and how effective are they? 

6. How can provisions for gifted students be improved?  

7. Are there differences in the provisions for gifted girls and gifted boys in Saudi 

Arabia? What effects do these differences have on the key stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the education of gifted students?  

 

Glossary of Terms 
Throughout this thesis, a number of terms are used. Their definitions are provided 

below. 

Ability Grouping: Class or group organised on the basis of observed behaviour or 

performance. Ability grouping is not the same as tracking.  

Acceleration or Accelerated Learning: A strategy of progressing through education 

at a faster rate or a younger age than the norm.  
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Compacted curriculum: A label coined by Joseph Renzulli to describe the 8-step 

process that pre-assesses what learners already know and replaces this ‘bought time’ 

with appropriately differentiated and extension learning experiences. 

Differentiation: Modifications to curriculum and instruction according to content, 

process, product and learning environment to meet unique student needs in the 

classroom.  

Enrichment: Activities that add or go beyond the regular curriculum and which may 

occur in the regular classroom or as an extra-curricular offering. 

Extension: Activities that are completed in the regular classroom that are more 

difficult than students normally undertake at the stage of learning. 

Gifted and Talented Students:  In Saudi Arabia, the Gagné definition is generally 

accepted, with gifted students being those who have above average potential 

(approximately 10%) and talented students being those whose performance is above 

average (again, about 10%). 

Heterogeneous Grouping: Organisation of students into groups based on mixed 

ability. 

Homogeneous Grouping: Grouping students on the basis of similarity in need, 

ability, or interest. Differences will still be evident but the purpose is to restrict the 

range of abilities in the classroom. 

Intelligence: The ability to learn, reason, and problem solve.  

Intelligence Quotient (IQ): A numerical representation of intelligence derived from a 

standardised test, where the mean is generally 100. 

Pull-out Program: A program which takes a student out of the regular classroom 

during the school day for special programming. 

Social-Emotional Needs: Gifted and talented students have affective needs alongwith 

their cognitive needs. These may include sensitivity, intensity, high expectations of 
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themselves or others, a sense of justice, perfectionism, underachievement or 

depression. 

Talent Development: Programs designed for gifted learners that can help translate 

their potential into performance. (Vialle & Rogers, 2009) 
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Chapter Two 

Literature Review 

Introduction  

In Saudi Arabia, as in the other countries, the system of selecting and educating gifted 

learners needs to be evaluated. Previous research in Saudi Arabia demonstrated that 

many educators in the gifted education field believe that not enough resources are 

provided to gifted students to assist them to move forward in their education (Al Qarni, 

2005). While there are some supporting bodies that are concerned to help eligible 

students, the lack of systematic evaluation procedures has meant that many fail to 

achieve their set goals. 

 

The gifted students in any society need special care and suitable planning for their 

educational needs, to ensure they perform according to their abilities (Kerr, 2009). The 

term ‘gifted students’ is not a new one. Every country, culture and era, recognizes the 

achievements of talented individuals, but teachers tend to believe that these students 

are naturally able to make the most of their special abilities (Davis & Rimm, 2004; 

Rogers, 2002). Gifted students, however, are still in need of special care and attention, 

right from the start of their education. Therefore, it is necessary that such students be 

identified as early as possible (Porter, 2005).  

 

As stated above, the term ‘gifted student’ is not new. However, there have always been 

restraints on providing adequate education for students identified as gifted. Reis (2003) 

found that programs for gifted students were often weak in structure and faded after 

promising beginnings. A single person, with minimal involvement of the higher 

management, often managed such programs. Reis (2003) also reported that there were 

still a number of places where gifted students, generally, were unable to acquire the 

education they needed and became lost among other students with their giftedness 

unrecognized (see also, Lewis & Delisle, 2003). The researchers concluded that 

supporting bodies and educational institutions need to collaborate to identify gifted 
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students and provide them with the education they deserve (Lewis & Delisle, 2003; 

Reis, 2003).  

 

Strip and Hirsch (2000) stated that taking these issues into account, it becomes clear 

that gifted students are often unable to take advantage of their abilities and capabilities, 

and their talents are lost to their countries. Therefore, gifted students must be identified 

early and provided with specialized education to meet their special needs (Renzulli, 

1977). 

 

History of Gifted Student Programs in Saudi Arabia 

Attention to gifted and talented students across the world was influenced by the 

development of mental testing between 1875 and 1970. Measurement became, and 

continues to be, a primary factor in projects seeking to develop gifted students around 

the world (Jarwan, 2004). The Kingdom of Saudi Arabia, like other countries, only 

made true progress in gifted education after tools of measurement became available in 

setting up projects and programs for gifted students (Jarwan, 2004).  Saudi Arabia has 

taken tangible and scientific steps to establish the standards necessary for such 

projects. Also, the country’s political and educational leadership had provided 

legislation supporting educational projects since the kingdom’s foundation in 1902, 

and appropriate official education policy related to gifted students was formulated in 

1969. These developments passed through several stages, which coincided with 

historical events in the development of Saudi Arabia.  These stages can be identified as 

follows. 

 

The start of interest in gifted and talented students in Saudi Arabia (1969- 
1989) 
 

Interest in education in Saudi Arabia dates back to its early foundation in 1902, and the 

essence of education was religious, influencing objectives, content, teachers, teaching 

techniques, and educational institutions. As such, Saudi education was not so different 

from that of neighbouring Arab and Islamic states during the first half of the twentieth 
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century. The prime goal of education was memorizing the Holy Qur’an, learning to 

read and write basics of mathematics, poetry, along with some history and Islamic 

jurisprudence. Educational institutions ranged from the traditional Katatib, mosques, to 

very few charity and private schools in Mecca and Medina.  

 

Teachers were clergymen, sheiks or religion students. Despite the limited objectives 

and traditional methodology, the Katatib, mosques, schools and teachers were able to 

nurture gifted and talented students, and adopted educational and psychological 

principles that have only recently been adopted by other prominent educators and 

psychologists. Such principles included individualization of education, taking 

individual differences into account, engaging students in teaching younger or slower 

fellow students, as well as offering financial and moral support for gifted students 

(Adas, 1998). 

 

After the establishment of the Ministry of Education in 1953, education underwent an 

improvement, both quantitatively and qualitatively, as it was extended to include both 

girls and boys throughout the kingdom. However, it was not until 1969 that official 

attention started to be paid to gifted students, when the Saudi government endorsed a 

bill entitled “The Education Policy in the Kingdom”, through Decree No. 779 of 16-17 

September 1969. One of the quintessential axes of the bill calls for devoting attention 

to gifted and talented students. This was emphasized by Article 57 of the 

abovementioned decree which points out that one of the major goals of Saudi 

education is “identifying gifted students, nurturing them, and providing varied 

resources and opportunities to develop their gifts within the framework of general 

programs, and through applying special programs” (Ministry of Education, 1969, p. 

16).  Furthermore, Articles 192, 193 and 194 of the decree reinforced these goals by 

calling on the state to offer all possible attention to gifted students for the purpose of 

“developing and directing their talents, and for the relevant authorities to apply 

strategies to identify them and to offer them, specially-tailored educational programs, 

along with incentive rewards” (Ministry of Education, 1969, p. 24).  This is the main 
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reason why 1969 is considered the year of initiating the first stage of the Kingdom’s 

attention to gifted and talented students. 

 

This first stage of developing gifted and talented students spanned 20 years, during 

which the Saudi educational system was generally expanded and improved. 

Nonetheless, the attention it gave to gifted and talented students was limited despite 

the enacted legislation. In this regard, attention was solely confined to holding annual 

gatherings for gifted and talented students and their families, giving gifts as well as 

financial and material awards, and scholarships for some students to continue their 

education inside the kingdom or overseas, and to carry out a number of studies and 

scientific research in the field. However, quantitative and qualitative progress in the 

Saudi educational system during this stage, coupled with the aforesaid legislation and 

the consequent legislative and scientific efforts, all paved the way for the second stage 

of catering for the gifted and talented students in the Kingdom, which started in 1990.  

 

The stage of formulating and codifying tools for identifying gifted students 
(1990-1995) 
In his report on the Saudi experiment in 2001, Abdullah Al Nafie noted that the main 

hurdle to the implementation of educational legislation relating to the development of 

gifted students in Saudi Arabia was the lack of scientific and objective standards and 

tests tailored to the Saudi environment, through which students gifted in the basics of 

science, technology, arts and literature could be identified. This scientific and 

educational problem, along with a few others, motivated those in charge of the Saudi 

educational system to launch the “National Educational System” which was shared by, 

and financially and morally supported by: 

1. The Saudi Ministry of Education; 

2. King Abdul Aziz City for Science and Technology; and, 

3. The General Headquarters for Girls’ Education.  

 

The project’s goals included preparing and codifying tests and standards that befitted 

the Saudi context and were capable of identifying gifted males and females in Saudi 

society, as well as formulating two enrichment programs in science and mathematics. 
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In formulating these procedures, the decision was made to adopt the definitions and 

identification tools used in the United States and circulated by the National 

Association for Gifted Children (see NAGC, 2008). By the conclusion of the project in 

1995, the following identification protocols were codified:  

1. Amended Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC); 

2. Torrance Test of Creative Thinking; 

3. Mental abilities measurement (linguistic, numeric, mechanical, or reasoning); 

and, 

4. Questionnaire for gifted students’ characteristics. 

 

Following this, tangible work was undertaken to nominate gifted students in science 

and mathematics, based on the following criteria: 

1. Evaluations made by teachers who had previously worked with the student. 

2. Outstanding academic achievement in general, that is, the score of a program 

candidate should not be less than 90%. 

3. Outstanding results in science being not less than 90%. 

4. Outstanding results in mathematics being not less than 90%. 

5. Outstanding results in the mental abilities test (collective and individual). 

6. Outstanding results in the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking. 

7. Outstanding results in the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC). 

8. Outstanding results in a student’s exam in science and mathematics. (Al Nafie, 

2001) 

 

It is noteworthy that results of the National Educational Program constituted a 

scientific and technical basis for implementing gifted student development programs 

within the Ministry of Education and the General Headquarters for Girls’ Education. 

The results also provided a scientific and technical basis for establishing King Abdul 

Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted that was headed by King Abdul 

Aziz at the time he was a Crown Prince. The king is still heading this foundation. 
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The stage of preparing and implementing the Enrichment Program in 

Science and Mathematics 

This stage incorporated four steps, as follows. 

1. Setting the project ground rules 

To ensure conformity of the enrichment program’s steps with those of equivalent 

global programs, the work team reviewed international experiences in caring for gifted 

and talented students, through relevant reading and field visits to projects in the United 

States and other advanced countries in this field. The team members agreed that the 

enrichment approach (at least at this stage) was the optimum strategy to care for gifted 

students. Al Nafie (2000) maintained that, after defining its detailed objectives, the 

program was carried out in accordance with the following steps: 

• Analysing the content of the general curricula of science and mathematics 

taught in mainstream schools. 

• Determining the objectives of the new approach. 

• Defining the teaching strategies through which the new curricula are delivered. 

• Devising an introductory test, that precedes the enrichment program, to be 

applied to all students taking part in a program’s trial that involving using pilot, 

experimental, and control groups. 

• Devising a subsequent test to be implemented upon delivering items of the new 

curriculum. 

 

2. Applying the enrichment program. 

The enrichment program was next implemented with a sample of students from the 

Capital’s Exemplary Institute in Riyadh, in the three scientific subjects of biology, 

physics and chemistry, and in mathematics, in accordance with criteria specified 

through applying measurements, which had been customized for this purpose. Such 

measurements include measuring general trends in science, testing research skills, 

testing mathematical thinking, and a measure of diagnosing students gifted in 

mathematics, which had been used in Colorado, USA. The sample was divided into 

three groups (pilot, experimental, and control). The program was applied on a basis of 

40 hours per subject for 10 weeks, after preparing the necessary resources. 
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After analysing the enrichment program results, it was found that the experimental 

group’s performance was better than the control group in terms of enhanced academic 

accomplishment, improved thinking skills, and development of positive attitudes 

toward science and mathematics. The difference in performance between the two 

groups was statistically significant. The conclusion drawn from the results of the 

enrichment program in science and mathematics subjects was that the presence of a 

stimulus-rich environment could lead to positive results for gifted students. This 

conclusion supports similar outcomes previously reached by studies such as that of 

Stanley and others (Al Nafie, 2000).  

 

3. Implementing the enrichment approach by the Ministry of Education. 

 

Once the scientific team had completed preparing the measuring tools, preparing and 

approving the enrichment approach in science and mathematics, and its subsequent 

successful trial on a sample of students, the Ministry of Education decided to 

implement the Gifted Students Identification and Care Program in public schools, 

based on the aforementioned National Education Project. In this regard, Al Nafie, et al. 

(2000) explained that the Ministry of Education had launched the project in boys’ 

schools in 1999, through establishing the Centre for Gifted Students in Riyadh, at the 

Ministry’s headquarters. The centre was charged with identifying gifted students in the 

last three grades of primary education, that is Years 4, 5 and 6. At the time, the total 

number of all Saudi students was 710,092 attending 512 schools, of which 426 were 

state-owned, and 86 were private. Currently, the project is being implemented and 

gradually extended to encompass other educational levels including secondary 

schooling, as well as another 42 Saudi educational districts.  In order to identify the 

gifted students, the following steps were defined: 

1. Nomination: Schools nominate students based on their academic achievement, 

and according to standards specified in the program, assessments made by 

teachers, and by considering characteristics of gifted students, already specified 

in the program. 
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2. Identification: Tests and measures that had already been included in the 

program.  These include, the Mental Abilities Test, Torrance Test of Creative 

Thinking, Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC), and a number of 

specialized tests in science and mathematics, added to student interests and 

dispositions. 

3.  Selection and categorization: Students are selected and categorized based on 

results of tests and measures, and according to specified standard scores 

mentioned in the program, with the aim of directing them to enrichment 

programs that best suit their abilities.  

4. Evaluation: Students selected for the enrichment programs are followed up to 

assess the extent of the program’s success, accuracy of the selection process, 

and efficiency of these measures and their predictions. (Al Nafie, et al., 2000) 

 

It is noteworthy that the program was implemented in boys’ schools only, as the Saudi 

educational institutions are gender-segregated, that is, managed by the Ministry of 

Education (for boys), and the General Directorate for Girls’ Education. However, both 

authorities were amalgamated by a ministerial decree in 2002, and are currently under 

the Ministry of Education. Both genders, whether of students or teachers, continue to 

attend separate schools in their educational districts, in line with the Saudi culture and 

conventions that are based on Islam. Falata (2000) noted that girls’ education 

witnessed some improvement in 1997 in the form of setting up a special program to 

care for gifted female students. However, the program was not adequately 

implemented until the National Education Project, for both girls and boys, was 

launched. Girls’ programs have continued to improve significantly, and the Ministry of 

Education is currently in charge of educating boys and girls alike. Therefore, current 

expectations of programs for gifted students are equivalent for males and females 

despite their segregation. 

 

After expanding its Gifted Students Program, the Ministry of Education inaugurated 

centres for the gifted of both genders in various educational districts, with two separate 

centres in each district, that is, one for each gender. However, these segregated centres 
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reported to separate educational authorities. This took place in accordance with a 

progressive plan aimed at embracing the largest number of Saudi gifted boys and girls 

so designated.  

 

Reports issued by the office concerned with developing the gifted, indicated that the 

number of those identified as gifted and offered special care, by the end of 2007, had 

reached more than 66,000 male and female students (Ministry of Education, 2007). 

With the aid of a myriad of Saudi gifted projects, launched since 1999, the Ministry of 

Education has sought to enhance those projects to a level equivalent with other 

advanced countries. However, due to shortages of resources, lack of social awareness 

of the importance of such programs and the necessity of developing the gifted, in 

addition to the constant change in staff in charge of the projects, whether in the 

ministerial hierarchy or in educational districts, a scene has been created for all sorts of 

experimentations, interpretations and personal beliefs. According to many educators, 

parents and even gifted students, these negatively impacted on the level of program 

outcomes. 

 

Concerns voiced by educators, parents and students were confirmed by studies 

conducted on the projects. Al-Khaldi (2002) substantiated such concerns in his study 

to evaluate the gifted programs as seen by different education experts.  The same 

author reported a lack of special strategies to identify gifted students, with only tests to 

assess academic levels being used. However, this study was confined to two gifted 

centres only, namely Al-Taif Centre for the Gifted, and Jeddah Centre for the Gifted, 

although the Kingdom has more than 42 educational districts. Accordingly, the study is 

considered to have a limited geographic scope, and its findings apply only to the areas 

it covers. 

 

Earlier, Abunayyan (1994) had conducted a study at the University of Pennsylvania to 

identify artistic talents in KSA, and to evaluate the relative effectiveness of methods 

employed by the study to identify gifted Saudi male adolescents. The study found that 

the difference between Saudi and US definitions of “art” was culturally related. 
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Nonetheless, the feature-based definition of giftedness showed no difference between 

the two societies. This indicates that the general features of talent may be found in all 

societies. The study focused on a single component of talent in males only, excluding 

females. 

 

Alshakas (1997) was charged by the Arab Education Bureau of the Arabian Gulf States 

to conduct a study entitled “Methods of Identifying and Nurturing the Gifted in Basic 

Education of the Arabian Gulf States”. This study encompassed all state members of 

the Gulf Cooperation Council (GCC), which includes Saudi Arabia, Kuwait, Oman, 

Bahrain, UAE and Qatar. Findings of the study that relate to Saudi Arabia indicate that 

the Saudi strategies to identify the gifted were limited to academic achievement, extra-

curricular activities and nominations made by the supervisors. Codified scientific tools 

such as the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC), were confined to the city 

of Riyadh only, and did not cover other aspects of the gifted programs, including the 

curricula. In this regard, Al-Saif (1998) mentioned that the most common method 

applied in nurturing the Saudi gifted primary students was through allocating the 

students to various extracurricular activities depending on their interests, and through 

offering them moral incentives, boosting the role of the library, and informing parents 

about their children’s talents. The least applied methods involved providing summer or 

evening classes to teach additional subjects, placing gifted students in special classes 

for part of the school day, allowing gifted students to attend advanced courses that 

matched their talents, and allowing students to skip grades. The study shows that there 

were no specific curricula especially tailored for the gifted; rather, there were activities 

practised either within or outside the class, and by simply notifying parents of their 

child’s abilities.  

 

These findings echoed those previously provided by Ma’jiny (1990) who maintained 

that the Saudi gifted students attending mainstream schools needed more enrichment 

and attention, and that teachers in those schools needed more experience and training 

in developing gifted students. Ma’jiny also confirmed that the Saudi regular schools 
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lacked a special system for the gifted, and had no prior experience in nurturing gifted 

students. 

 

Al-Otaybi (1995) concluded that a number of methods and tools need to be used to 

identify the gifted, including nomination, codified tests of intelligence, academic 

achievement, abilities, creativity and personal aptitudes, as well as applying nurturing 

techniques including acceleration and enrichment. Al-Otaybi advocated an educational 

plan, to determine relevant objectives, policies, strategies, timeframes and procedures.  

 

These studies clearly indicate an ongoing lack of such methods and tools for 

identifying and nurturing Saudi gifted students. In another study that endeavoured to 

investigate current trends in developing the gifted in Saudi public schools, Al-Gamdi 

(1993) emphasized the need for the Ministry of Education to adopt a single definition 

of the gifted student concept. Such a definition would take into account various aspects 

of differentiation between students’ talents, more varied criteria or tools in identifying 

the gifted, and providing in-service professional development for teachers to raise their 

awareness of the best ways to identify gifted students. The same author proposed a 

program for nurturing the gifted in Saudi public schools that considers aspects relating 

to teachers such as enrichment programs, teaching strategies, classes, and schools. 

 

The current study, like the ones previously referred to, repeatedly notes that there is no 

clear program that includes a philosophy, and there is no specific definition based on 

tools and measuring criteria to befit comprehensive development programs for gifted 

students. School is thus seen as an educational institution with an enormous 

responsibility for devoting special attention to gifted students and their further 

development within a program with the necessary resources to help teachers identify 

gifted students and nurture them in mainstream classes. As part of the school’s 

responsibility, Al Sharafi (2002) noted that teacher overloads with duties such as 

lesson preparation, testing, marking and preparing teaching aids, in addition to an 

overload of crowded classes, all add to the burden of developing gifted students in the 

classroom. The same author recommended reducing the workload of the teachers 
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involved in developing gifted students, as a way to enhance their motivation for and 

productivity in developing gifted students. Al-Khaldi (2002) also described two gifted 

education centres as lacking enough financial resources and activities, especially 

tailored to develop the gifted, and strategies of those centres as mostly suitable only for 

mainstream students. This author also referred to specific negative aspects, such as 

lack of evaluation methods within programs, administrative centralization, lack of 

incentives for gifted students, discontinued student-centre contact after graduation, 

lack of specialist staff capable of identifying and developing the gifted, and absence of 

clear mechanisms for selecting suitable teachers and supervisors.  

 

Another study conducted by Al-Sabagh, et al. (2006) compared mental habits (thinking 

skills) of the Saudi gifted with their Jordanian counterparts. The study called for 

training students in mental habits, because developing such habits in the growing 

youth in general, and in the gifted in particular, was seen as essential to establishing a 

trend in personal and social values that would create a society capable of problem-

solving and of making informed decisions (Al-Sabagh et al., 2006).  

 

Along with the above Saudi gifted education programs, and the relevant studies that 

focused on various program aspects, it is worth noting that the Saudi Ministry of 

Education is not the sole provider of services for gifted male and female students; 

rather such service provision is shared by a number of bodies, such as King Abdul 

Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted, the Arab Education Bureau of 

the Arabian Gulf States, the Arab Council for the Gifted, the Arab Educational, 

Cultural and Scientific Organization (ALESCO), as well as some private sector 

institutions. Al-Khaldi (2002) points out those bodies, in contributing to services for 

gifted students, are often motivated by their own objectives and directions. 

Accordingly, their efforts are limited to serving particular groups of students. Efforts 

exerted by such bodies are mostly moral in nature, manifested in giving awards to 

researchers in the field of giftedness, such as the Arab Education Bureau award 

granted to the team who laid down the scientific program for developing the gifted in 

KSA. Those bodies also participate in the adopted theoretical and research projects 
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conducted by researchers from various Arab states, including Saudi Arabia. However, 

the applied aspects of such projects continue to lack concerted efforts (Al-Khaldi, 

2002).  

 

Nevertheless, the King Abdul Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted, 

founded in 1999 and headed by the then Crown Prince Abdullah Bin Abdul Aziz, has 

been and is still a leading institution in fostering gifted education programs, and in 

nurturing and developing giftedness, both theoretically and practically. In an address 

delivered on the eve of announcing the creation of the foundation, King Abdullah said:  

 

Talent, if left uncared for, is like a sapling left uncared for and unwatered. It 

is against both religion and common sense to ignore or neglect talent. As 

such, it is our collective duty to nurture our seedlings and grant them our 

increased attention, so it gets strength and extends leafy branches for the 

future benefit of an era of creativity and refining of talents that are 

transferable into reality, and as a service rendered to our religion and 

homeland. (King Abdul Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted, 

2007)  

 

The Minister of Education also emphasized the same meaningful words, reflecting the 

political leadership’s interest in the gifted, by saying: “A country where leaders care 

for the gifted is a country that takes the avenue to catch up with the latest of progress 

and competition; a country proceeding in a march where there is no room for the weak 

or the inactive” (Mawhiba, 2006). The Saudi political leadership’s interest in the 

gifted, as manifested in the inauguration of such an institution, and the financial and 

moral support it grants it, is an enormous responsibility for and contribution to the 

targeted groups be they gifted men or women. Hence, the officials in command have 

specified the following ambitious objectives: 

1. Developing the gifted, be they male or female. 

2. Supporting national capabilities to produce innovative ideas. 
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3. Seeking to produce pioneering creative and gifted young people in science and 

technology. 

4. Offering financial and material support for centres and programs for the gifted. 

5. Providing scholarships for the gifted and the creative, to enable them to 

develop their talents and abilities. 

6. Setting up awards in diverse fields of giftedness and creativity. 

7. Developing and supporting programs, research and studies in relevant fields, 

whether separately or in coordination with others. 

8. Offering support and care for the gifted and the creative, as well as their 

families, to help overcome obstacles hindering development of their talents and 

gifts. 

9. Supporting programs for preparing, developing and training of staff specialized 

in fields of giftedness and creativity. 

10. Developing, and investing in, new inventions and creations, whether separately 

or in coordination with others. 

11. Offering advice to governmental and non-governmental bodies in fields of 

giftedness and creativity. 

12. Coordinating with institutions and centres, whether in KSA or overseas, in their 

respective areas. 

13. Establishing, whether separately or in coordination with others, educational and 

professional institutions specialized in giftedness and creativity. 

14. Releasing specialized media materials to spread knowledge and awareness in 

fields of giftedness and creativity. 

15. Undertaking activities deemed necessary to achieve the desired objectives. 

(King Abdul Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted, 2007) 

 

It is noteworthy that the name of the leading institution was changed at the outset of 

2008 from “King Abdul Aziz and His Companions Foundation for the Gifted” to 

“King Abdul Aziz and His Companions Foundation for Talent and Creativity” so that 

the name would match its grand mission, and be in line with its new goals and vision. 

The Secretary-General of the Foundation explained that the change in the name was, in 
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fact, an important and strategic requirement for the subsequent stage, and was in 

response to the demands of globalization, the Kingdom’s joining WTO, and the 

ruthless competition among states as well as among national and multi-national private 

sector companies. This step has also been triggered by the keenness of the political 

administration to have the foundation shoulder its mission to the fullest, in a manner 

that serves the community of talent and creativity in Saudi Arabia.  

 

The decision also aligns with the new phase the Kingdom is witnessing, having been 

transformed into a knowledge-based community that hinges on a new and more 

profound understanding of the role of creativity, knowledge and human resources in 

advancing society. Progress has been brought about through shifting from a traditional 

to a knowledge-based economy, where knowledge stands as the major part of added 

value, and is a fundamental component of production. The mission of the Foundation, 

the Secretary-General added, relies on identifying and nurturing the gifted, in addition 

to building, supporting and developing an environment for creativity across the 

Kingdom, so that the gifted in various areas could make the best of their talents. This 

can be achieved, he said, through diverse mechanisms and tools that range from 

programs to services, conferences, exhibitions, awards and contests (Mawhiba, 2008). 

As previously noted, other private sector bodies have made limited contributions to 

nurturing giftedness and the gifted.  

 

Samba Bank 

The bank has sponsored the summer education camps for the gifted girls in Al Khobar, 

Riyadh and Jeddah since 2002. The major focus is on the disciplines of business and 

banking and the gifted girls are funded in order to improve their knowledge and skills 

in these fields (Salloom, 2004).  

 

Saudi Aramco 

A Science and Technology Summer Camp has been financed since Saudi Aramco’s 

inauguration. This camp provides education and support for selected students in the 

disciplines of science and engineering. The camp is arranged at the company’s 
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Dhahran Headquarters. It supports the students who are interested in science, 

engineering, problem solving and energy industry (Salloom, 2004). 

 

Exxon Mobil 

The Science and Technology Summer program at King Fahad University for 

Petroleum and Minerals has been fully financed by Exxon Mobil since 2002. It also 

supplied apparatus for the Riyadh Centre for gifted girls and paid for the First 

Exhibition of Photographs by Saudi Women (Salloom, 2004). 

 

Microsoft 

Microsoft provided finance for three enhancement summer camps in Riyadh and 

Jeddah for youthful men and women in the summer of 2001. In these camps, the main 

topic was web designing and other website expertise (Salloom, 2004). 

 

Journalism Camps 

A team of national news agencies arranged a succession of summer camps aimed at 

informing about the disciplines of Public Relations and Journalism in 2002. A Riyadh 

newspaper established two camps for young men in 2001.  OKAZ in Jeddah arranged 

a camp for young students in 2003. Likewise, Al-Madina financed a Journalism camp 

for young women in Jeddah in 2003 (Salloom, 2004). 

 

Despite the support emanating from these private companies and the establishment of 

gifted programs throughout the country, the lack of specialised teacher training at the 

preservice level has led to inconsistent delivery of gifted programs (Al Qarni, 2005). 

Further, the delineation of staff responsibilities for gifted students is often unclear 

between the regular school teachers and those at the gifted centers.  

Evaluation of gifted programs 

After the review of historical programs for gifted students in Saudi Arabia, it is 

necessary to consider the evaluation of gifted programs as the key focus of this study.  



36 

 

Evaluation cannot be over-estimated as it underscores all educational measures 

directed at the recognition and training of the gifted.   

 

‘Quality education for gifted students is not a right it is a privilege…’ stated 

VanTassel-Baska (2006) who then continued that ‘while we can help improve general 

education in a number of ways, perhaps the most powerful would be to construct 

quality gifted programs… so there truly is a visible standard of excellence’ (p.209). 

The questions then logically arise:  how best to measure and heighten such visibility?  

Education for the gifted is about many factors — philosophy and objectives; student 

identification and placement; the curriculum; the teacher; program organization and 

operation — but most of all, its success rests on appropriate evaluation, which is 

perhaps the invisible and often overlooked element of the equation. Evaluation, 

according to Al Dosery (2000) is a systematic assessment of the program processes 

and results of a certain policy it adopts, in light of a number of explicit and implicit 

criteria, as a means of improving the program and its associated policy. 

 

Callahan and Caldwell (1995), in the publication, ‘Using Evaluation to Improve 

Programs for Gifted School Administrators’, poses three questions and answers about 

program evaluation and its relevance for gifted education: 

Why evaluate the program for the gifted? Because we have to.  

When is a gifted program ready for evaluation? When the program is 

established.  

What do we evaluate? Student scores.  

 

Perhaps the last succinct response does not readily include all the factors that need to 

be considered when evaluating programs for the gifted although ‘student performance 

is a critical and non-negotiable dimension’ (VanTassel-Baska & Avery, 1997, p. 201). 

Other considerations include good teaching practice, curriculum differentiation for 

gifted learners and elements of instructional reform (Van-Tassel-Baska, 2006). 

 

Categories of Evaluation 
Program evaluation according to Callahan (2004) can take the form of four categories: 
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a) the manuscript or forms that provide theory or practical guidelines;  

b) reports or descriptions of specific project evaluations; 

c) articles that provide stimuli for the discussion of issues surrounding the 

evaluation process; and, 

d) Research on the process of evaluation which is few and far between. (pp. xxiii-

xxxi).  

 

In category I of the guidelines set out by Callahan (2004), these are defined as a set of 

common and useful principles that ‘cut across the articles in this category whereby 

individual authors offer their own interpretations on the fundamental themes’ (p. xxiv). 

She is at pains to point out that evaluation is not a simple process but a set of tools that 

are direct and valid thus emphasizing the need for direct observation of teachers. 

Additionally, she stresses the importance of including key decision makers in the 

selection of foci for evaluation. 

 

Again, another commonality of approach is in Callahan (1986) and Carter and 

Hamilton (1985) who see identification as one of the essential components of any 

gifted program (see also Renzulli, 1975) and was incorporated in the development of 

the NAGC standards for gifted programs (2001). 

 

On the question of Category 2 and the Description of Specific Program Evaluations,  

there is a lack of instruments to assess student outcome goals (Avery, VanTassel-

Baska, & O’Neill, 1977; Callahan, 2006; Landrum, 2001; VanTassel-Baska, Willis & 

Meyer, 1989). This represents a major structural weakness of all programs for the 

gifted. Thus student performance remains a neglected area of focus.  

 

In category 3, arguments for and against setting expert performance as the standard in 

assessing student performance in gifted programs are examined by Baker and Schacter 

(1996) and Wiggins (1996) (in Callahan, 2004). It is not just a question of assessing 

teacher quality but analyzing schools' performance as well. Wiggins also cautions 

against an over-reliance on process, form and content in student products but 
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emphasizes the need to evaluate the effect of products in preserving the development 

of creativity. It is a clear division between expectations versus standards as a 

compelling argument for continued research into evaluation.   

 

Hunsaker and Callahan (1993) have listed some of the prevailing defects in the current 

literature of evaluation. These include a lack of: awareness of lessons learned; 

longitudinal evaluation; evaluating programs for special populations of gifted learners; 

developing uniquely applicable models; and models that incorporate an integrative, 

qualitative, and quantitative approach. 

 

The Format for Gifted Program Evaluation 
 

Following Hunsaker and Callahan’s (1993) directives, it is essential to examine best 

practice in models for evaluation of gifted programs. The Montana Office of Public 

Instruction (OPI) has established a philosophical framework as follows: 

• Document need for the program; 

• Document the case for a particular approach;  

• Document the feasibility of implementing the program;  

• Document the fact that the program is being implemented; 

• Assist in the identification of the program strengths and weaknesses; 

• Generate information to assist in making in a progress revision for the 

programs; and,  

• Document results/impact of the program on the school-wide community. (OPI 

Gifted Education, 2001) 

These processes, which can take the form of qualitative and quantitative measures 

follow from the philosophical base which underwrites OPI.   

 

Evaluation processes of gifted programs  
 

While quantitative measurements are necessary to assess the outcomes of a program’s 

impact on student growth and achievement, the application of such traditional methods 

as comparing pre-test and post-test gains, product reports, grades and other 
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quantifiable means may be inappropriate because they only confirm data that were 

initially collected about the students (OPI Gifted Education Program, 2001). 

 

In planning for program evaluation in the early stages of design a number of questions 

need to be asked, such as: 

• What are the key components of the program? 

• What is the focus of the program? 

• What questions do stakeholders want answered? 

 

In response to these, OPI have detected the key components for program for providing 

services for gifted children as follows: 

• Identification process; 

• Program development/Management; 

• Differentiated Curriculum Programming Options; 

• Instruction; 

• Professional development; 

• Parent involvement; and, 

• Evaluation. 

 

Writing clear goals and definable objectives for every stage of the program develops a 

guide to help future evaluation. It also assists the school district to provide a variety of 

choices for carrying out in-depth assessment or a summative evaluation of an entire 

program (Tomlinson & Callahan, 1994). All persons linked to gifted programs should 

be directly or indirectly involved and should have the opportunity to raise and answer 

questions. Using the Renzulli (1975) model, questionnaires involving stakeholders 

such as parents, teachers, administrators and students can be used. 

 

According to OPI, there needs to be a well-designed work plan, which should address 

the following areas: 

• Identifying needs and options; 

• Involving key stakeholders; 
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• Determining the financial resources; and, 

• Developing procedures for conducting the evaluation. 

 

In so doing there has to be a conscious identification of needs, which considers the 

scope and focus of the evaluation as well as options available for conducting the 

program evaluation. Questions evaluators may ask include: 

• Is this a formative or summative evaluation? 

• What components need assessment? 

• What components are missing or incomplete? 

• What areas need improvement or are cause for concern? 

• What areas need to expand and evolve? 

• Is the program in compliance with [relevant legislation]? 

• To what degree are we meeting the educational needs of high ability learners? 

These are to be measured against a criteria checklist (OPI, 2001). 

 

Process steps have to be taken to cover all aspects of the provision of gifted education 

in the evaluation procedure.  A critical element is to include key stakeholders early in 

the evaluation process from the general education system and those who have a 

specific interest in the education of gifted learners. Having knowledge in gifted 

education as well as in both qualitative and quantitative evaluation will enhance the 

quality of effectiveness of the evaluation results (Tomlinson & Callahan, 1994). Key 

stakeholders may represent the following groups: 

• School board members; 

• Community business leaders; 

• Classroom teachers; 

• Gifted program specialists; 

• School administrators; 

• Students; and, 

• Parents. 

 



41 

 

Designing data collection and analysis of effective evaluation  
 

It is critical to have clarity in the tools of measurement in the evaluation process.  

According to Tomlinson and Callahan (1994) one of the most critical aspects of 

developing a program evaluation for gifted education is to carefully match evaluation 

goals and questions with the data collection modes capable of demonstrating both 

student growth and how the program functions. Questions to consider at this stage:  

• Are there plans to use multiple data sources? 

• Are there plans to employ varied collection modes? 

• Have ways been examined to collect outcome data? 

• Have ways been examined to collect process data? 

 

Obstacles that may arise include the use of evaluators who are uncompromised and 

trustworthy. Clearly defined target evidence for survey, use of a variety of research 

methods that reflect the unique talents of gifted children and their educational program 

are recommended. 

 

Finally, in the process of data collection and analysis, attention has to be paid to the 

data collection modes, the fact that outcome and process data are evident and that the 

evaluation designs encompass both quantitative experimental designs and qualitative 

non-experimental designs, the latter lending itself to quite creative approaches. 

 

VanTassel-Baska (2006) has set out a number of findings of gifted program 

evaluations, which she has categorized into a series of levels. 

Level 1:  

1. In general stakeholders either found the identification process too liberal or too strict 

but they lacked a consensus on how to improve such a process; 

2.  There was a relative lack of adequate curriculum differentiation for gifted students; 

3. There was a consistent concern about the nature and quality of staff development; 

4.  Multiple data suggested a lack of active parental involvement models at the 

program level; 
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5. Local gifted programs put limited emphasis on the importance of program 

evaluation both in terms of frequency of producing formal evaluation reports as well as 

an over reliance on perceptual data to demonstrate effectiveness; 

6. These were significant gaps in subject matter categories especially programs in 

science mathematics, language being particularly limited; and, 

7. In all districts these was a lack of resources of the teacher and co-ordination level 

which crippled the potential for shifted program development. 

 

At her designated level 2 outcomes of program evaluation, VanTassel-Baska found 

that:  

1. There was evidence of many dedicated personnel;  

2. There were perceived and challenging student opportunities; 

3. A diversity of approaches were available and applied; 

4. A lack of systematic evaluation prevailed; 

5. Identification systems were imperfect; 

6. There was a general program incoherence; 

7. There were limitations in personnel preparation; and, 

8. A general understanding prevailed.    

 

Finally, the central idea of Level 3 was that there was a general neglect of gifted 

program infrastructure and direct service delivery to gifted students in favour of 

diffusion strategies to all teachers and all learners (Van-Tassel-Baska, 2006, pp. 206-

207).  

 

A model in action 
 

Following VanTassel-Baska, it is important to look at the approach of one evaluation 

model. One of the most successful has been the Context, Input, Process and Product 

Evaluation Model (CIPP). It was first devised in 1966 by Stufflebeam, published in 

1969, and is comprised of four components (Stufflebeam et al., 1971). It was later 

modified to include formative and summative evaluations (Shinkfeld & Stufflebeam, 
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1995). In the last modification, the result component was divided into four parts to 

evaluate long-term goals (Stufflebeam, 2000).  

 

The model was comprehensively designed to assist educators in planning and 

implementing processes of evaluating educational projects in American state schools. 

Also, the model was designed to be a reference framework to guide evaluative 

activities so that they could be integrated to guide efforts aimed at change and 

development, to provide information required for decision-making, to assist in 

providing relevant information to parties concerned with various organizational levels, 

and to use it for guidance while making judgments related to alternative decisions. 

 

The CIPP model rests on two assumptions: first, that the evaluation plays a 

fundamental role in change and its planning; second, that evaluation is a principal 

component of the program. Furthermore, the CIPP model aims at providing continuous 

evaluation service to managers and decision-makers to assist them in finding 

alternatives. Other reasons for applying the CIPP model are to provide decision-

makers with important information to achieve full accountability, and to enable 

understanding of the program’s strategies and components. The value of the model lies 

in offering a comprehensive view of the program, and in enabling deeper examination 

of it. According to this model, processes of educational decisions can be divided into 

four categories, each of which constitutes an evaluation that can be independently or 

consecutively implemented. These categories include: 

• Planning of decisions: Focuses on desired improvement through identifying the 

main objectives, as well as the procedural objectives of the program.  

• Structuring of decisions: Determines procedures, participants, facilitations, 

resources and the timeframe for implementing a designed program plan. 

• Implementation of decisions: This relates to decisions that guide program 

activities. 

• Recycling of decisions: Relates to decisions of program termination, approval, 

or to introduce substantial changes to the program or some of its components.  
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Stufflebeam (2002) proposes the following four kinds of evaluation that correspond to 

the abovementioned four categories of decisions. 

1. Context Evaluation 

This is intended to determine program objectives and the surrounding circumstances.  

It assists in decision-making, specifying needs to be met through the program and 

helps in defining its objectives. Also, it is used in defining the environment within 

which the program is implemented, revealing needs of various parties, highlighting 

problems and goals, exposing limits of program financial resources and the efficiency 

of individuals implementing the program. It answers questions concerning the 

necessity to introduce such a program, the groups benefiting from it, the local 

community’s need for it, and the possible content and goals intended by the program.  

2. Input evaluation 

This is concerned with providing information related to potentials and resources of the 

body charged with program implementation, alternative implementation strategies and 

assessing these in terms of cost, usefulness, timeframe and potential obstacles; and 

deciding upon plans that best fit the need for designing the implementation techniques. 

It also serves the process of decision-making. Furthermore, it determines the 

procedures, facilities, equipment, tools, staff, budget, training materials, timeframe, 

and ways of overcoming problems identified in the context. It applies resource 

analysis, and compares possible solutions to problems.  

 

3. Process evaluation 

This is the program’s constructivist evaluation, and focuses on program progress and 

processes, data collection, interactions among individuals, modes of work, suitability 

of implementation sites, sufficiency of materials, financial resources, and supporting 

activities. It also serves the process of decision implementation in terms of uncovering 

aspects of deficiency during program implementation, and whether the program is 

being implemented as planned and provides feedback to those in charge of the program 

for quality control of plans and procedures to enable sound decisions for improving the 

program.  
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Process evaluation requires techniques and tools that shed light on program 

implementation such as observation, interviewing, evaluation standards, review lists, 

daily logs, meeting minutes, consideration of non-official situations, communication 

with those in charge of the program; that is, regular data collection, analysis and 

reporting.  

 

4. Product evaluation 

This is the final evaluation of the program, and it aims at determining how far the 

objectives of the program were achieved, linking this to context, input and processes 

when measuring and interpreting outcomes. It serves to review decisions, and is used 

in determining program effectiveness based on predetermined absolute or relative 

criteria. Among the techniques used are measurement of students’ achievements, 

consecutive surveying, and surveying the disposition of staff and supervisors.  

 

Product evaluation relies on skill surveying, job satisfaction standards, and 

questionnaires that provide indicators of program efficiency. Experimental designs can 

be used to compare efficiency of ongoing programs, or of program outcomes with 

measurements in other evaluation areas.  

 

The need for specific standards was argued by Avery and VanTassel-Baska (2001), 

who noted that programs for the gifted must be carefully planned, and that even 

programs that have been running for years must be reviewed in terms of their make-up 

and agreement with modern standards and theories. Recent reformists in gifted 

education call for reforming the educational system, especially its standard-based 

outcomes and for considering several evaluation models, side by side with 

conventional objective-based outcomes that compare objectives of applied programs. 

Such models include the Provus Model that focuses on discrepancy between different 

programs’ objectives and the actual outcomes of the focus program, and the CIPP 

Model. They explain that those models may be applied, and the information obtained 

applied to enhancing the program decisions and quality.  
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In 1998, the U.S. National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) published 

standards for gifted programs for all levels of education from Kindergarten to 

secondary school (see Appendix 1).  These standards were designed to help schools 

ensure higher quality of their gifted programs. They comprised Minimum Performance 

Standards and Exemplar Performance Standards. The association maintained that 

absence of such standards led program providers to offer random and disconnected 

practices. In many American states there are three levels of applied standards: first, the 

program does not match the standard; second, the program matches the minimum 

standard; and third, the program matches the exemplar standard. NAGC defined 

standards for gifted programs into seven fields: 1. Program design and philosophy; 2. 

Program management and services; 3. Methods of nominating and selecting students; 

4. Curriculum and learning techniques; 5. Social and emotional guiding plan; 6. 

Professional development program providers; and 7. Program evaluation.  

 

Recently, it became possible to apply the NAGC Exemplar Standards to gifted 

programs (Landrum, Callahan & Shaklee, 2000). In this regard, Wiggins (1996) notes 

that the best strategy is to establish steady performance methods and levels and, thus, 

the guiding principles of the NAGC were used to guide this study’s model of 

evaluating Saudi gifted programs. 

 

Utilization of evaluation results 
 

Decision-makers need the kind of information that helps them tackle issues of 

continued program implementation, such as increasing the budget, or reducing 

spending. Moreover, program providers wish to know whether their program is 

achieving its objectives or not, as well as its most efficient strategies and most 

necessary elements. Also, program beneficiaries such as students and their parents 

need more specific information on the expected benefits. While applying evaluation 

models, many evaluators focus on decisions, and consider alternatives. Decisions 

relating to outcomes deal with objectives, whereas those relating to tools and strategies 
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focus on processes and nature of required information and its reporting are affected 

accordingly. These factors help determine the appropriate evaluation model for the 

relevant decision area. Additionally, specifying standards of performance enable 

accountability to be determined in relation to specific responsibilities of all parties.  

 

Weiss classifies the utilization of evaluation into two classes: first, direct utilization, 

that is, documented utilization and determining evaluation outcomes by decision-

makers and other beneficiaries; second, intellectual utilization, that is, using the 

evaluation to influence views on particular areas of the program, and also to influence 

future policy and program development through results of sequential evaluations (Ross 

et al., 2006). 

 

Weiss and Bucuvalass (1980) examined 150 evaluations used for decision-making and 

report that decision-makers used both the Truth Test and the Utilization Test in 

classifying evaluation reports. They also emphasize that evaluators need to understand 

the cognitive styles of decision-makers, in reporting and providing their results. The 

Truth Tests involve questions of research trustworthiness, usefulness, acceptance of 

criticism, application of reliable scientific methods and results, matching of expertise, 

knowledge and values of program provider. Utilization Tests, on the other hand, deal 

with questions relating to research guidelines, provision of instructions to direct work, 

finding alternative solutions for problems, explanation of how to introduce changes 

whenever possible, challenging of current predominant philosophy, programs and 

practices, and provision of new ideas.  

 

Evaluation studies reveal that the most important conditions for the utilization of 

evaluation results are: effective communication between evaluators and evaluation 

users; evaluation users’ knowledge of the collected information, and users participating 

in the evaluation process (Weiss, 1980). In fact, there are studies that show that 

effective utilization of evaluation results, especially in policies, decision-making and 

application improvement depends on the quality of information provided in the 

evaluation reports (Feinstein, 2002). Evaluation needs to become part of program 



48 

 

policy, planning development and application, and a tool for overseeing program 

progress and correction. Therefore evaluation is both a learning opportunity and an 

instrument of measurements.  Hence the implication of evaluation using the CIPP 

model, following the work of VanTassel-Baska, Callahan and others, is that it is the 

core of gifted education and is no longer the invisible aspect of quality learning.  

 

An effective program should contain an evaluation plan from conceptual design 

commencement. The following discussion will review the major components that 

should be included in any program for gifted students that can be called effective and 

should reflect both purpose and outcomes of the original reason for the inclusion.  

 

Effective gifted programs for the Gifted   

While the focus of this thesis was on evaluating gifted programs in Saudi Arabia from 

the perspective of all stakeholders, a brief overview of key issues in the delivery of 

gifted programs is presented. There is a reasonable level of consensus as to the 

components of a program designed to challenge gifted students (see, for example, 

Clark & Callow, 2002; Rogers, 2002; Tomlinson, 2009; VanTassel-Baska, 2006). 

Tomlinson (2009) suggested that the elements of a high-quality gifted student program 

are:  

(1) Philosophy and Goals. Are the philosophy and goals in-line with the 

students’ needs? 

(2) Acceleration and Enrichment. The pace at which it is run and the depth 

of study in a particular topic. 

(3) Multiple Options. Does it have multiple options or one size fits all? 

(4) Student Learning Expectations. What the students are expected to learn 

by the end of the program. 

(5) Challenging Curriculum. Is the curriculum stimulating and challenging? 

(6) Flexibility. Flexibility is needed in order to respond to the needs of 

individual gifted students. 

(7) Sound Identification Process. How the identification of gifted students 

is achieved. 
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(8) Staff Development Plan. Teachers who have been trained to work with 

gifted students are much more effective than those who have not. 

(9) Guidance Component. The counseling given to the student. 

(10) Honoring Academic Talent. Appreciating the academic achievements of 

gifted students. 

 

Similarly, Davis and Rimm (2004) noted: 

There are four traditional components to planning any gifted program that may be 

elaborated as why, who, what, where, when, and how questions. 

(1) Program philosophy and goals 

Will consider such basic questions as: What is our attitude toward gifted 

children? Why are we doing this? What are our goals and objectives? What 

do we wish to accomplish? Can we prepare a defensible statement of 

philosophy and goals?  

 

(2) Definition and identification 

 What exactly do we mean by “gifted and talented”? Who will the program 

be for? Which grades? Which students? What about minority 

representation? Gifted students with disabilities? How will we identify 

gifted students, that is, how will “gifted and talented” be operationally 

defined in our school’s program? 

 

(3) Instruction and Students 

What are gifted students’ needs? Programs: What forms of grouping, 

acceleration, and enrichment should be used? What options do we have for 

our gifted program? Which are cost effective? Which programs can be used 

within strict heterogeneous classes? Personnel: Who will design, 

coordinate, and oversee the program? Who will teach the students? What 

in-service training and site visits do we need for teachers of the gifted? For 

all teachers?  Location: Where will we do this? In the regular class? In 

special classes? At a district resource centre? In a special school? How will 
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we use community resources and professionals? Time considerations: 

When will the G/T services take place? When students finish regular 

assignments? When regular assignments are “compacted” to free up time 

for special projects? When can we implement our plan? Can we formulate 

timelines? For identification? For initiating the instructional program(s)? 

 

(4) Program evaluation  

 How will we evaluate gains in students’ knowledge and high-level 

cognitive skills? At the end of term, how will we evaluate program 

success? (Davis & Rimm, 2004, p.55) 

 

These components and others were not necessary for all gifted programs, as programs 

in each country differ. These divergences are related to the policy and definition of 

giftedness adopted by each country’s educational system and may be debated by some 

researchers. Nevertheless, there is a reasonable level of consensus amongst most gifted 

education academics around the world on the essential elements to be offered in any 

program for gifted, and these are best encapsulated in the NAGC standards, which 

have been used in the current study. 

 

An effective program for the gifted anywhere has to include core elements that have 

been identified earlier. However, local circumstances dictate the number of core 

inclusions as per the policies or equipment or finance available in each situation. 

Nevertheless, identification of gifted students is one of the core elements that should 

be extant in any program. The following discussion details just what comprises 

identification of gifted students because of its key importance as one of the basic 

premises of evaluation of this research study.     

 

Identification of Gifted students  

Correct selection and identification of gifted students is the foundation of any 

successful gifted student program. Its importance has long been recognized and by 

researchers and academics. According to Cramer (1991), a panel of 29 G/T experts 
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agreed that, among a list of 12 issues, identification is priority number one. 

Identification can therefore be considered as a fundamental issue regarding gifted 

students, as without successfully identifying students as being gifted or not, the other 

issues become superfluous. It is certainly contentious in the Saudi Arabian context 

where recognition of giftedness is relatively recent and has been sometimes random. 

 

To recognize gifted students and to document their special abilities, many criteria are 

used. Some programs identify gifted students on the basis of percentages. They 

consider the top three to five percent of the study group as being gifted (Cassidy & 

Johnson, 1986). Some programs nominate giftedness on the basis of I.Q. These 

programs consider students as being gifted who have I.Q. scores over 130 (Davis & 

Rimm, 2004). There are still some other standardised instruments to assess student 

giftedness, but these tend to be modifications of the I.Q. test.   

 

There are continual modifications in the programs for the identification of gifted 

students as in the case of the Scholastic Aptitude Test Mathematics (SAT-M), which 

has been replaced by Scholastic Assessment Test 1 (SAT-I). This test is widely used to 

assess the ability of students in verbal communication and in calculations (Davis & 

Rimm, 2004). 

 

There are several criteria to consider in the identification of gifted students. Amongst 

them are the criteria developed by the United States Department of Educational 

Definition. The five criteria developed are: Intellectual ability, specific academic 

talent, creativity, leadership and talent in the visual or performing arts (Marland, 

1972). Similarly, Maker (1996) described gifted students as those with problem 

solving ability. The criteria she introduced, evaluates the abilities of students on the 

basis of problem solving and thinking creatively. 

 

Identification in minority groups and different cultures 

Identification of gifted students from minority groups and different cultures is a 

significant issue, although some administrations and teachers would prefer not to admit 
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that there is any underestimation of students from minority groups and different 

cultures.  This might have been happening in Saudi Arabia because of its distinctive 

cultural and linguistic base.  In IQ systems, successful identification of gifted students 

from different cultural groups is compromised due to the in-built bias of the I.Q. test 

(Davis & Rimm, 2004). “Culturally different learners do tend to score, on average, 

about one standard deviation (15 points) lower than middle-class students on 

standardized intelligence tests” and “... if I.Q. testing is part of the selection battery, 

there frequently is a built-in bias against minority and economically disadvantaged 

children” (Davis & Rimm, 2004, p.84). 

 

In order to compensate for and rectify this bias, a multi-dimensional approach is 

required.  A quota system is often used as a solution for ensuring racial, gender, and 

geographical or economic balance in labelling gifted students. This system uses a 

percentage system where, if a school contains a certain percentage of an ethnic group 

(i.e. African Americans), this percentage will also represent itself in the number of 

students from this ethnic group in the gifted student program. This has its inherent 

flaws, as mentioned by Frasier (1997): “One problem with the quota system is that 

minority students who meet the same high criterion as others in the program might be 

wrongly assumed to have met only the lower cut-off” (in Davis & Rimm, 2004, p. 86). 

 

In response to low participation by students from minority groups and different 

cultures, Richert (1997) developed a strategy to increase their participation in a project 

entitled APOGEE.  In this project, students nominated themselves by expressing their 

level of interest in various programs. This encouraged underachievers who otherwise 

would be reluctant to participate, to nominate themselves. The results of this program 

were very positive with a 500 percent increase in culturally diverse students, a 600 

percent increase in economically underprivileged students and an 800 percent increase 

in culturally diverse, economically underprivileged male students. The numerous 

projects emanating from the Javits grants in the United States demonstrated the success 

of alternative forms of identification (see, for example, Borland & Wright, 1994). 
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Intelligence is the basis for which students can be identified as being gifted. To avoid 

the limitations of using one method, evaluation is based on I.Q. along with other 

criteria. The use of other criteria is based on the concept that students from different 

cultures will score differently in different subjects. 

 

Tests 
 

Several types of tests are used in educational institutes. These consist of: 

1. Stanford-Binet intelligence scale. This test consists of evaluating the abilities of 

students by using verbal reasoning, quantitative reasoning, visual/abstract 

reasoning and short-term memory. This test is not used widely now because of 

certain limitations. 

2. Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children. This test is widely used in schools 

and it is essential that school psychologists have knowledge of this test. In spite 

of a few drawbacks, it provides a good insight into student’s cognition and 

behavior. 

3. Group Intelligence Test. In this test, groups of students are judged at the same 

time. It is considered a reliable intelligence test, as the students having good 

scores in group intelligence test appeared to have good scores in G/T. One 

point in favor of group intelligence tests is that underachieving students can be 

detected.  

4. Achievement Tests. Special tests are required to evaluate the students. These 

tests are highly specific and good for evaluating the attainment level of 

students.  

5. Creativity tests. Creativity tests have been widely used by teachers in 

classrooms. These tests are not perfect and decisions should not be made on a 

single test.  

 

Teacher’s nomination 
  

This is one of the methods used for recognition of gifted students. It has two forms, 

formal and informal. A teacher’s nomination is considered the least effective way for 
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identifying gifted students (Davis & Rimm, 2004, p.89). The method can be made 

more reliable by educating and training the teachers in the selection of gifted students. 

 

Parent’s nomination 
  

Parents know more about their children than anyone else. They have intimate 

knowledge about their developmental milestones and progress, so parents are a good 

source for the nomination of their children. 

 

As mentioned, the recognition of giftedness in Saudi Arabia is relatively recent, 

However, identification of talented students had been codified by 1995 and included 

an amended Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children (WISC); the Torrance Test of 

Creative Thinking; various tests of mental abilities that encompassed linguistic, 

numeric, mechanical or rational processes; a questionnaire for gifted students’ 

characteristics; and finally, nominations from teachers, although these were regarded 

with a measure of scepticism in some quarters. Pragmatic criteria such as outstanding 

performance in school examinations in mathematics and science were applied as well.  

 

The gifted programs in Saudi Arabia have adopted measures, including an IQ Test, 

creative test and special ability test in the selection processes of gifted students. These 

measures have been accommodated in the Saudi Arabia environment by Saudi 

scientific teams, prior to formal adoption by the Ministry of Education, which started 

to apply these kinds of tests in the gifted programs. Discussions about the historical 

background of gifted programs in Saudi Arabia have indicated such scientific work at 

the beginning of this chapter. Although these measures have been used for the 

selection of gifted students in the Centres in Saudi Arabia, they have not achieved the 

desired results because of errors that appeared in the scientific adaptation of the test 

(Al Qarni, 2005). In addition there is a lack of specialists to apply the right approach. 

In view of the selection methods used in similar programs in developed countries, in 

particular, according to the model published by the NAGC, gifted programs in Saudi 

Arabia suffer from a weakness and inability to provide valid measurement tools to help 

professionals in the field of giftedness, that are reliable in the identification of gifted 
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students (al Kaldi, 2002).  In summary, gifted programs in Saudi Arabia need the 

provision of varied and reliable measurement tools and ongoing training programs for 

gifted teachers working in the centres on how to use these tools and to extract the 

results to ensure that there is no loss of a gifted student due to weaknesses in 

measurement tools. 

  

Curriculum and its modification are of equal importance in determining programs for 

gifted students.  The following discussion details some of the processes of curriculum 

modification and differentiation. Grouping and acceleration will be considered in this 

discussion as they are pertinent parts of the concept of curriculum.       

 

Curriculum for the gifted  

All educational activities and settings require a structural framework that determines 

practice. A curriculum and instructional design model that has been found useful is the 

one developed by VanTassel-Baska (2003) (see Figure 2.1). 
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FIGURE: 2.1 A Curriculum – Instructional Design Model for Constructing Curriculum 

 
  

Programs need to provide opportunities for all students to use and expand upon their 

particular abilities and interests. Gifted students require long-term programs including 

acceleration, enrichment and extension, as well as in-class independent projects and 

development and application of higher-level thinking skills. Furthermore, 

underachieving gifted students require different provisions from those designed for the 

achieving student (Education Queensland, 2004; VanTassel-Baska, 2003). 

 

According to Maker (1982) there are common features which include an identified 

purpose, underlying and surface assumptions about the nature of learners and the 

educational process itself, and general guidelines for daily learning experiences, 

defined requirements for the educational processes and evaluative techniques and 

models to assess the effectiveness of the curriculum offered. 
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Furthermore, the process of curriculum development is complex. It involves content 

modification, process modification, product modification and learning environment 

modification. In the course of these steps, there is a defined process in curriculum 

development, which begins with a stage of planning followed by a needs assessment; 

the development of teams and work scope; an underlying curriculum development 

approach with appropriate tryouts, piloting and field-testing; implementation; 

evaluation; and a concluding revision. As with the gifted, no matter how defined the 

philosophy of curriculum development, the capacity to change and adapt quickly is the 

essence of such tenuous parameters. 

 

In Saudi Arabia considerable emphasis has recently been placed on Enrichment 

Programs in Science and Mathematics which has included differentiation from 

standard curricula; the development of new teaching strategies; use of pilot and 

experimental groups and appropriate subsequent testing. Such developments have 

followed the greater codification of identification measures for selecting the gifted that 

occurred in 1995. However, in practice the Gifted Centres do not use such programs 

because of logistical difficulties. 

 

Gibson and Mitchell (2005) have examined several curriculum models which have 

included six approaches taken from Smutny, et al (1997), Clark's Integrative Education 

Model (1986), Betts' and Kercher's Autonomous Learner Model (1999), High Scope 

(Schweinhart & Weikart, 1993), Montessori (1995) and Reggio Emilia (Edwards, et 

al., 1998). These can be analyzed into systems that include (a) a stated philosophy, (b) 

an explicitly planned environment, (c) a focus on interpersonal interactions that 

facilitate optimal learning, (d) a developmentally appropriate curriculum plan, (e) 

instructional strategies that successfully challenge the individual learning needs of the 

student, (f) systematic student assessment using a variety of methods, and (g) research 

that provides accountability for the approach and justification for its use (Gibson & 

Mitchell, 2005, p. 165). Further a critical components model would have seven 

components, which cover philosophy, environment, interpersonal interactions, 

curriculum, instruction, assessment and research (Gibson & Mitchell, 2005). 
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Berger has spoken of the need to take into account the unique characteristics of gifted 

children in determining an effective curriculum. This includes the concept of 

differentiation (Berger, 1991).  

 

It is important to look at a curriculum philosophy for the gifted. This has been broken 

down by VanTassel-Baska (2006) into curriculum as a development of cognitive 

process; curriculum as technology; curriculum as personal relevance; curriculum of 

social reconstruction; curriculum as academic rationalism; and, curriculum as 

precursor to a professional career. It is commonly perceived that educators can choose 

any of these philosophies; however it has been stated by VanTassel-Baska (2006) that 

the most effective curricula incorporate all of them. To some extent any other action 

might appear elitist. Academic rationalism can also be challenged with an emphasis on 

procedural knowledge above declarative knowledge, while technology-based learning 

approaches emphasise the former.  

 

Curriculum differentiation is defined as a critical component in teaching the gifted.  

This can be delineated into three fundamental points that include awareness of a 

curriculum that is sequential, carefully integrated and articulated to reach beyond 

regular curriculum scope. Little, Xuemei, VanTassel-Baska, Rogers and Avery (2007) 

again reinforce the notion that instructional differentiation is vital to students studying 

at varying levels so that their learning is not diluted.    

The NSW Department of Education and Training policy (2007) reinforces the concept 

mentioned earlier that gifted children must have qualitatively different content and 

learning opportunities. Chessman (2007) believes that most curricula planned for the 

greater number of students are not effective for gifted children. Thus curriculum 

modification must be all-embracing and influence all curriculum areas. She goes on to 

say that gifted children have to be given opportunity for acquiring cognitive and 

affective skills and behaviours (Chessman, 2007, p. 9).  
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Maker’s early work on curriculum set the benchmark for curriculum differentiation for 

gifted children (Maker, 1982). Building on her work, there is a number of applicable 

models that have been widely implemented throughout the world (Davis, Rimm & 

Siegle, 2010).  

 

These include the enrichment triad model, developed by Renzulli and colleagues, that 

caters for gifted students within the regular classroom (Renzulli & Reis, 1985; 

Renzulli, 1977). The model emphasises general exploratory activities, termed type 1, 

which are presented to the entire class, followed by type 2 group training activities. 

These include such skill categories as cognitive training, effective training, researching 

how to learn activities, developing advanced research and reference procedures, and 

developing written, oral and visual communication. The final level is undertaken by 

gifted students who elect to complete type 3 enrichment, which involves a student 

carrying out a self-selected problem of original research. This involves applying 

knowledge and taps into motivation, breadth of cognition, self-directed study and time 

management. 

 

The school-wide enrichment model is inclusive and, therefore, appealing to educators 

in its broad applicability. Further, Renzulli’s (1997) Menu Model centres on teaching 

content and thinking processes which can be highlighted by the use of the five menu 

frameworks of knowledge, instructional objectives, student achievements, instructional 

sequence, instructional strategies and artistic modification. 

 

Other examples of enrichment models include: the Pyramid Project (Cox, 1986) which 

differentiates among levels of giftedness with the first level based on enrichment for 

all above-average learners, followed by higher levels that cater to increasingly smaller 

numbers of gifted students; the Purdue Three-Stage Enrichment approach, which 

centres on three levels of skill development; the Autonomous Learner Model (Betts, 

1985; Betts & Kercher, 1999), which outlines five dimensions for teachers to develop; 

and, the Talents Unlimited model (Schlichter, 1997) whereby teachers are initiated in 

how to recognise and nurture student development in six domains. 
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Among the most influential educators on gifted curriculum is Kaplan (1974, 2001) 

who proposed that curriculum differentiation build learning activities around the 

specific requirements and enthusiasms of the students to integrate what she selected as 

the three main considerations: content, process and product. In this work, Kaplan is 

drawing on Maker’s original areas of curriculum differentiation, which were content, 

process, product, and learning environment. 

 

Content Modification  

Maker has defined the content of the curriculum as what is taught. She has broken 

these down into what she terms as ideas, concepts and facts, which can take a variety 

of forms. These have been deemed to be figural, symbolic, semantic or behavioural. 

She goes on to say that for gifted students, “content should be organized to be more 

complex, more abstract, more varied and more organized. It should embrace the study 

of creative people, the methodology, the areas to study, as well as concepts related to 

these areas” (Maker, 1982, p. 19).  

 

Maker's model of modification has been supported by research within Australia 

(Gross, Sleap & Pretorius, 1999), which has adapted aspects of Maker into enhanced 

lesson preparation carried out in Australian secondary schools for gifted students. 

These included: 

1. Abstractness, whereby the gifted student is introduced to concept and ideas that 

have a wide range of transferability; 

2. Complexity is an added component; 

3. Variety, which includes the addition of enriching ideas and content areas 

beyond the domain of the non-gifted student; 

4. Organization and economy to encompass the quickly changing nature and flow 

of information; 

5. A study of people to expose gifted students to the lives of other talented 

achievers; and, 
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6. The study of method whereby gifted students are introduced to the 

investigative techniques of inquiry in other disciplines. 

 

Such practices of organization and economy are reinforced by the learning 

characteristics of the gifted. The central theme of organizing content based on abstract 

generalization, according to Maker (1982), is built on the fact that gifted children have 

vast stores of knowledge that need to be related to higher level ideas.  

 

Maker (1982) has set out the study of people as a part of content modification. It is 

believed that characteristics of other people’s lives such as motivation, family 

background, personality types, and career direction, including creative processes 

leadership styles and social abilities and ways of interaction, can be handled through 

the use of biographies, autobiographies and case studies. 

 

This is of particular importance in Saudi Arabia where a comparison of individuals 

across cultures and races can be a cultivating process in a tightly knit, religious-based 

society suitable to an educational scenario where the teaching of males is separate from 

females. Religious education is a separate area for content modification or a 

curriculum differentiation in accordance with Saudi Arabian precepts.    

 

Process modification 
 

Content modification naturally incurs a process modification whereby the way teachers 

deliver their materials is linked to the content. Such methodologies involve the 

modification of type or level of thought processes, pace of instruction, and the use of 

an inductive or deductive approach (Maker, 1982). Given that gifted children need to 

be challenged, and are easily bored and lose motivation if not so, processes should 

emphasise the higher levels of thinking of analysis, synthesis and evaluation. 

 

Another aspect of process modification is the need to encourage open-endedness rather 

than closed thinking. Maker (1982) highlights this difference by drawing the 

comparison between convergent and divergent thinking. The former involves the 
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individual’s attempts to reach a correct answer while divergent thinking is the attempt 

to generate a variety of possible answers. However, neither approach should be 

preclusive of the other. Open-endedness, according to Maker implies a different 

teacher attitude, reflected in the following ways: 

 In the manner of questioning as well as content; 

 The design of learning experiences; and, 

 The evaluation of children’s responses to questions. 

For example, the content or phrasing of questions is easier to modify than our attitudes 

(Maker, 1982). This is evident in a more traditional and conservative teacher-centred 

culture that prevails in a country such as Saudi Arabia where knowledge tends to be 

dictated rather than developed by the students. When linked with giftedness, the 

learning characteristics of intuitive, quick awareness encourage the use of open-

endedness, where children are allowed to offer ideas, interact and be individuals. 

 

Discovery and inductiveness are closely allied. Promoting inductive learning is 

guiding discovery. According to Maker, gifted students should be “encouraged to form 

hypotheses and make informed guesses” (Maker, 1982, p. 41). It develops in stages, 

first with verification of the situation; second is the determination of relevance and 

third there is “an induction of rational constructs” or the formation of generalization 

(Maker, 1982, p. 42). 

 

It is important to remember that an inductive approach should not be adopted to the 

exclusion of deductive methods. There needs to be a balance. The discovery approach 

necessitates students developing the logical and reasoning process in how they arrive 

at conclusions and why questions are integral in creating these processes. Students 

need to evaluate their own thinking as well as that of others. As Piaget and others have 

shown, children can understand and benefit from observing the reasoning processes of 

those slightly ahead of them (cited in Maker, 1982, p.48).  

 

Students need flexibility and freedom of choice according to Maker with an emphasis 

on self-directed learning. Della-Dora and Blanchard (1979, cited in Maker, 1982) have 
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described different levels of choice: (1) deciding what is to be learned; (2) selecting the 

method and materials; (3) communicating with others about the subject; and (4) 

evaluating achievement of goals. 

 

Group process or group interaction activities provide a setting, however structured or 

simulated, to develop valuable social and leadership skills and the possibilities of self 

and group critiquing.  Pacing is important for it refers to how slowly or rapidly 

information is presented in the learning situation; variety is the range of activities used 

to offset boredom or monotony (Maker, 1982) introduced the concept of assimilation 

and accommodation activities, and how the rates of processing of such activities 

distinguish the gifted from the slow learner. It is important to recognize how the gifted 

transfer their thinking and problem solving skills from one curriculum area to another 

and from one dimension such as academic to another dimension such as personal. 

Recognition must be given that transfer is most likely to occur when well taught and 

modelled by the teacher. 

 
Product Modifications 
 

According to Maker (1982) the “third area of the curriculum that can be modified for 

the gifted is the nature of the products expected from these individuals… Products can 

be of many types, both tangible and intangible and can assume a nearly infinite 

number of forms” (Maker, 1982, p.59). There is a need for real problems and real 

audiences. Teachers must not accept a ‘contrived product’ but should lead with 

provocative questions so that the first basic process is to analyse. Methods that have 

been suggested include the selection of products for students to undertake individually 

and collectively so that their capacities can be evaluated in terms of impact on 

curriculum development.  These cover such questions amongst others as how and 

when students should undertake independent investigations; what generative learning 

processes are important; what issues, themes and concepts to include; and also how 

projects should be selected.  
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Problems should be directed to real audiences (Maker, 1982). In justifying the 

emphasis on the products that address real problems, Renzulli (1977) used a study by 

the American college testing program to show that adult accomplishments are related 

to comparable high school non-academic or extracurricular accomplishments. 

Therefore each product developed by a gifted student should receive an appropriate 

evaluation using pre-established criteria by the teacher, self-critiquing by the student 

and evaluation by a real or simulated audience (Maker, 1982). 

 

In terms of benefits to the gifted, according to Maker (1982), “skill in assessment of 

individual programs can contribute to a greater degree of independence and self 

direction; therefore evaluation of gifted students’ products must be as realistic and 

comprehensive as possible” (p.79). However, the question of transformation or 

synthesis must be examined in terms of product modification. According to Guilford 

(1967, cited in Maker, 1982) products may be classified into six types – units, classes, 

relations, systems, transformation and implication. It is critical to draw the distinction 

between transformations and mere summaries, and involves a different perspective; re-

interpretation; elaboration; extending or going beyond and combining elements 

(Maker, 1982).          

 

Learning environment modifications  
 

According to Maker (1982), “changes of the learning environment to enhance its 

effectiveness… serves a facilitative function” (p.45) and in doing so, it is necessary to 

acknowledge the wide spectrum of learning preferences for gifted children: the need to 

be student-centred; encourage independence; be open; value acceptance; be complex; 

and, encourage high mobility. 

 

In a student-centred setting, pupils control the degree of verbal interaction. Teacher 

talk is kept to a minimum so that open-endedness, discovery, freedom of choice and 

group interaction are allowed free flow. This means that teacher authority is curtailed 

so that students can assess ideas using “logical coherence, research support, 

comprehensiveness of examples, generalized ability, reliability rather than challenge 
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authority” (Maker, 1982). Hence there has to be a move away from the teachers as a 

focus of authority. Students must be encouraged to focus on a variety of authorities. 

 

In a student-centred classroom the interaction pattern will reflect the degree of student 

involvement with less teacher direction. This all builds on motivation, learning and 

creativity. Such outcomes, which go beyond the mere acquisition of knowledge, flow 

from a student-centred classroom. Independence can be developed in many ways from 

student choice of what to learn, how to evaluate learning and social interaction in class 

and school, which creates acceptable deadlines and the ability to solve problems. 

Teachers also need to be accountable. For the gifted, emphasis on independence is 

essential especially in non-academic areas although it is impossible to develop 

independence academically in a climate of teacher intolerance. 

 

Discussion has been made previously of the open versus closed atmosphere in methods 

and learning activities. The question of an open versus closed environment (including 

physical aspects) as well as the psychological environment of openness is closely 

related to independence versus dependence, as openness is a prerequisite to achieving 

an atmosphere where students can be independent. A variety of teaching styles 

encourages diversity and divergence in student thinking. Acceptance versus judgment 

is a concomitant of open versus closed elements as openness implies acceptance and 

trying to understand based on timing and teacher behaviour as they accept the merits of 

alternative points of view. 

 

Interestingly, in Saudi Arabia, although there is recognition of giftedness in students, 

there has been no conscious effort to modify curricula to encompass the special needs 

of gifted children. Therefore, gifted programs in Saudi Arabia do not adopt a special 

curriculum for gifted students. Similarly there are no organized efforts to modify the 

regular curriculum in order to be suitable for gifted students. The Ministry of 

Education, has provided services to gifted student centres, but no effort has been made 

in the provision of appropriate curricula (whether private or modified from the regular 

curriculum), except for some modest efforts by some centres to modify some units of 
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the regular school curriculum. However, this is not without difficulties. In spite of 

these modest efforts, it is also dependent on the availability of some enthusiastic 

teachers who are trying to do what they can to provide topics of study that are at the 

level of gifted students being taught. These efforts are, especially in the field of science 

(Physics, Chemistry, Mathematics, etc). Thus, there is no curriculum differentiation in 

gifted programs in Saudi Arabia according to that recognized by professionals in the 

field of giftedness (Al Sharafi, 2002). As is well known, the curriculum is one of the 

most fundamental components of any program in the organization of gifted students. 

Sadly, it is not yet well considered or developed in Saudi Arabia.  

 

Grouping  

Giftedness is about the recognition of ability in children and how best to nurture their 

unique talents. Grouping or the notion of separation has been a contentious issue 

according to Kulik (1993) and arguments have raged about whether it is harmful or 

highly effective (see also Rogers, 1991, 2002). Kulik (1993) has concluded from the 

research evidence that higher aptitude students usually “benefit academically from 

ability grouping…. while grouping has less influence on the school work of middle 

and lower aptitude learners” (p. 2). He believes that the adjustment of curriculum to 

pupil ability in within-class and cross grade programs may be the key. 

 

 In contrast, Oakes (1985) argued that students in the top tracks gain nothing from 

grouping and other students suffer clear and consistent disadvantages, including loss of 

academic self-esteem, and ambition. In effect what Oakes is arguing for is a de-

tracking of American schools. Saudi Arabia echoes such a de-tracked system. 

 

Kulik strongly rejects such an argument and considers it to be highly damaging.  

Rogers (1991) is equally supportive of the Kulik viewpoint in her meta-analysis of 

thirteen research studies on the academic, social and psychological effects upon gifted 

learners, subject to three grouping practices. These were respectively: (1) ability 

grouping for enrichment; (2) mixed-ability cooperative grouping for regular 

instruction; and (3) grouping for acceleration. Rogers concluded that the research 
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indicated strong, consistent support for the academic efforts emphasizing enrichment 

and acceleration but that the outcomes predicating socialization and psychological 

adjustment were weak but positive.  Further, mixed grouping had dubious impact and 

should be re-enforced by cluster groupings when separate classes for the academically 

gifted were not feasible and be supplemented by acceleration and enrichment wherever 

possible (Rogers, 1991). 

 

Again, ability grouping remains a neglected area in the teaching of gifted children in 

Saudi Arabia, and does not exist although a few efforts to introduce this concept may 

occur at individual centre level.   

 

 Acceleration of gifted students  

There has been considerable research into the area of curriculum enrichment and 

modification, according to Davis and Rimm, (2004), which has included the need to 

accelerate the curriculum in response to the need and interest for rapid advancement by 

the gifted.  

 

In a brief summary the different ways of accelerating may include the following:  

• Acceleration in one or more subject areas; 

• Grade skipping;  

• Advanced placement programs;  

• Early graduation from high school; and, 

• Early entrance into college. (Brody & Benbow, 1987, p.106)  

 

As supported by Horne and Dupuy (1981), Gross and Van Vliet (2005), acceleration is 

a program decision not a placement decision. Gross (1992) has indicated that the 

curriculum must continue to be challenging for the accelerated student, and subject 

matter has to be closely monitored and aligned to the students’ social and emotional 

maturity as well as their academic achievement.  

 

Research has shown the benefits of acceleration:  
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• When gifted students were accelerated, there was an increase in their academic 

achievement (Colangelo, Assouline & Gross, 2004; Kulik & Kulik, 1984b; 

Rogers, 1991; Vialle, Ashton, Carlon & Rankin, 2001). 

· Accelerated students tended to “outperform students of the same age and 

ability who are not accelerated” (Kulik & Kulik, 1984b, p. 87). 
· Accelerated students achieved “as well as equally gifted older students in the 

higher grades” (Kulik & Kulik, 1984b, p. 87). 
· Accelerated gifted students reported satisfaction emotionally and academically 

when the curriculum was challenging, provided them with options, and 

allowed for their input in the design and implementation (Colangelo, 

Assouline & Gross, 2004; Vialle et al, 2001). 
• When course instruction and content was tailored to the individual gifted 

student’s ability, acceleration was more fulfilling and motivating for the 

student (Colangelo, Assouline & Gross, 2004; Vialle et al, 2001). 

 

However, Horne and Dupuy (1981) speak of precocious youth who have failed in 

adulthood and offer an alternative of less radical acceleration, which they claim has 

worked well. This is early graduation from high school or higher placement in subject 

matter or grade.  

 

Nevertheless, case studies of individual accelerated children who had skipped at least 

one grade reported that the children were happier socially and emotionally and 

reported greater self-confidence and fulfilment after their acceleration. These students 

tended to socialize with older students before they skipped the grade(s) (Vialle et al, 

2001). Similarly, a group survey of non-accelerated gifted students and gifted students 

who had grade-skipped, graduated early or entered college early did not reveal any 

harmful effects of acceleration. There was no evidence of negative social and 

emotional adjustment as a result of acceleration (Brody & Benbow, 1987). 

 

Researchers have made the following suggestions of practice that help make 

acceleration successful:  
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1. Schools must have clear procedures and criteria for identifying students for 

acceleration (Colangelo, Assouline & Gross, 2004; Vialle et al, 2001). 
2. The classroom teacher should be knowledgeable about the needs of gifted 

students and must be supportive of the student’s placement (Colangelo, 

Assouline & Gross, 2004; Vialle et al, 2001). 
3. Course content must be carefully planned, differentiated, and monitored to 

meet the student’s needs (Colangelo, Assouline & Gross, 2004; Gross, 1992; 

Vialle et al, 2001). 

 

George, Cohn, and Stanley (1981) reviewed acceleration and enrichment programs and 

concluded:  

1. Academic enrichment may be worthwhile for all students, and not specifically 

for the intellectually gifted. In this way, enrichment programs seem to be more 

open to accusation of 'elitism' than acceleration is, since no 'special ' curricula 

need to be established for the accelerated student.  

2. No studies have shown enrichment to provide superior results over accelerated 

methods. Enrichment at best may only defer boredom until a later time.  

3. Much resistance to acceleration (or grade-skipping) is based on preconceived 

notions and irrational grounds, rather than on an examination of evidence. Most 

resistance stems from concerns about the socio-emotional development of the 

accelerated student. When facts are studied, however, we find that such 

adjustment problems generally are minimal and short-lived.  

4. Acceleration students are shown to perform at least as well as, and often better 

than, normal-aged control students on both academic and non-academic 

measures.  

5. It seems evident that, according to the finding of most of the studies reported 

here, acceleration appears to be the more feasible method for meeting the needs 

of gifted students. (pp 339-343) 

 

Acceleration has not been employed as a technique in teaching the gifted in Saudi 

Arabia despite its theoretical acceptance by the Ministry of Education. It is partly due 
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to "political" reasons. In spite of accelerated programs having received official 

approval, in practice they have not been used in gifted centres for logistical reasons. 

Enrichment programs, on the other hand, are far more flexible in some subject areas 

and, hence, more easily put in place (Al kaldi, 2002). Nevertheless, the nagging 

question of the efficacy of accelerated programs has never been answered simply 

because they are not being used in Saudi Arabia; pragmatism always triumphs over 

experimentation. Perhaps the explanation for this is the lack of expertise at ground 

level in the Gifted Centre which leads to a lack of opportunity to implement 

innovation.  It is not, however, applied in practice or if tentative efforts are made to do 

so, these are piecemeal.   

 

Professional Development of Teachers of the Gifted 

It is important to assess the role of the teacher of the gifted, the third component of any 

effective program. This examination covers the methods for selecting gifted teachers, 

training strategies and the importance of developing their skills in the education of 

gifted students. The development of the teacher of gifted students is a key point in the 

evaluation of the gifted programs in Saudi Arabia that are targeted in this study. 

Professional development of teachers of the gifted is a concomitant strategy in gifted 

education improvement. To clarify the importance of its role, it is necessary to isolate 

and examine the two aspects that combine to foster teacher growth: 

a) The qualities that contribute to producing an effective teacher of the gifted;  

and, 

b) The training that supplements these attributes.  

 

However, a starting point to such an examination rests in creating a definition of what 

constitutes professional development. A number of authors have contributed to a wide 

ranging definition that “goes beyond the term ‘training’ with its imperfection of 

learning skills and encompasses...formal and informal means of helping teachers not 

only learn new skills but also develop new insights into pedagogy and their own 

practice...including knowledge of current technologies...” (Fullan, 1991, p326). 
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Against this backdrop is research into the qualities that are the hallmark of a well-

developed professional educator in the gifted field which has unique demands on a 

teacher. Citing Renzulli, Vialle and Quigley (2002) remarked that “there would be 

little argument that the key to the success of any educational program is the teacher” 

(p.2). Their subsequent findings were that "while personal and social attributes of the 

teacher are of prime importance for gifted students, the picture, nonetheless, is more 

complex and the intellectual qualities are also of significance" (Vialle & Quigley, 

2002, p. 11). They go on to conclude that “training of gifted teachers (therefore) needs 

to be mindful not only of the characteristics of gifted students but also of the complex 

use of intellectual skills and knowledge of appropriate teaching strategies that teachers 

of gifted students require” (Vialle & Quigley, 2002, p. 13). 

 

A study of exemplary teachers of African-American students (Ford & Trotman, 2001) 

highlights the qualities of such teachers to include being culturally sensitive and 

maintaining a culturally responsive classroom which has “relevant pedagogy, displays 

equity pedagogy, has a holistic teaching communal philosophy, a respect for the 

students’ primary language, has culturally congruent instruction practices, culturally 

sensitive assessment procedures, and strong family-teacher relationships” (pp. 235-

239). While discounting the contention that teachers in gifted education should be 

gifted themselves, the article argues for the development of cultural sensitivities in 

such teachers working in a plural demographic educational base with gifted students. 

 

Chan (2001), in a study of the characteristics and competencies of teachers of gifted 

learners in Hong Kong, argues the same point that “characteristics found in successful 

teachers (of the gifted) were similar to those found in talented and gifted students 

themselves. These included being highly intelligent, achievement-oriented, 

knowledgeable and flexible; having cultural and intellectual interests; respecting 

individual differences; and relating well with gifted individuals” (p. 197). 

 

Chan’s study of Hong Kong teachers divided their qualities into perceived personal 

characteristics and individual competencies. While endorsing the western social and 
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personal attributes of gifted teachers, there was a significant emphasis on the specific 

teaching skills targeted to meet the needs of gifted learners. This does have 

implications for the design and development of professional training programs for 

gifted teachers and supports the belief of Vialle and Quigley (2002) that gifted 

teaching is a complex domain of social and personal abilities as well as high 

intellectual capacity. What form then should such professional development take that 

caters to such sophisticated and unique demands?  

 

A model proposed by Karnes and Shaunessy (2004) speaks of the need for individually 

developed learning plans. These should be closely allied to the attitudes and 

performance of gifted children, their parents and classroom practices. The components 

according to Karnes and Shaunessy might include: personal information and 

professional responsibilities, goals, objectives, activities, the intended impact on the 

students, a time-line and means of evaluation. All should be linked into the larger 

objectives of the appropriate governing bodies (Karnes & Shaunessy, 2004, pp. 60-61). 

 

A further study by Cheung and Phillipson (2008), following Chan's earlier research, 

assessed the desired characteristics and competencies of 177 Hong Kong teachers 

when 102 were in-service teachers of the gifted while 75 had no prior experience. The 

results indicated that the two groups had outstanding differences in all the cited 

competencies except for competency in counselling. Moreover, regression analysis 

demonstrated that experience working with gifted students was the best predictor of 

the desired competencies for teaching gifted students. 

 

Further to these delineations, Almekbel (2008) has defined the overall objectives of a 

training program for teachers of the gifted as follows: 

1. The trainee must distinguish the characteristics of gifted students. 

2. The trainee must know different ways of thinking. The trainee must master 

teaching methods appropriate for the care of gifted students.  

3. The trainee must master the appropriate evaluation methods for the care of 

gifted students. 
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The training of teachers of the gifted is, therefore, as complex and as challenging as the 

teaching of this elite group.  

 

Finally, a definitive article on teacher development was completed by VanTassel-

Baska and Johnsen (2007), which provides a template on such professional 

development. They believe that there should be a sound knowledge of relevant 

educational theory, research, pedagogy, and management of classroom-based 

opportunities to learn for gifted students (VanTassel-Baska & Johnsen, 2007). 

VanTassel-Baska and Johnsen (2007) propose that a standards-based approach in 

curricula development, incorporating a coordinated response in schools, needed to be 

re-organised as collegial and collaborative learning communities. Such a focus is 

supported by the National Council for Accreditation for Teachers Education (NCATE, 

2005).  
 

In Australia, a package of gifted education professional development materialss, 

published by the Gifted Resource and Information Centre (GERRIC, 2005) of the 

University of New South Wales, covers six modules that include understanding 

giftedness; identification of gifted students; social and emotional development of 

gifted students; underachievement in gifted students; curriculum differentiation for 

gifted students, and developing programmes and provisions for gifted students. All 

modules cover the whole ambit of giftedness in schools ranging from early childhood 

through to secondary school and include rural and urban locations; teaching in the role 

of the classroom; school administration; teachers working alone or undertaking 

professional development in small group or in a whole of school situation (See 

appendix 2). 

 

Another template to be used is the model established by the National Association for 

Gifted Children (2000) as a minimum set of standards in the professional development 

of gifted which underlies the research of this study into gifted teaching in Saudi 

Arabia. The standard that addresses the professionals indicates they should have 

specialized preparation in gifted education, expertise in appropriate differentiated 
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content and instructional methods, involvement in ongoing professional development, 

and possess exemplary personal and professional traits (NAGC, 2001) (See Appendix 

1).  

 

It is important to note that while such teacher development modules exist elsewhere, 

professional development as such is not yet part of formal tertiary training for those 

Saudi Arabian teachers interested in teaching the gifted. Rather such work in Saudi 

Arabia is carried out in a non-formal way whereby gifted teachers are linked with 

gifted students. Further, the teacher is the key to the gifted programs, and the lack of 

teachers specialised in the care of talented people is a major weakness in any program 

provided for this group of students. In Saudi Arabia, teachers who work in gifted 

programs do not have prior preparation in the care of gifted students, nor do they 

receive adequate in-service training, which qualifies them to work with gifted students 

at the required level. It remains, therefore, as fertile ground for educational seeding in 

the next decade, based on these models of western best practice, adopted and adapted 

within the Saudi Arabia field of gifted education (Al kaldi, 2002).   
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Chapter three 

Method 
 

Introduction  

The research method will be described in terms of design, methods, population, 

instruments and procedures used for data collection as well as procedures used during 

the data analysis. The research design chosen enabled the researcher to achieve the 

purpose and objectives of the study.  

 

The overall objective of this study was to evaluate the provisions for gifted students 

(boys and girls) in Saudi Arabia. Two important aspects of evaluating these provisions 

were, (1) identifying the current status in order to serve gifted students through the 

gifted centres that are responsible for providing special programs for their needs, and 

(2) providing reports which highlight the results of the evaluation of provisions to key 

stakeholders, in order to recommend ways and practices to improve these provisions. 

 

Forty-eight gifted centres in Saudi Arabia that are responsible for delivering special 

programs for gifted students (boys and girls), provided the necessary data for this 

study. Opinions and responses of managers, supervisors and teachers, also provided 

suitable data for this study through the multiple methods used. These views are 

concerned with the effectiveness of gifted student programs, how students benefit from 

these programs, and also the parents’ opinions of the impact these programs have on 

their children’s giftedness.   

 

Key points of this study include: 

• Procedures for selection of gifted students; 

• Provision of curriculum; 

• The selection of qualified teachers and the specialised training programs to 

increase their performance; and, 
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• Identifying the types of support for these programs (whether financial, 

personnel or any major stakeholders, such as the Ministry of Education). 

 

The ways that these key points are practised in the gifted student centres were 

analysed. In addition, worthy of attention is the private sector contribution, as it is a 

catalyst for the success of government efforts being made in various areas, including 

caring for gifted students. This can be seen in that any progress and development made 

by the private sector, is often incorporated by the government into public sector 

programs. By addressing the aforementioned issues, this study is the first 

comprehensive evaluation to be conducted on gifted student programs in Saudi Arabia 

since their establishment in 1998.  

 

Research questions  

1. To what extent do current provisions in Saudi Arabia meet the needs of gifted 

students according to key stakeholders?  

Sub-questions  
1. What are the current gifted policies and how have they been implemented? 

2. What are the current gifted provisions and how have they been developed?  

3. What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs and how 

effective are they?  

4. What procedures are used to select and train teachers for gifted programs and 

how effective are they?  

5. What strategies and curriculum approaches are implemented for gifted students 

and how effective are they? 

6. How can provisions for gifted students be improved according to the 

stakeholders?  

7. Are there differences in the provisions for gifted girls and gifted boys in Saudi 

Arabia? What effects do these differences have on the key stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the education of gifted students?  
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Research Design 

In order to address the research questions, the researcher implemented a mixed 

methods evaluation design to obtain necessary data from all participants in this study: 

administrators, supervisors, teachers, parents and students. This enabled the researcher 

to evaluate the effectiveness of recent provisions in Saudi Arabia that were established 

to deliver services for gifted students, as well as recommend improvements to these 

provisions in order to meet the needs of gifted students. The emphasis was on 

improvement, as supported by Stufflebeam (2008), who suggested that “the most 

important purpose of evaluation is not to prove but to improve” (p. 327). 

 

The study utilised quantitative and qualitative information derived from a variety of 

sources, including questionnaires, individual and group interviews with gifted students, 

their parents, teachers, centre administrators and through teaching observations. The 

questionnaire allowed the researcher to collect information from a large number of 

stakeholders.  

 

The qualitative research method, such as interviews and observations, helped the 

researcher to give participants the opportunity to provide more in-depth responses. 

Through understanding the participants’ experiences, the qualitative data enabled the 

researcher to gain a deeper understanding of the effectiveness of the gifted programs 

for the participants. 

 

Qualitative research is useful, therefore, in providing detailed and comprehensive data. 

It is particularly useful in the field of gifted education because it allows researching the 

case from a personal perspective of a variety of participants. The qualitative methods 

used involved interviews (individual and group) and observations. The advantages of 

qualitative research are: 

 

• In-depth examination of phenomena; 

• Use subjective information; 

• Not limited to rigidly-defined variables; 
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• Examine complex questions that can be impossible with quantitative methods; 

• Deal with value-laden questions; 

• Explore new areas of research; and, 

• Build new theories. (Key, 2002) 

 

As a consequence, qualitative research is purposeful in providing specific details, 

especially in complementing the data gained from the quantitative measures. This 

gives the research both strength and depth, and enables the researcher to obtain 

comprehensive results. 

 
Population and Sampling 

Saudi Arabia has 42 separate districts and each district is supposed to have at least one 

gifted student centre for each gender. This puts the minimum legislated requirement of 

gifted student centres in Saudi Arabia at 84. However, this has not yet happened as 

gifted programs are still relatively new and more time is needed for the full 

establishment of these centres. 

 

These centres are responsible for the provision of gifted education for gifted students 

in each district, and provide gifted services for every school, both government and 

private, contained in that district, at all three schooling stages: primary (ages 6–12), 

secondary (ages 12–15) and high school (ages 15–18). Within each district the number 

of schools ranges from 50 to 1000 depending on the size of that district. The numbers 

of students and schools, for the two genders and the three levels of education, which 

were recently released by the Saudi Ministry of Education, are summarised in the 

following table (Ministry of Education, 2006). 
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Table 3.1 Student enrolment data in Saudi Arabia 
 
Schools level  Gender 

Gender Male Female Total 

Schools 6,491 6,531 13,022 

 

 

Primary 

Students 1,239,709 1,146,226 2,385,935 

Schools 3,682 3,204 6,886 Middle 

Students 564,747 504,507 1,069,254 

Schools 2,027 2,013 4,040 Secondary 

Students 445,769 424,859 870,628 

Schools 12,200 11,748 23,948 Total 

Students 2,250,225 2,521,559 4,771,784 

 

There is no statistical information on enrolment of the gifted available within the 

Ministry of Education records. Such a concept of gifted teaching has only been in 

place for ten years. This is due to the way in which the Ministry of Education is 

organised at the district level. Some districts have been assisting gifted students since 

1998 while others started later. Twenty percent of the total population of students is 

nominated to sit the entrance test for gifted centres. The students who are successful in 

this testing are then eligible to attend the gifted programs.    

 

The subject sample was randomly selected from the available gifted student centres by 

using SPSS random selection software, so as to obtain correct samples unaffected by 

any form of bias. The number of centres that participated in this study is shown in 

Table 3.2.  The number of male gifted centres can be noted as exceeding the numbers 

of female gifted centres, as gifted services for girls were introduced significantly later 

than those for boys. 
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Table 3.2 Sample distribution  
 

Staff Gender Centres 

 
Administrators Supervisors Teachers 

Parents students 

Male 34 27 59 80 60 77 

Female 14 28 41 45 52 72 

  55 100 125   

Total 48 280 112 149 

  

Instrumentation 

As this research utilised a mixed methods design that uses both quantitative and 

qualitative methods, three complementary tools were used for the collection of data. 

These were questionnaires, interviews and observation. 

 
Questionnaires  

According to Polit and Beck (1991) a questionnaire is a tool for gathering self-report 

information from the respondents about their attitudes, knowledge, beliefs and 

feelings. The advantages of questionnaires are many (Lowane, 1990).  

 

• Questionnaires were more cost effective to administer than conducting interviews 

as interviews might have required the researcher to travel from one institution to 

another on several occasions. 

• The researcher was not present during the completion of questionnaire so there was 

no bias; the respondents were free to answer questions as they wanted to. 

• A sense of anonymity was ensured during data collection as findings could not be 

linked to specific respondents.  

• The questionnaire format was standardised for all respondents. 

• The questionnaire was a rapid and efficient data collection tool. (Lowan, 1990, p. 

27)  
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The use of questionnaires allowed the researcher to reach a large number of 

participants and with a reasonable amount of resources for their distribution.  The 

questionnaires were supplemented by additional data sources gained from interview 

and observations.  

 

Prior to beginning the research in the Saudi Arabian Gifted Centers, ethics approval 

was sought from the University and from the relevant educational authorities in Saudi 

Arabia. Once this permission was received, the researcher collected all data in situ in 

Saudi Arabia. 

 

The questionnaires took three different forms: a staff questionnaire (administrators, 

supervisors, and teachers): a questionnaire for parents of gifted students (male and 

female); and a gifted students questionnaire (boys and girls). Each questionnaire asked 

general questions about the evaluation of gifted student programs along with specific 

questions seeking information related to the staff, parents and students themselves. 

Samples of all three forms are available in Appendix 3, 4, 5 (staff male and female 

questionnaire English and Arabic copy), 6, 7, 8 (Students: girls and boys questionnaire 

English and Arabic copy) and 9, 10 (parent questionnaire English and Arabic copy). 

 

The process of constructing and developing the instrumentation used to collect 

quantitative and qualitative data involved the following steps. This was done to ensure 

clarity, content validity and reliability of these instruments, in order to obtain the data 

required to answer the research questions of the study. 

 

The staff questionnaire was developed based on the gifted program standards which 

were developed by the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) published by 

Landrum, Callahan and Shaklee (2000). The standards are a criterion-based designated 

level of performance, against which programming success is measured (Worthen, 

Sanders, & Fitzpatrick, 1997). All questionnaires and the items that were used in the 

questionnaires were based on relevant literature and information available from the 
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researcher’s experience. The associate supervisor, in Jordan, reviewed the Arabic 

version of the questionnaires, and his remarks were considered. 

  

To ensure clarity, content validity and appropriateness of the questionnaires, the 

Arabic versions were reviewed by two academics, one with expertise in the field of 

gifted education and the assessment of education, and the second with expertise in 

psychological measurement and research methodology. The staff questionnaire was 

given to ten Saudi expert academics, who work in the field of gifted education, 

including some university staff.  Based on their arbitration, deletions and additions, 

appropriate modifications were introduced. 

 

Questions from all three questionnaires covered the following areas: 

1. Staff questionnaire:  

• Details of gifted students’ centres in terms of structure, staff expertise, resources, 

budget, social and emotional guidance and counselling, strategies of program 

evaluation, and design of current programs and curricula.  

 

Example: Q1: Are you a (tick one)     

____ Administrator 

____ Supervisor  

____ Teacher (full time) 

____ Teacher (part time) 

 

• Selection and training of teachers, and professional development of teaching staff.  

 

Example: Selecting and training teachers in centre.  

Please read each item carefully and indicate the degree to which you believe 

the following statements describe the method used to select teachers in your 

centre. Mark the appropriate box for each item.  
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SA- Strongly Agree  A- Agree  U- Undecided  D- Disagree SD- Strongly Disagree  

No Item SA S U D SD 

1 Teachers are selected according to clear criteria      

2 Teachers are selected by a committee of experts and specialist educators      

3 
Teachers are selected according to social relationships with the officials 

at the centre 

     

 

• Selection of the gifted students for enrolment 

 

Example:  Selection system of gifted students at the centre.  Please read each 

item carefully and indicate the degree to which you believe the following 

statements describe the selection system in your centre. Mark the appropriate 

box for each item.  

SA- Strongly agree  A- Agree  U- Undecided  D- Disagree  SD- Strongly Disagree 
No Item SA A U D SD 

1 The centre adopts clear procedural definition of gifted students      

2 The centre uses multiple procedures for selection of gifted students       

3 
The tests and standards used in the selection are developed specifically 

for the centre functions 

     

 

• The nature of the differentiated curriculum 

Example:  Enrichment Curriculum for gifted students at the centre  

Please read each item carefully and indicate the degree to which you 

believe the following statements describe the enrichment curriculum 

in your centre. Mark the appropriate box for each item.  

SA- strongly agree  A- Agree   U- Undecided  D- Disagree  SD- Strongly Disagree  
No Item SA A U D SD 

1 Enrichment curriculum is a complement to as well as an extension of the 

regular curriculum 

     

2 Enrichment curriculum identifies skills and knowledge which gifted 

students should learn at the centre and which is not possible to learn 

through the study of the regular curriculum with ordinary students  

     

3 Enrichment curriculum focuses on high order thinking operations       
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2. Students’ questionnaire: 

• Details on study level, age, kind of giftedness of students, amongst others;  

• The nature of the assessments or tests to determine the degree and profile of the 

giftedness; 

• To determine the difference between the school and the centres, both positive and 

negative of any socio-educational impact on the gifted students;  

• To assess whether there was any positive or negative socio-educational or emotional 

impact on the students attending a school rather than a centre; 

• To evaluate the kind of curricula used in the centres. 

 

Example:  In which of the following areas are you gifted? (Multiple answers 

can be selected) 

�  Calligraphy and drawing                         � Computer 

�  Mathematics              � Electronics 

�  Scientific inventions             � Oration  

�  School acting group             � Literary writing 

�  Other, Please, specify. …………………………………….   

 

3. Parents' questionnaire: 

• To assess all aspect of parents including occupation and socio-economic 

background;  

• To determine the degree of assistance from parents to encourage giftedness and 

what teaching use or practice help is provided within the family; and, 

• To determine the degree of satisfaction amongst parents with gifted programs 

provided by centres.  

 

Example:  When did you first discover that your son/daughter was gifted? 

�  Before elementary school (kindergarten)  

�  During the first three years of elementary school (first – second – third) 

�  During the last three years of elementary school 



85 

 

�  During middle school 

�  During secondary school   

 
Interviews 

The qualitative data component comprised interviews (individual and group) and 

observations of the classroom practice of teachers of gifted students (see Appendix 11, 

12, for English and Arabic interview questions). In Saudi Arabia mixing of genders is 

strictly forbidden and therefore no females were able to be interviewed or observed by 

the researcher directly. A female assistant who was known by both the interviewer and 

interviewee had to be utilised. Telephone conversations between the researcher and 

female participants were also used.  

 

Interviewing administrators, supervisors and teachers who work in gifted student 

centres was beneficial as direct access to the perspectives and insights of the involved 

participants was enabled. Burns (2000) noted that “interviews are essential, as most 

case studies are about people and their activities … [and that interviewees] … provide 

important insights and identify other sources of evidence” (p. 467). The following 

issues were focused on during the interviews: 

 

• How satisfied the participants were with the services provided by gifted student 

centres.  

• How satisfied the participants were with the achievements of gifted programs. 

• Availability and application of formal policy and legislation in gifted centres.  

• The definition of a gifted student and how it applies to gifted centres. 

• Amount of support available to these centres and its impact on achieving its 

objectives.  

• Private sector participation in providing support to these centres.  

• Provision of facilities which assist these centres in achieving their objectives. 

• The nature of the relationship between gifted student centres and the parents, 

schools and society.   
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• The success of the procedures and methods used in the assessment and 

selection of gifted students.  

• The success of the training and development programs for the teachers of the 

gifted students. 

• The availability of gifted curriculum and how successful the application is in 

gifted student programs. 

 

These issues were addressed in the interviews to clarify the results obtained from the 

quantitative data and strengthen the results of this study. 

 

A semi-structured interview format was utilised in conjunction with other data 

gathering methods to obtain responses from a variety of participants in order to access 

a set of attitudes and beliefs. Anderson and Burns (1989) emphasised that the main 

strengths of the semi-structured interview is that it allows the informant to "not only 

express an opinion, but to explain why that opinion is held" and that consequently a 

"richer set of evidence is available" (p. 120). 

 

The interview was composed of twelve open-ended questions, which were developed 

to gather information about these aforementioned issues (see Appendix 11, 12 English 

and Arabic copy). These questions were intentionally open-ended in order to 

encourage the participants to express their perception with as much flexibility as 

possible. Bell (2005) mentions a benefit of a semi-structured interview is the “freedom 

to allow the respondent to talk about what is of central significance to him or her rather 

than to the interviewer is clearly important, but some loose structure does eliminate 

some of the problems of entirely structured interviews” (p. 161).  

 

The length of the interviews ranged from 60 minutes to 120 minutes. Information 

gathered in the earlier interviews was then used to inform later interviews. All 

interviews were transcribed and content analysed. 
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Observations  

Kulieke (1986) stated that "Observations are advantageous because they provide a 

different conception of how a classroom is functioning" (p. 141). Observation was an 

appropriate method of qualitative data collection for this study as it increased the 

researcher’s ability to gain specific insight into the classroom behaviour of the teacher 

participants within an environment where they were comfortable and relaxed. While 

there are many advantages and disadvantages to the use of observations as a research 

method, it is still the most useful way to add significant information to the research 

through enabling conceptualisation of situational practice, which could not be 

adequately addressed by other research methods. Lincoln and Guba noted: "A major 

advantage of the interview is that it permits the respondent to move back and forth in 

time – to reconstruct the past, interpret the present, and predict the future, all without 

leaving a comfortable armchair. A major advantage of direct observation, on the other 

hand, is that it provides here-and-now experience in depth. Observation is a powerful 

tool indeed" (Lincoln & Guba, 1985, pp. 273–274).  

 

The data derived by observation were quite different from other data as the situation of 

the observation convention enabled the collection of data that did not rely on self-

report, thus contributing to gaining valuable insight into situations.  Cohen, Manion 

and Morrison (2000) mentioned that “Observational data are attractive as they afford 

the researcher the opportunity to gather ‘live’ data from ‘live’ situations” (p.305). The 

researcher is given the opportunity to look at what is taking place in person rather than 

receiving it as second-hand information. 

 

Classroom observations provide useful information about the gifted teachers’ efforts 

toward implementing teaching strategies which benefit gifted students’ education. 

Therefore experts in gifted education can observe classes of teachers in order to 

evaluate the effectiveness of teaching strategies used. 

 

An adaptation of the Martinson-Weiner Rating Scale of Behaviours in Teachers of the 

Gifted (Martinson, 1976, cited in Kulieke, 1986) is the form that was used in this study 
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to observe classroom practices of gifted education teachers (see Appendix 13, 14). 

Kulieke (1986) commented that "The Martinson-Weiner Rating Scale identifies and 

quantifies the existence of teaching behaviours that are important in teaching the 

gifted. This adaptation is scaled to make more consistent comparisons between each 

aspect of the classroom being observed. This approach has been used successfully to 

identify those areas of teacher weakness which can be addressed in in-service training 

programs" (p. 141). The Martinson-Weiner Rating Scale of Behaviours in Teachers of 

the Gifted that was used to observe the teacher teaching, is a quantitative method of 

collecting data, as data are entered in a controlled manner in the form of a scale from 

one to five (see Appendix 13, 14). 

 

This observation method was conducted to obtain data about teachers’ classroom 

activities, in order to evaluate how they implemented gifted teaching strategies. 

Martinson noted that “A structured observation instrument provides quantitative 

information upon which to rank different areas of strength and weakness” (in Kulieke, 

1986, p.141).  

 

The applied observation of gifted teacher participants in this study was carried out by 

the researcher, complemented by expert female assistants to observe female teachers 

participating in this study. Observers indicated the degree "between" one to five of 

each educational strategy that the teacher of gifted students applied inside the 

classroom during the teaching process. In order to ensure that the assisting female 

observers were aware of the procedures for observation, the researcher contacted the 

female observers by telephone to explain the correct process of observation. 

 

Data analysis  

To analyse the data gathered, the researcher conducted the following procedures. In 

order to obtain positive results in the study data, it was necessary to organise the 

collected data through the use of various tools to assist in analysing and drawing 

appropriate conclusions that answered questions of the study. A number of 
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fundamentals were important requirements for comparison and determination of an 

accurate and verifiable conclusion.  

 

The tools which provided the quantitative and qualitative data of the study were the 

questionnaires, interviews and observations. In other words, this study contained 

mixed methods. For the desired results, from the data available, there had to be 

statistical analyses using appropriate statistical methods which obtained the desired 

results in an accessible and clear manner. Thus the researcher used the following 

statistical analyses. 

 

Questionnaire  

Prior to computer data entry, it was necessary to control and regulate such data by 

coding the questionnaires with a view to ensuring that nothing was lost.  As well, it 

was essential to quickly erase error in order to substantiate the veracity of statements 

made. This is supported by Miles and Huberman (1984) who describe codes as 

"retrieval and organizing devices that allow the analyst to spot quickly, pull out, then 

cluster all the segments relating to the particular question, hypothesis, concept or 

theme" (Miles & Huberman, 1984, p. 56). 

 

Descriptive statistics were used to obtain the percentage of the participants' answers 

about their degree of satisfaction with services provided by the centres for the gifted 

and talented students, with such representation of data in various forms of graphs. In 

addition, the research included frequencies in sample according to gender, 

specialisation and academic qualifications amongst others. 

 

A t-test tower was employed to check the existence of significant statistical differences 

among the participants in their study where the demographic variables were related as 

in the case of key questions (15, 25, and 27) of the staff questionnaire. 

 

A special analysis was conducted according to gender to examine the differences 

between the views of the samples of males and females who carry out similar work for 



90 

 

gifted students (boys, girls) under the system, but are separated in the workplace even 

though they all belong to the Ministry of Education. This kind of comparison is 

important to determine whether there are significant positive or negative outcomes 

amongst gifted students between boys and girls, and which is more effective, and 

whether gender separation is an obstacle in providing services for this group of gifted 

students, male and female. 

 

There was a special analysis of the answers to the questions of scale (1-5) in order to 

determine the extent of agreement between the sample of the contents of questions (15, 

25, and 27).  It focused on the main components in any program for gifted students 

organised anywhere including selection and identification, provision of curriculum and 

the selection and training of teachers. 

 

Interviews 

Following the model established by Cohen and Manion (1989), interviews were an 

integral part of the qualitative research method. Combined with note-taking all 

interviews were recorded and later transcribed in conjunction with the need for 

triangulation of the data. The latter method eliminated observer bias that could have 

occurred during both the verbal interaction and subsequent transcription. These data 

were then placed into specific units of meaning as per the research questions. It was 

possible to interpret both general and particular themes for analysis. 

 

Interviews were with staff who worked in gifted centres. These were taped transcribed, 

content-analysed, and organized around the interview questions. Frequencies were 

counted for each question; samples of responses were also reported for each question. 

Information, collected from promotional literature, was analysed and used together 

with information gathered from the interviews to present an overview of the education 

of gifted provision in Saudi Arabia, and to supplement the quantitative aspect of the 

research process (See table 3.3). 
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Observations  

Despite the pre-supposition that observations are usually qualitative, observation in 

this research assumed quantitative approach whereby the researcher had a pre- 

determined observation form. This meant that the researcher's role was to decide which 

teaching strategies were being applied. It is believed that this technique eliminated bias 

and the random aspect of most qualitative methods. Thus, the analysis could be 

assessed by computer and the breakdown categorized into standards. To eliminate 

researcher bias and improve reliability, the principal researcher had to regularly 

monitor the observational notes. This was supplemented by each teacher keeping a log 

book of observations as per the table below (See table 3.3). 

 

To enhance the ease of comparison and discovery of these relationships, it was 

necessary to tabulate the procedures involved. This also ensured that nothing of 

significance was missing. These procedures are outlined in Table 3.3. 

 
Table: 3. 3 Data Analysis procedures  
 

Data Collection 

procedures 

Sample Data 

recording 

procedures 

Data preparation 

procedures 

Data Analysis 

procedures 

Questionnaires: 

Staff Q (M &F) 

 

 

Administrators (n= 55) 

Supervisors (n= 100)  

Teachers (n= 125)   

Students (n= 149) Students Q (M & F) 

 

Parents Q (M& F) Parents (n= 112) 

Written 

Questionnaire 

completion  

Tabulation of 

questionnaire 

responses  

Categorization 

onto tables  

Interview (grouping 

and individual)  

Supervisors/ Teachers 

(n= 10 )  

Field Notes  

Audio taping  

Summarizing and 

transcribing audio 

tape data  

Categorization 

onto tables  

Observations Teachers (n=15) Observation 

Form filled 

Tabulation of 

observation form 

responses 

Categorization 

into tables 
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Conclusion  

The area of education for gifted students in Saudi Arabia still borders on the nebulous 

and is incompletely defined. It is delivered in a cultural construct that is conservative 

and not easily interpreted within the paradigms used more frequently in western 

educational analysis. To that extent the methodologies applied — both quantitative and 

qualitative — suffer from the uncertainties of translation of cultural perceptions and 

social divides.  This research, therefore, is groundbreaking for its use of western 

modelling in a Saudi Arabian setting, which so far has remained unassessed in its 

programming for this special group.     

 

It is believed that the mixed methods used are essential and, to a degree, symbiotic in 

such unique research. Numerical and statistical dissection would not have revealed the 

deeply personal nature of educating the Saudi gifted group nor made comprehensible 

to an outside observer the cultural complexities of this society without qualitative 

evaluation. The methodology has included research at three different levels. It has 

involved questionnaires focusing on administrative and teaching staff, students and 

parents as it was felt that each group brought particular perspectives to the realm of 

caring for gifted students.  

 

These were then broken down into interviews, responses to written questions and 

observation of both classes and teachers against a backdrop of theory and pedagogical 

practice in other countries, particularly the United States and the United Kingdom, 

which are well advanced in program delivery for gifted students. Hence, this hitherto 

unexplored realm in the spectrum of education and its mysteries and challenges 

become evident in the finding and analyses of the next chapter.  
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Chapter 4 

Results and Discussion 

Introduction  
This chapter is set around a discussion of the findings of the research detailed earlier. 

These results will respond directly to each question at length in a manner which 

addresses the depth of its content. It will provide a statistical analysis of the data using 

the tools set out in chapter three. 

 

Research Questions 
1. To what extent do current provisions in Saudi Arabia meet the needs of gifted 

students according to the key stakeholders? 

Sub-questions 
1. How has the Ministry's Gifted Education policy been implemented in the gifted 

students centres? 

2. What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed? 

3. What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they? 

4. What procedures are used to select and train teachers for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they? 

5. What strategies and curriculum approaches are implemented for gifted students, 

and how effective are they? 

6. How can provisions for gifted students be improved according to the stakeholders? 

7. Are there differences in the provisions for gifted girls and gifted boys in Saudi 

Arabia? What effects do these differences have on the key stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the education of gifted students?  

 

The response to the main question will be defined by an analysis of the sub-questions 

which will be informed by the mixed methods used.  The diagnostic approach of this 

study is to determine the reality of the provision of education for the gifted and 

talented in Saudi Arabia. It is intended to expose both its strengths and weaknesses 
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and, thereby, postulate improvements, if required. Thus, analysis of the results will 

give a template for such improvements and a substantiated backdrop for the 

development of value-added approaches in all facets of education for the gifted in 

Saudi Arabia. The following table explains the research questions with the supporting 

data sources acting as a guide to the quantitative or qualitative measures used. 

 

Table 4.1 Research questions and data sources 

 
Data sources 

Questionnaire 

Research main 
question:  

To what extent do current 
provisions in Saudi Arabia 
meet the needs of gifted 
students according to the 
key stakeholders?  

Staff Students Parents 
Interviews Observation Analysis of  

Documents  

Sub questions: 
1-What are the current 
gifted policies, and how 
have they been 
implemented? 

Q: 
9,11,12,13,

14 

Q: 8, 
13, 17 

Q: 
11,12, 
17,18, 

19 

√ - √ 

2-What are the current 
gifted provisions, and how 
have they been developed?  

All 
questions 
except 11, 

12,15,25,27  

Q:17 Q:7,8, 
14,18, 

19 

√ -  

3-What procedures are 
used to select gifted 
students for gifted 
programs, and how 
effective are they?  

Q:27,29,30 Q:2,3,6, 

10,11, 

12 

Q: 3 √ -  

4-What procedures are 
used to select and train 
teachers for gifted 
programs, and how 
effective are they?  

Q:15,16,17,

18,19,20,21

22 

- - √ -  

5-What strategies and 
curriculum approaches are 
implemented for gifted 
students, and how effective 
are they? 

Q: 24, 25  Q:7  - √ -  

6-How can provisions for 
gifted students be 
improved? 

Q: 14,26,28 - - √ √  
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7-Are there differences in 
the provisions for gifted 
girls and gifted boys in 
Saudi Arabia? What effects 
do these differences have 
on the key stakeholders’ 
satisfaction with the 
education of gifted 
students?  

All 

questions  

- - - -  

 

Implementation of gifted provisions policy   

Staff perspectives   
In response to the sub-question of how the Ministry's Gifted Education policy has been 

implemented in the gifted student centres, five questions in the staff questionnaire 

assessed the implementation of the policy. Question nine of the staff questionnaire 

asked the participants to describe the centre where they worked. The majority of 

centres offered part-time programs only. The largest proportion of respondents was 

58.6% who chose a description of the centre as a place for a group of gifted students to 

learn a specific curriculum part-time, while 17.5% indicated that the centre was a place 

for a group of gifted students to practise extra activities part-time. A relatively small 

number of respondents (9.3%) indicated that their program was full-time. This is in 

accordance with the policy of the Ministry of Education, which suggested that the 

gifted programs are afternoon activities that allow students to participate in special 

programs.  

 

With reference to budget availability for these centres, in response to question 11, 

77.1% of interviewees confirmed that the Ministry of Education provided the budget. 

In contrast, 12.5% of respondents indicated that there was no such budget, while 

10.4% remained unsure. This result was expected because the Ministry of Education 

has the responsibility for policy to support centres for the gifted. In response to the 

question of funding, 57.1% believed that the Ministry of Education provided a special 

budget while 17.9% believed that the funding comes indirectly from the district budget 

that is provided by the Ministry of Education. The private sector was put forward as 
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having no contribution whatsoever according to staff. However, the private sector is 

one of the principal beneficiaries of these gifted students.       

 

Question 12 asked the participants to define the strength of the relationship between 

schools and centres. The results showed that 46.4% believed that the relationship 

between schools and centres is medium while a further 33% saw it as strong or very 

strong. However, nearly 21% of the respondents indicated a weak relationship. This 

could mean that those centres have not readily tried to establish a bridge with schools, 

especially in terms of developing awareness of work at the centres in caring for such a 

specialist group.  

 

In spite of a moderately positive assessment of the relationship, only 43% claim that 

the relationship is effective to sufficiently meet the need of gifted students, while 

32.1% did not agree and 24.6% remained unsure (Q13). This outcome is significant 

because it underlines the importance of the centre program and necessity for schools to 

cooperate. 

 

Question 14 asked the participants if the Ministry of Education provided enough 

equipment to the gifted centres to help them to meet the needs of gifted students. Most 

respondents (53.9%) accepted that the Ministry of Education provided enough 

equipment for the gifted centres while 27.9% of this same group disagreed and 18.2% 

remained unsure. Their views on particular kinds of support from the Ministry was 

mixed, as shown in Table 4.2. This categorisation indicated that the provision of 

equipment was indeed inadequate in most cases.   
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Table 4.2: The kind of support from the Ministry of Education to the centres 

 
Yes No  Staff  

Count % Count % 

an adequate qualified staff 79 28.2 72 25.7 

provide buildings 43 15.4 108 38.6 

sufficient budget 88 31.4 63 22.5 

official support when dealing with government and others 19 6.8 132 47.1 

provide standards and the necessary tools for identifying gifted 119 42.5 32 11.4 

designing enrichment curriculum for gifted 23 8.2 128 45.7 

media support for the centres 30 10.7 121 43.2 

provide specialized books, journals and others 20 7.1 131 46.8 

Q 14.1-9 

provide educational equipment and laboratories for the centres 56 20.0 95 33.9 

 

Usually the more negative responses about the variety of Ministry of Education 

support might be explained by the fact that the support is restricted to particular 

financial objectives and excludes a number of important areas where investment is 

vital. In fact, this is in direct contradiction to stated government policy of total overall 

financial support for a wide range of dedicated activities and purposes. 

         

Staff Interview 
The interviewees were asked whether there was a written philosophy defining the 

Centre’s mission. All participants (n=10) in this interview, whether as individuals or as 

part of groups affirmed that there is a written policy for the gifted centres, subject to 

the prevailing overall policies in operation throughout the whole of Saudi Arabia. 

However, some of the participants voiced a different opinion; for example, in one 

centre it was said that "there was no written policy for this centre when it was 

established in 1995 as it was the first centre established in Saudi Arabia, but we put 

together a vision of how to identify and provide a product for gifted students as it 

related to the inherent and particular creative talents of these students. Later, once the 

Ministry of Education had commenced a program for gifted through the establishment 
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of new centres elsewhere, at that time our specific vision and philosophy, depending 

on the Saudi government policy, continued not only applying such as approach but 

also combining it with the newly constructed Ministry of Education programs". One 

female interviewee commented that “there was no special gifted centre in my district 

for gifted girls, but we applied our programs, depending on Ministerial policy, through 

an existing school". Thus, it is apparent from these comments, that early gifted 

education was in itself creative and although the speakers accepted that there was a 

Ministerial policy for the gifted program, nonetheless, it was interpreted on the ground 

according to the educational realities that existed, that is, provision through an adapted 

gifted centre or through a mainstream school.   

  

Students' perspectives  
The staff responses to the questionnaire items above were supported by the students’ 

perspectives with questions 8, 13 and 17 of their questionnaire dealing with resources. 

Question 8 referred to transport to centres, 90.6% of students indicated that there was 

no transport provided and that they were reliant on private means. Further, in response 

to question 13, 48.3% of students stated that there was no difference between the 

activities offered at their schools or centre and those offered to all students while 

41.6% of this same group remained unsure. This means that only 10% of the gifted 

students believe their curriculum activities at the centre are differentiated from their 

curriculum at school; additionally, only 10% of the students believe that the centre’s 

program is more challenging than the work given to all students. This reveals that the 

policy of the centre to provide the needed resources for training the gifted is not a 

reality.  
 

Interestingly, 44.3% students indicated that the equipment and resources provided to 

centres was better than that available in their schools. However, 38.9% were unsure 

and 16.8% indicated that the centre’s resources were no different from the resources at 

their school. Approximately one-third of the students indicated that their teachers at the 

centre were more effective than those at their school (39.6%) and that they were well 

trained for their specialist role (37.6%). The mixed results from the students in relation 
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to differentiated curriculum, teacher quality, and specialist resources suggest that there 

is a great deal of variability among the regions in Saudi Arabia, with some centres 

performing very well and others not appropriately meeting the needs of gifted students. 

 

Parents' perspective  
Analysis of the parent questionnaire revealed that the parents were in agreement with 

the students’ analyses of the curriculum, resources, and teacher quality available at the 

centres. For example, over 90% of parents indicated that no transport was provided by 

centres and that private cars had to be utilized instead, which they saw as an indicator 

that the centre provisions did not match the official policy of total support for the 

gifted. 
 

Several questions asked parents about their knowledge of their gifted children. 

Surprisingly, only 58% of parents reported being knowledgeable about the nature of 

their gifted offspring; further, they believed that knowing more about giftedness would 

enable them to help their children and, thus, enhance their children’s giftedness. Of the 

58% who indicated they had knowledge about giftedness, half reported that their 

knowledge came from widespread private reading; other sources of information 

included mass media (9.8% of total sample), their own educational training in the field 

(4.5% of total sample), or an orientation session provided by their child’s school 

(13.4% of total sample). Only 5.4% (6 parents) indicated that they had received 

information from the centre. Thus, it is evident that in spite of their mandate to develop 

awareness of nature of the gifted and their education, the centres were failing to carry 

out such an important task.  
 

In response to question 17, 100% of parents confirmed the importance of this mandate 

that centres must provide such information and awareness. However, they also 

believed that the responsibility for raising awareness and building knowledge of 

parents about giftedness should also come from the Ministry of Education (64.3%), the 

media (19%), universities (3.6%) or other unspecified sources (12.5%).  
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When questioned on the desirability of placing students in full-time special schools to 

cater for their giftedness, only 58% of parents believed that this would enhance their 

child’s education and 12.5% were unsure; by contrast, 29.5% indicated that enrolment 

in special full-time schools was not needed to enhance their children’s performance. It 

is unclear from these data whether the resistance from about one-third of the parents to 

full-time provision is a result of their lack of knowledge about gifted students and their 

needs or whether it derives from a belief that the combination of regular school and 

gifted centre is suitable. But their responses to question 19, which asked them to select 

one approach only, would suggest that they would prefer some form of special 

provision. As Table 4.3 indicates, 34.8% of parents indicated that gifted students 

should be placed full time in special schools and the same percentage (34.8%) agreed 

that they should be placed in centres for afternoon, weekend and holiday tuition, that 

is, an extra-curricular offering that currently exists. These data indicate that many 

parents do not agree with the government policy, which is only to provide part-time 

centres. 
 

Table 4.3 Parents’ views of the appropriate approach to develop gifted children 
 

Question Responses Count % 

Enrolling them in special 

full-time schools 

39 34.8 

Establishing special 

centres 

39 34.8 

Placing them in special 

classes in their regular 

schools 

20 17.9 

Q 19.1-4 

What is the most appropriate approach to develop 

gifted students? 

Develop them in their 

regular schools 

14 12.5 
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Analysis of documentation 
With reference to government documentation on the importance of organized 

programming for the gifted, it is evident that there is a clear and comprehensive policy 

for such provision for the gifted in Saudi Arabia. It was not until 1969 that official 

attention started to be paid to gifted students, when the Saudi government endorsed a 

bill entitled “The Education Policy in the Kingdom”, through Decree No. 779 of 16-17 

September 1969. One of the quintessential axes of the bill calls for devoting attention 

to gifted and talented students. This was emphasized by Article 57 of the 

abovementioned decree which points out that one of the major goals of Saudi 

education is “identifying gifted students, nurturing them, and providing varied 

resources and opportunities to develop their gifts within the framework of general 

programs, and through applying special programs” (Ministry of Education, 1969, p. 

16).  Furthermore, Articles 192, 193 and 194 of the decree reinforced these goals by 

calling on the state to offer all possible attention to gifted students for the purpose of 

“developing and directing their talents, and for the relevant authorities to apply 

strategies to identify them and to offer them, specially-tailored educational programs, 

along with incentive rewards” (Ministry of Education, 1969, p. 24).  

 

Nevertheless, there is huge disparity in practice. All results from the data analyzed 

earlier confirmed this division between legislation and delivery. It must be stated from 

an educational point of view how difficult it is to overcome such a wide gap. It is easy 

to write policy but extremely difficult to enact the legislation in the real world if 

assistance is not given totally to support government mandates in the complex arena of 

gifted education.  

 

Gifted provisions  

In response to the sub-question exploring the current gifted provisions and how they 

have been implemented, the data cover all aspects of current practices from policy, 

procedures, selection process of teachers and students, curricular modification, 

facilities, equipment and so forth. Such an analysis should be thorough and penetrating 

because it draws from multiple stakeholders. It reflects the fundamental target of this 
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study, which is to reveal the reality of gifted education in Saudi Arabia. Following the 

format for the previous question, responses to the staff questionnaire will be analyzed 

first, followed by students, parents and completed by a review of the interviews carried 

out. 

 

Staff perspectives  

Demographic data of the staff linked to the centres was collected and is displayed in 

Table 4.4. This indicates that the ages of the respondents formed a normal curve 

ranging from 26 to above 51 (Q. 3) and they ranged in experience from one year to 

above 16 years at the centre (Q. 6). This reveals the relative youthfulness of the staff 

involved in the gifted centres. In terms of their qualifications, 75.7% of the participants 

had a Bachelors degree and 13.6% held an Education Diploma. Only 10% of the 

participants possessed a Master’s degree and only one person held a Doctoral degree. 

The majority of participants (89.3%) work full time, with a total of 96.8% of 

respondents working in the morning. These results are in direct contradiction of 

Ministry of Education policies, which have determined their gifted education activities 

should be in the afternoon, at the weekend or in summer holidays.  

 

As can be seen in Table 4.4, 58.6% of respondents described their gifted centre as a 

place for a group of gifted students to learn a specific curriculum part time, while a 

total of 28.2% selected other part-time options. Fewer than 10% of the staff 

respondents indicated that their centre was full-time, which is not surprising given that 

part-time offering is what is supported by policy. It should be noted that the centres 

were never established as schools with planned curricula or other prescribed school 

activities. 
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Table 4.4 Demographic data of the staff respondents 

 Question Responses Count % 
Q1 Current position administrator 55 19.6 

  supervisor 100 35.7 
  teacher full time 112 40.0 
  teacher part time 13 4.6 

Q2 Gender male 166 59.3 
  female 114 40.7 

Q3 Age from 20-25 0 .0 
  from 26-30 52 18.6 
  from 31-35 90 32.1 
  from 36-40 72 25.7 
  from 41-45 47 16.8 
  from 46-50 17 6.1 
  51+ 2 .7 

Q4 Work status full 250 89.3 
  partial 30 10.7 

Q5 Work time  morning 271 96.8 
  evening 9 3.2 

Q6 Years at the centre from 1-3 116 41.4 
  from 4-6 120 42.9 

  from 7-9 31 11.1 
  from 10-12 9 3.2 
  from 13-15 3 1.1 
  more than 16 1 .4 

Q7 Years of work before 
work at the centre none 13 4.6 

  from 1-3 42 15.0 
  from 4-6 48 17.1 
  from7-9 49 17.5 
  from10-12 55 19.6 
  from 13-15 30 10.7 
  from 16-+ 43 15.4 

Q8 Highest degree earned Bachelor 212 75.7 
  Education diploma 38 13.6 
  Master 28 10.0 
  PhD 1 .4 
  Other 1 .4 

Q9 Description of the 
centre full-time school 26 9.3 

  a place for a group of gifted students to learn a 
specific curriculum part time 164 58.6 

  a place for  a group of gifted students to 
practise extra activities part time 49 17.5 

  a place for  a group of gifted students to learn a 
specific curriculum at week-end or in summer  13 4.6 

  a place for a group of gifted students to practise 
extra activities at the week-end or in summer 17 6.1 

  other 11 3.9 
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Gifted students’ programs are not available at all levels of schooling. They commence 

in the latter three years of elementary school according to 88.9% of the respondents 

and even later in some districts; regrettably, this may preclude the opportunity to 

educate these students at an earlier age. But 9.3% of the respondents indicated that the 

gifted program commenced in the early grades of primary school.  

 

As indicated previously, there were mixed responses from teachers regarding the 

supply of equipment and resources to the centres, which suggested uneven 

implementation of the policy. Another critical factor in successful gifted education is 

the necessity to have well-trained, knowledgeable and committed teachers. Such 

teachers are usually chosen from mainstream schools to work in the centres because 

there are no specialist teachers currently in Saudi Arabia since tertiary educational 

institutions have not yet provided such special education. Thus, any teacher now 

working in centres would have to participate in in-service training in the field of gifted 

education and this is the responsibility of the gifted centres. 

 

The responses to question 16 in the staff questionnaire indicate that 87.5% have not 

completed a specialization course on working with gifted students, whether at college 

or university.  A total of 80.4% of teachers do not have a degree in gifted education, 

although many said that they received a workshop or on-the-job training within the 

centre or outside the district. Finally, 9% of the gifted teachers at the centres reported 

that had not received any type of training at all.  
 

It is apparent from this outcome that centres are not accepting their responsibility to 

have well-trained staff. When asked to rate the adequacy of their training in gifted 

education, almost half the staff believed that it was average. Moreover, question 18 of 

the staff questionnaire asked the participants to comment on the need for additional 

training. Most respondents (89.6%) agreed that the teachers needed additional training 

to help them meet the needs of gifted students while 4.6% of this group disagreed and 

5.7% remained unsure. 

 



105 

 

Furthermore, question 19 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants to define the 

kind of additional training that teachers need to enhance their teaching of gifted 

students. The majority of respondents indicated that they needed specialist 

undergraduate (36.8%) or postgraduate degrees (42.9%) to be appropriately qualified 

and able to teach the gifted students. Twenty percent of the respondents believed that a 

short course following their degree or visits to exemplary programs would be sufficient 

to enhance their teaching effectiveness with gifted students. 

 

Question 20 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants how the supervisor of the 

gifted centre is selected. Most of the participants responded that the supervisors were 

selected to work in gifted centres according to their qualifications and experience. The 

majority (58.2%) of the respondents indicated that qualifications were pre-eminent and 

68.9% nominated experience as a selection criterion.  

 

Question 21 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants how the centre's teachers 

were selected. The majority of the participants indicated that the selection of teacher 

candidates for positions at the centre were based on a combination of qualifications 

(64.6%), experience (57.1%) and judgements of their pedagogical and creative 

excellence (70%). While this indicates that the method of nomination and selection of 

teachers for the gifted centres is conducted in accordance with the policy’s established 

criteria, it does not mean that those selected are the best-trained or most appropriate to 

work with gifted students. This is because their qualifications, experience and 

pedagogical skills are relevant to general education rather than specific to gifted 

children. 
 

Question 22 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants their views on the 

minimum educational qualifications the teacher should have. From the result of this 

question, it is evident that more than 85% of respondents indicated that the minimum 

qualification of a teacher should be a bachelor's degree. The remaining respondents 

believed that higher qualifications were necessary. 
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Question 23 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants whether an acceleration 

system was utilised in the district because it is considered one of the effective means 

for catering for the needs of gifted students, and is well supported by research evidence 

(see Chapter 2). Acceleration was not widely evident in the centres as revealed in the 

77.5% negative response; 6.4% of this group reported that acceleration was utilised 

and 16.1% remained unsure. Furthermore, Question 23.1 of the staff questionnaire 

asked the participants what kind of acceleration procedures applied. This question 

continues from the previous question and, not surprisingly, very few teachers 

responded. Where acceleration was used, it predominantly consisted of accelerating 

students into the next level of work (4.6% of total sample), early admission into the 

first grade of elementary school (0.7%), or some other unspecified form of acceleration 

(1.1%). 
 

Such discussion naturally leads to Question 24 of the staff questionnaire, which asked 

the participants about the type of curriculum offered for gifted students as the 

curriculum offered to gifted students is critically important in this field. The majority 

(69.3%) of respondents indicated that there were some specially-designed curricula for 

gifted students in place at the centres, while a further 17.5% reported that there was a 

modified curriculum of the mainstream curriculum; however, 13.2% of the staff 

participants responded that there was no differentiated curriculum on offer in the gifted 

centre for the gifted students. Again, this finding illustrates the sporadic and uneven 

nature of the provisions for gifted students across the districts in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Question 29 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants whether the selection 

method that was used in the school to nominate gifted students to the gifted program in 

the centre was appropriate. The results indicated that 48.9% of respondents believed 

that the selection procedures utilised to nominate the gifted students were appropriate; 

26.1% believed that the selection procedures were not appropriate and 25.0% remained 

unsure. This result will be discussed further under procedures for selection of students.   

 

Question 30 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants what measures were used 

by the district to identify gifted students. It is clear from the results that the centres 
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used a broad range of measures to identify gifted students. The measures that were 

most frequently used in identification of giftedness, however were IQ tests, teacher 

rating scales and teacher nomination. The usage of these measures according to the 

participants’ responses was 80.7% for IQ testing, 60.4% for teacher rating scales and 

77.5% for teacher nomination. Full results are displayed in Table 4.5.   

 

Table 4.5 The measures used by districts to identify gifted students  
Yes No 

Selection procedures 
Count % Count % 

identify gifted by IQ test 226 80.7 54 19.3 

identify gifted by achievement test 122 43.6 158 56.4 

identify gifted by creativity test 71 25.4 209 74.6 

identify gifted by teaching rating scales 169 60.4 111 39.6 

identify gifted by student products / portfolios 110 39.3 170 60.7 

identify gifted by student interview 35 12.5 245 87.5 

identify gifted by teachers’ nomination 217 77.5 63 22.5 

identify gifted by parents’ nomination 80 28.6 200 71.4 

identify gifted by peer nomination 32 11.4 248 88.6 

identify gifted by students’ self-nomination 37 13.2 243 86.8 

not sure 2 .7 278 99.3 

Q 30 

identify gifted by other means 21 7.5 259 92.5 

 

Staff Interviews 

Ten staff members were interviewed to gain additional insights into the kind of 

academic and educational services that the gifted centre offered its enrolled gifted 

students. All ten of the respondents described the programs provided for the gifted as 

enrichment courses. However, many of them defined enrichment in ways that differ 

from the literature (see Chapter 2). The staff participants indicated that enrichment 

programs were created by making choice of some subject matter taken from the normal 
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mainstream curricula. According to all the interviewees, no other specialised programs 

were specifically provided by the gifted centres.  

 

Some attention was given to the social and emotional aspects of the education of the 

gifted students. For example, one supervisor working in a centre reported that "there is 

an ancillary service provided in [his] centre to support a gifted student, which included 

counselling and a preparation and orientation program to overcome any anxieties felt 

by potential students. It is a form of socialization". Another female supervisor 

commented that "there is an extra program provided for gifted girl students, which is 

called thinking-learning training so that the students learn different analytical strategies 

to help in avoiding the more traditional rote learning methods of normal mainstream 

classes. This allows the students to demonstrate their giftedness and skills in an 

enrichment program, whether in the school or a centre".  This would indicate that, 

while the content of the curriculum was similar to the mainstream, there was some 

differentiation at the level of processes, at least for some gifted students. 

 

The interviewees were also asked about the nature of the relationship between the 

gifted centre and the parents after enrolling their children in the program.  Nine of the 

ten interviewees stated that the relationship between parent and the gifted centres was 

not smooth, although teachers from the centres, both male and female, were recognised 

as trying to bridge this gap. In contrast, one interviewee said that the relationship 

between the two groups was good.  One of the centre directors explained that “We feel 

we are in quarantine from the culture of Saudi Arabian society. The reason for this is 

that the parents do not have the capacity to maintain contact with centres to keep a 

cordial relationship. From our side we are trying to improve the link.” In addition, he 

said, “It may be that the parents have not sufficient conviction to come to the centres 

and improve the relationship despite our offer of a firm welcome to them. We want to 

maintain a harmonious and co-operative relationship.” 

 

Another one of the interviews stated: “We tried to organize an annual meeting for the 

parents to explain all centre activities in order to win the trust of parents and their co-
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operation in the development of their children’s giftedness.” This interview refers to 

the strong opposition from a certain number of parents towards accepting their 

children’s participation in the centre’s program. One participant explained such 

opposition by saying that “Parents were worried that participation would impact 

negatively on their children’s achievement in the normal school.” 

 

In response, the centre director stated, “We visited some parents in their homes to 

explain that the children’s participation in the gifted centre programs was important. 

Equally important was co-operation from the parents in caring for their children which 

would confirm that their children’s participation would not have a detrimental impact 

on school performance.”  

 

To summarise, nearly all interviewees agreed that there were some issues in the 

relationship between parents and centres that represented a weakness in the 

effectiveness of the gifted centres meeting the needs of their gifted clientele. Perhaps 

this is due to the lack of parental conviction about the efficacy of gifted centre 

programs or the fact that the parents had not witnessed any obvious achievement in 

their children because of these programs. The severity of this problem impacts on the 

provision of gifted programs on Saudi Arabia because the success of such programs is 

interconnected with every player being linked in the equation of gifted education. 

 

A related issue that was raised in the interviews was the relationships between the 

gifted centres and their local community and concerned institutions, including schools. 

A proportion of respondents indicated that there was a major structural weakness in the 

relationship between Saudi Arabian society and the centres. The centres cannot 

strengthen this weak link because they cannot provide sufficient equipment and 

support to indicate just how valuable gifted centres really are and to convey the 

importance of their message that all sectors of Saudi Arabian society need to be 

involved in such activities.  

 



110 

 

One participant reported that “we organized a scientific meeting to try to explain the 

centre’s vision but received no response from either the government or private sector 

even though some persons in both sectors had actually been involved in providing 

service to gifted centres.” Again, all participants confirmed the inadequacies of the 

relationship between society at all levels with gifted centres. In fact, sometimes there 

existed simply nothing that could be defined as a connection.  

 

This result is not so strange because the relationship between parents and gifted centres 

is weak; therefore, at a one-step remove, the relationship between the wider Saudi 

Arabian society and the gifted centres is even weaker. That this is so is in itself a 

metaphor whereby society reflects a general indifference towards gifted students and 

their education.  

 

This finding is of critical importance, revealing how large a problem this is for gifted 

education in Saudi Arabia. The staff views suggest that gifted centres are suffering in 

Saudi Arabia because the centres cannot completely carry the responsibility of wholly 

handling the gifted as this finally rests on total co-operation between all segments of 

society. In the end, if this co-operation does not occur, therein lies the failure of society 

to recognise the importance of giftedness in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Students’ perspectives  

As indicated previously, the students indicated that there were differences between 

their schools and the gifted centres in terms of resources, teacher quality and 

effectiveness, and curricula. However, the results were highly variable and there was a 

relatively large of unsure responses for each item. This suggests that there is a great 

deal of variability in these areas across the districts in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Parents’ perspectives  

To gauge parents’ satisfaction with the gifted program their children were receiving, 

the questionnaire posed two questions. Question 7 of the parent questionnaire asked 
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Question 14 of the parent questionnaire asked the participants to rate the components 

that they believe have the most effect (family; school; family and school; gifted centre; 

and, all of the above) on developing gifted students. They were asked to rate the 

components using a scale ranging from 0-5, with 0 representing unsure, 1 representing 

very important and 5 not at all important. As indicated in Table 4.6, participants agreed 

that all components were involved in the development of their children’s giftedness to 

varying degrees. The relative ambivalence in terms of the importance of the gifted 

centre in developing giftedness is not surprising, given the number of parents who 

indicated that their child attended the gifted centre. 
 

Table 4.6 Source of the greatest effect on the development of gifted students  
Source of influence  0 1 2 3 4 5 

Count 27 32 22 12 9 10 
Family 

% 24.1 28.6 19.6 10.7 8.0 8.9 

Count 26 7 23 28 21 7 
School 

% 23.2 6.3 20.5 25.0 18.8 6.3 

Count 29 20 20 24 13 6 
Both the family and school 

% 25.9 17.9 17.9 21.4 11.6 5.4 

Count 29 20 20 24 13 6 
The centre for the gifted 

% 26.8 10.7 16.1 15.2 23.2 8.0 

Count 21 51 1 4 35 26 

Q 14 

All of the above 
% 18.8 45.5 .9 3.6 31.3 23.2 

 

Question 18 of the parent questionnaire asked the participants whether it was 

preferable to have gifted students enrolled in special full-time schools in order for 

them to succeed. More than half of the respondents (58%) indicated that having gifted 

students enrolled in special full-time schools was appropriate for success in their gifted 

program. However, a third of the parents (29.5%) indicated that full-time special 

schools were not necessary and a further 12.5% indicated that they were unsure. This 

result suggests some parental concern about the part-time nature of the program that 

has been provided by the centres and may be one of the reasons that more parents 

support the school’s curriculum.  As presented previously, the parents indicated a 
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preference for full-time programs, with 34.8% suggesting that enrolling gifted students 

in full-time schools was the most appropriate approach, while another 34.8% wanted 

them enrolled in full-time special centres.  

 

Selection of Gifted Students  

Staff perspectives  

Question 27 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants to indicate their support 

for statements that described the selection system of gifted students in the gifted 

centre.  These statements were adopted for this study and were based wholly on the 

NAGC standards. The participants responded to a five-point scale, ranging from 

strongly disagree (SD) to strongly agree (SA). For most of the modified NAGC-

standard statements, the responses from the staff indicated agreement with the 

procedures used in the identification of gifted students for the gifted centres, although 

a reasonably-sized percentage of the respondents remained undecided on all items 

(range from 7.5% to 35.4%). The items on which there was clear agreement from a 

significant number of participants included the existence of a definition of giftedness 

(89.3%), the use of multiple selection procedures (83.2%), the selection methods 

matching the centre’s targets and educational programs (80%), the availability of 

nomination forms in schools (80.7%), selection tools are administered by a specialist 

trained in measurement techniques (83.9%), and the centre defines cut-off scores for 

selection (76.8%). The responses would indicate that these standards are practised 

widely across the districts in Saudi Arabia. 

 

However, there were several standards where there was a marked spread across all 

possible responses or where there were relatively large percentages of participants 

selecting ‘unsure’ — for example, the reliability of tools used and their usefulness with 

low achieving students. These mixed responses suggest, again, variability in practices 

across the regions in a number of procedures considered important by the NAGC. The 

full details on the responses of participants to the selection standards are displayed in 

Table 4.7.  
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Table 4.7 The selection system of gifted students in the centre   
Selection Standards  SD D U A SA 

count 1 8 21 142 108 1 The centre adopted a definition of gifted students 

% .4 2.9 7.5 50.7 38.6 
count 1 16 30 118 115 2 Uses multiple procedures in selection  

% 4 5.7 10.7 42.1 41.1 

count 13 20 70 112 65 3 The tools used were developed specifically for the centre 

functions % 4.6 7.1 25.0 40.0 23.2 

count 9 37 99 95 40 4 Tools used have high reliability  

% 3.2 13.2 35.4 33.9 14.3 

count 5 18 91 129 37 5 Tools  reflect the centre targets and its educational 

programs % 1.8 6.4 32.5 46.1 13.2 

count 1 17 38 141 83 6 Tools  reflect the centre targets and its educational 

programs % 4 6.1 13.6 50.4 29.6 

count 16 38 89 101 36 7 The selection system is effective with low achievement 

students % 5.7 13.6 31.8 36.1 12.9 

count 9 54 60 107 50 8 The school achievement rate for the nominated students 

should have specific limit % 3.2 19.3 21.4 38.2 17.9 

count 8 38 39 136 59 9 Decisions of the selection are taken by a specialist 

committee  % 2.9 13.6 13.9 48.6 21.1 

count 23 63 57 100 37 10 An annual awareness campaign of the selection system was 

organized  % 8.2 22.5 20.4 35.7 13.2 

count 22 67 92 77 22 11 Decisions for selecting those students who were on the cut-

off scores based on case study  % 7.9 23.9 32.9 27.5 7.9 

count 3 12 39 123 103 12 Distributed nomination forms for enrolment in all targeted 

schools  % 1.1 4.3 13.9 43.9 36.8 

count 10 23 84 114 49 13 Reviews and evaluates the system of selection on a regular 

basis % 3.6 8.2 30.0 40.7 17.5 

count 5 15 25 111 124 14 There is a specialist trained in measurement technique to 

apply the tools % 1.8 5.4 8.9 39.6 44.3 

count 6 10 49 107 108 

Q 

27 

15 The centre defines cut-off scores for selection  

% 2.1 3.6 17.5 38.2 38.6 

 

 

Question 29 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants whether the selection 

methods used with the gifted students were appropriate. The responses showed that 

almost half the respondents (48.9%) agreed that the selection method was appropriate. 

However, 26.1% reported that the selection procedures were not appropriate and 25% 
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reported that they were unsure. Again, this finding signals variability in practice and 

knowledge across the regions in Saudi Arabia. 
 

As indicated in the previous section, question 30 of the staff questionnaire asked the 

participants which measures were used by the centres to formally identify gifted 

students. The responses indicated that predominantly three methods were used, which 

were IQ tests (80.7%), teachers’ rating scale (60.4%) and teachers’ nomination (77. 

5%).  These limited selection procedures are in contradiction to the points raised in the 

literature of the need for a great variety of selection means when assessing gifted 

students. IQ tests were the preferred choice whereas wider readings consider IQ as 

only one possible instrument.  
 

Staff Interview 

The interviews with ten staff members examined the specific definition of the notion 

of talent and giftedness used in the districts and whether the identification means 

matched this definition. Opinions on this question were divided with a variety of 

responses. A small number of interviewees confirmed that there was a definition of 

giftedness that could be correlated with the tools of measurement used to identify the 

gifted (n=3).  Other respondents responded that they did not follow any definition 

specifically but agreed that it formed a framework that could define the components 

that would measure the student through such components. In fact, these components 

would define giftedness or otherwise (n=5). However, the measurement's tools were 

the final arbiter of giftedness. Therefore, if a high score was achieved on the Wechsler 

Test or the Torrance Test then these were the criteria to place a student in a gifted 

program.  

 

Another tool was to look for creative results from the student in specialist subjects, 

such as mathematics, physics, chemistry and so on, that help teachers identify a student 

for a gifted program. They added, however, that some students performed very well on 

a measurement test but failed to succeed in specialist enrichment subjects like 

mathematics or science courses. Because of this apparent contradiction, the Ministry of 
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Education tried to focus on programs that were more targeted enrichment programs 

rather than comprehensive enrichment programs. This meant a focus on specialist 

subjects suited to the particular talents of the gifted students, or in other words, an 

emphasis on quality rather than quantity in the Ministry of Education programs.    

 

Two respondents voiced their concern with accepting a single definition. Rather they 

believed that it was necessary to delve beneath a surface definition and answer such 

questions as: What do we want? Who is the target group? What equipment is 

available? What are the expected outcomes?  Pursuant to responding to these questions 

a definition can then be refined according to actual needs. One interviewee 

commented: "In fact, an educational specialist has indicated that there are more than 

150 definitions of giftedness according to these questions. What is necessary is to 

adopt and adapt these to a Saudi Arabia education setting." He went on to say that "the 

use of the American Psychologists Association (sic) definition of giftedness, which 

includes IQ test, Creativity, general and special Ability [should] be modified to suit 

Saudi Arabian conditions."      

 

Another speaker stated that one of the indications used in their program was the 

student’s record of the previous four years of high achievement as well as creative 

output and teacher nomination. He was critical of this procedure and particularly 

emphasized that "teacher nomination was unprofessional because teachers were not 

trained to recognize the qualities and characteristics of giftedness and often resorted to 

favouritism or parental pressures".   

 

The selection procedures used to determine gifted students varied from district to 

district, according to one respondent. He said: "This may be due to ignorance of 

measurement tools or over-application of such tools because of the lack of specialists 

in the measurement of gifted students. And also [the] lack of clear direction and 

oversight by the Ministry of Education in ensuring equitable and consistent application 

of such measurement." 
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It can be concluded from the significant differences in response, that the failure to be 

consistent in applying the same measurements in all the districts, both in the male and 

female centres, may have resulted in the loss of gifted students who have not been 

recognised. A student may have been selected in one district but fail to be recognised 

in a neighbouring district because different procedures are used. This also represents a 

failure in implementing equity in the systems adopted.  

 

The researcher queried whether the identification data were placed at the disposal of 

the teachers to be used in meeting the needs of the gifted students selected. Three 

interviewees indicated that identification results were provided to the teachers so that 

they would know the outcomes and so provide appropriate training for the gifted 

(n=3). However, the remaining seven interviewees indicated that there was little point 

in providing results to teachers because there were no specialist teachers able to 

interpret these results and design a program appropriate to the needs of the gifted 

students based on the test data.  

 

There were also some concerns expressed about the privacy of the individuals. One 

female participant stated, in reference to the test data, that "this result is confidential 

and should not be publicly available but the director who does know the outcome in 

the gifted program can indicate some of the parameters that a program might be for the 

students in that centre". Another supervisor of the centre said that "a teacher would not 

know the results because the gifted students do not stay a long time in the centre, but 

instead I would give a teacher an indication of what the teacher should provide in 

specific subjects that enhance their enrichment." 

 

It is obvious that there is a lack of confidence still amongst the management of the 

identification programs of students within centres. Perhaps these results derive from 

the measurement tools utilised and also the absence of knowledge about implementing 

and judging the measurement processes. There is no clear vision or approach in the 

centres of how to use the right instruments, indicating a major structural weakness in 

the current system.   
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Students’ perspectives  

Question 2 of the student questionnaire asked the participants who first discovered 

their giftedness. There was a divided response about who first discovered the 

giftedness in an individual, whereby 49.9% indicated that such discovery occurred 

with the gifted program supervisor in the school. This was followed by a second 

category where 27.5% of parents made the initial discovery; fewer responses were 

obtained for the categories of a class teacher (14.1%), a classmate (3.4%), and other 

sources that totalled 5.4%. 

 

Question 3 of the student questionnaire asked the participants at what stage of their 

schooling that their giftedness had been identified and 69.1% of students indicated that 

it had occurred in the last three years of primary school and 2.7% indicated that it was 

in middle school.  Given the need to identify giftedness as early as possible, this 

statistic is disappointing as it meant that the first three years of elementary school ay 

have been wasted for these students in terms of more closely meeting their needs. It is 

somewhat encouraging that nearly 30% of the students were identified as gifted at an 

earlier stage of their schooling, with 19.5% indicating that they were selected in the 

first three years of elementary school and a further 8.7% reporting that they were 

identified as gifted prior to starting elementary school. 

 

Question 6 of the student questionnaire asked the participants by which criteria gifted 

students were identified. According to the student respondents, there were 

predominantly three tools used to select their giftedness, including IQ tests (64.4%), 

special abilities (63.8%) and teacher nomination (50.3%). The remaining six 

measurement tools were rarely used. This outcome mirrors the results of the staff 

questionnaire discussed earlier.  
 

Question 10 of the student questionnaire asked the participants whether they were 

informed of the purpose and nature of the identification measures before taking the 



119 

 

identification test. For most students this did not occur as 30.9% of the participants 

indicated they had been given this information while 69.1% indicated that they were 

unaware of the purpose and nature of the procedures. The low level of awareness by 

students of the identification measurement purpose and procedures may have 

influenced student performance and possibly have had a negative impact, with the final 

outcome of on-identification of some gifted students.  

 

Question 11 of the student questionnaire asked the participants whether they were 

nominated first by the school or the centre. The responses show that 81.9% of the 

students indicated that the school was the source of nomination, while 13.4% of the 

students indicated that they were first nominated by the centre.  
 

Question 12 of the student questionnaire asked the participants about the measures 

adopted by their school to nominate gifted students.  About half (54.4%) of the 

respondents indicated that teacher nomination was the primary tool used by their 

school to nominate them for entry into the centre gifted programs. Moreover, 32.9% 

reported that school grades were utilised. The remaining students selected other forms 

of nomination as can be seen in Table 4.8. The issue for Saudi Arabia in these results 

is that these forms of nomination have proved problematic according to Ministry of 

Education senior personnel (Ahamad, personal communication, July 5, 2007). In 

addition to the advice of senior Ministry personnel, the researcher’s own experience of 

35 years working for the Ministry of Education suggests that there is a lack of 

reliability in the selection process relying so heavily on teacher nomination and school 

grades. It has been widely reported to the Ministry that some students who have been 

nominated by their teachers in the schools, subsequently have failed to reach the IQ 

cut-off required (Ahamad, personal communication, July 5, 2007). Where students 

were allowed to enter the centre directly from teacher nomination, many have been 

unable to cope with the work and returned as “failures” to the schools after having 

dropped out of the centres (Ahamad, personal communication, July 5, 2007). Again, 

there is variability across the regions in how students are nominated, selected and then 

matched to an appropriate program in the gifted centre. 
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Table 4.8 The measures adopted by the school to nominate gifted students     
Question Responses Count % 

Teacher's nomination 81 54.4 

Outstanding grades in school 49 32.9 

School nomination 14 9.4 

The nomination of a relative of mine who 

works at the school 
1 .7 

The nomination of one of my classmates, 

who joined the program first 
1 .7 

Q 

12 
The measures adopted by school to nominate 

you for the Gifted Program 

A personal desire and self-nomination 3 2.0 

 

Parents’ perspectives  

Question 3 of the parent questionnaire asked the participants when their child was first 

diagnosed as gifted. More than fifty percent (53.6%) of the parent participants 

indicated that their children's giftedness was detected in the final three years of 

elementary school which confirms the similar finding in the student questionnaire 

discussed earlier. But a number of parents also indicated that this occurred earlier with 

15.2% reporting that their child was identified in Kindergarten and another 28.6% 

reporting that their child was identified in the first three years of elementary school. 

Teachers’ selection and training   

Staff perspectives  

Question 15 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants whether they supported 

the statements of the NAGC as modified for the context of the selection system of 

teachers to work in the gifted centre. The results (see Table 4.9) overall demonstrated 

the participants’ agreement with the procedures used to select and train gifted teachers 

in the gifted centres. For most items, the level of agreement was in the 65% to 90% 

range. Variations to this agreement patter pertain to items 3 and 7. Item 3 was a 

negative item – namely, “Teachers are selected according to social relationships with 

the officials at the centre” – and therefore, the level of disagreement with such a 

statement is heartening. Item 7 concerned the educational qualifications of the 
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teachers, with the results showing that fewer than 30% of respondents agreed that the 

staff at the gifted centres possessed higher educational qualifications. A review will 

occur later in the staff interview analysis of their perspective on the procedure for 

teacher selection and training to confirm this outcome.      

 

Table 4.9 Procedures associated with teacher selection and training (modified 

from the NAGC Standards) 
 Q 15: Standards  SD D U A SA 

count 6 23 41 106 104 1 Teachers are selected according to clear criteria 

% 2.1 8.2 14.6 37.9 37.1 

count 17 34 53 113 63 2 Teachers are selected by a committee of experts and specialist 

educators % 6.1 12.1 18.9 40.4 22.5 
count 87 84 59 32 18 3 Teachers are selected according to social relationships with the 

officials at the centre % 31.1 30.0 21.1 11.4 6.4 

count 2 22 39 107 110 4 Teachers enrol in a training program in the care of gifted 

students before they are assigned to the centre % 7 7.9 13.9 38.2 39.3 

count 4 5 33 139 99 5 Teachers enrol in a variety of training programs after joining 

work at the centre % 1.4 1.8 11.8 49.6 35.4 

count 5 13 34 85 143 6 Most teachers at the centre are full-time 

% 1.8 4.6 12.1 30.4 51.1 

count 44 85 69 55 27 7 Teachers in the centre obtain high educational qualifications 

(high Diploma, MA) % 15.7 30.4 24.6 19.6 9.6 

count 2 13 48 129 88 8 Teachers go through supervision, guidance and periodic 

evaluations % .7 4.6 17.1 46.1 31.4 

count 8 18 66 120 68 9 Teachers follow descriptive written instructions in their job for 

tasks required  % 2.9 6.4 23.6 42.9 24.3 

count 9 28 65 133 45 10 Teachers use a variety of methods in evaluation of students’ 

achievement (such as tests or others ...) % 3.2 10.0 23.2 47.5 16.1 

count 13 45 78 109 35 11 Teachers participate in the development of educational units’ 

enrichment through the regular school curriculum % 4.6 16.1 27.9 38.9 12.5 

count 5 21 80 121 53 12 Teachers are fully aware of the characteristics, needs and 

problems of gifted students % 1.8 7.5 28.6 43.2 18.9 

count 4 37 77 125 37 13 Teachers are committed to have parents participate in the 

centre activities  % 1.4 13.2 27.5 44.6 13.2 

count 1 3 37 128 111 14 Teachers are well oriented in how to use the computer 

% .4 1.1 13.2 45.7 39.6 
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Question 16 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants about the teacher training 

in gifted education they had received and 91.8% of respondents indicated that they had 

received no specialised teacher training of any kind. Further, 80.4% indicated that the 

teacher did not receive even a short course on giftedness in their initial degrees at 

college or University. Additionally, 80.4% indicated that it was not possible to obtain a 

degree in gifted education. These results suggest potential weaknesses in teacher 

preparation and training to work effectively in the gifted centres. This has implications 

for how well the teachers can cater to their gifted students in the absence of systematic 

and specialised training.  
 

As indicated previously, question 17 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants to 

what extent their general training had adequately prepared them to teach gifted 

students.  The majority of respondents indicated that they were poorly or moderately 

trained to teach gifted students, which indicates that centres still have a great deal of 

scope to professionally develop their staff. This was reinforced by the finding, 

discussed earlier, that 89.6% of staff indicated the need for additional training to assist 

in their daily educational tasks with gifted students.  

 

Staff Interview 

The staff interviewees were asked measures were being followed in selecting teachers, 

and what kind of training courses, if any, were offered.  Participants in the interviews 

defined the selection processes for teachers of the gifted as follows:  

 

No measures exist to uniquely select teachers either from the Ministry of 

Education or within the centres themselves (N= 3);   

Some measures exist but come from the centres themselves and are regarded as 

inadequate in choosing outstanding teachers able to work with highly gifted 

students;  

Due to the lack of overall control, teachers have slipped through the system 

and are teaching the gifted while lacking any serious qualifications or 

experience with such a group, many of whom come straight out of university 
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and lack any prior professional background in gifted education.  They have no 

appropriate training. Worse, a number has no knowledge of the concept and 

nature of gifted education (N=2).   

 

A female supervisor commented: "There are measurement tools from the Department 

of the Gifted in the Ministry of Education, which included graded levels relating to 

personal characteristics, academic qualifications, experience, and training including 

some other considerations.  After that we provide for the nominated teachers intensive 

training courses in areas of gifted education." 

 

Another supervisor stated: “There is no specific measurement either from the Ministry 

of Education or the centres but rather assessment depends on the experience and vision 

of workers in the centre.” In addition, he mentioned that “the selection caused huge 

problems such as the Ministry of Education’s failure to employ specialist teachers and 

the requirement of twenty four hours per week of input by teachers to this group did 

not occur. As well, there is no encouragement to these teachers to undertake such 

specialist work. As a result, when we select teachers from any school, unfortunately, 

because of their employment conditions, they continue to be assessed as teachers 

within the school and not the centre. Thus, their loyalties remain with the schools.” In 

another interview, it was stated that “many teachers nominated themselves to work in 

centres but they lacked commitment to respond to the rigorous responsibilities that 

gifted teaching entailed, despite even getting appropriate training and awareness of 

such obligation to gifted students and the nature of gifted education.” 

 

Some centre directors indicated that “there is no complete program in Saudi Arabia to 

prepare gifted teachers which includes scientific subjects, teaching strategies and 

measurement tools to specifically prepare teachers to be able to work with gifted 

students and meet their needs.” 

 

It is clear from the above responses that a review of the selection procedures is vital in 

preparing gifted teachers because such selection is the major component of any gifted 
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program. It appears that there is no systematic control from the Ministry of Education 

or the centres with the result there is no official recognition of the efforts of current 

practising teachers in accordance with mainstream thinking about gifted education. 

Hence, at the moment teachers of the gifted are not developing Saudi Arabians to their 

full potential.  The Saudi Arabian Ministry of Education, thus, faces huge difficulties 

because it is not able to systematically approach and plan for gifted education delivery 

to all centres in a consistent fashion.  

 

The curriculum  

Staff perspectives  

As previously indicated, question 24 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants 

whether there were specific curricula offered to the gifted students in the centre. The 

results showed that 69.3% of respondents indicated that there were some special 

curricula in place at the centre, 17.5% indicated that there were modified versions of 

mainstream curriculum, and 13.2% reported that there were no differentiated curricula 

offered to the gifted students in the centre. 

 

Question 25 of the staff questionnaire asked the participants their level of agreement or 

disagreement with a number of statements related to the curriculum enrichment 

provided for gifted students in the gifted centre.  For each statement, the most popular 

response was agreement (see Table 4.10). The items that received high levels of 

agreement (defined as above 75% for Agree and Strongly Agree combined) were those 

that described an enrichment curriculum as one that included knowledge and skills 

beyond that covered in the regular curriculum for average students (82.8%); high level 

thinking skills (82.5%); self-directed activities that develop research skills (80.3%); 

and, flexibility (81.1%). This indicates that these characteristics of an enriched 

curriculum are generally well understood by the staff. The remaining statements, 

however, attracted moderate levels of support, which indicates greater variety in the 

depth of knowledge across the respondents and the regions of Saudi Arabia. What is of 
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particular concern is the relatively high proportion of respondents who indicated they 

were unsure, which reinforces the inconsistent level of knowledge across the districts.  

 

The later analysis of staff interviews will illustrate whether this result is reflected in the 

practices at the centres or not.  
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Table 4.10 Enrichment curriculum for gifted students   

Q 

25 

Characteristics of Enriched Curriculum  SD D U A SA 

count 23 69 51 95 42 1 Enrichment curriculum is a complement to as well as an 

extension of the regular curriculum. % 8.2 24.6 18.2 33.9 15.0 

count 4 7 37 144 88 2 Enrichment curriculum identifies skills and knowledge 

which gifted students should learn at the centre and 

which is not possible to learn through the study of the 

regular curriculum with ordinary students.  

% 1.4 2.5 13.2 51.4 31.4 

count 3 3 43 134 97 3 Enrichment curriculum focuses on a high level of  

thinking.  % 1.1 1.1 15.4 47.9 34.6 

count 0 8 47 142 83 4 Enrichment curriculum includes self-directed activities 

and projects as conducted by students to acquire 

research skills and methods. 

% 0 2.9 16.8 50.7 29.6 

count 8 21 53 128 70 5 Teachers participate in the development of the 

enrichment curriculum because they are more aware of 

the needs of their students. 

% 2.9 7.5 18.9 45.7 25.0 

count 3 11 78 144 44 6 Enrichment curriculum is comprehensive, providing 

enrichment, acceleration, and extension options.  % 1.1 3.9 27.9 51.4 15.7 

count 2 12 39 149 78 7 Enrichment curriculum is flexible. 

% .7 4.3 13.9 53.2 27.9 

count 5 17 103 113 42 8 Enrichment curriculum long-term aims are specific. 

% 1.8 6.1 36.8 40.4 15.0 

count 1 10 97 124 48 9 Curriculum enrichment builds students’ skills in a 

coherent manner. % .4 3.6 34.6 44.3 17.1 

count 2 16 91 139 32 10 Enrichment curriculum  provides  experiences  which 

achieve integration between different academic areas. % .7 5.7 32.5 49.6 11.4 

count 2 12 72 149 45 11 Enrichment curriculum achieves integration between 

the cognitive, emotional and social needs. % .7 4.3 25.7 53.2 16.1 

count 4 32 78 129 37 12 Enrichment curriculum contains clear guidance to assist 

the teacher in its application. % 1.4 11.4 27.9 46.1 13.2 

count 5 25 97 118 35 13 Enrichment curriculum is evaluated on a regular basis.  

% 1.8 8.9 34.6 42.1 12.5 

count 9 35 56 128 52 14 Gifted students are involved in the development of the 

enrichment curriculum that responds to their needs.  % 3.2 12.5 20.0 45.7 18.6 

count 5 7 65 142 61 15 Enrichment curriculum is characterized as sequential 

and continuous. % 1.8 2.5 23.2 50.7 21.8 
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Staff Interview 

The interviewees were questioned whether teachers participated in developing the 

enrichment programs that were offered by the gifted centres. All individuals in the 

interviews confirmed that there was no difference in curricula in the centre from that 

found within mainstream schools (n=10). However, they all mentioned that the 

procedures followed to provide appropriate centre curricula contained an element of 

enrichment, especially in science and mathematical subjects, which deviated from the 

mainstream delivery.   

 

One supervisor of an enriched curriculum in a centre stated, "We use an approach that 

is multi-directional, which is both horizontal and vertical in the enrichment curriculum. 

Although there are no available specialist teachers for these programs, we have tried to 

provide some training program for these teachers so that they are able to then train 

other teachers in the schools that choose to apply some curriculum enrichment evening 

courses for gifted students." Another said, "In spite of such efforts towards the 

enrichment programs, nevertheless, they do not sufficiently deviate from mainstream 

curricula to be labelled uniquely courses for the gifted."  A female supervisor 

commented, "We in female education train female teachers to apply different 

enrichment strategies thus giving the freedom to choose the appropriate subject for a 

gifted student and thereby adopt an approach that is different from mainstream 

curricula method. We use this approach because we don’t have specialist teachers in 

the enrichment programs nor do we have any enrichment programs from the Ministry 

of Education."     

 

From the previous responses, it is clear that in gifted education in Saudi Arabia, much 

effort is directed towards the scientific subjects in a way that is different from what 

students learn in mainstream schools. Despite this it is believed the efforts in relation 

to science subjects are not extended to other areas and therefore are insufficient to 

challenge the gifted students and provide the skills and opportunities that are 

appropriate for them. As curricula are considered fundamental to learning in any gifted 
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program throughout the world, the lack of specialised curricula in the programs in 

Saudi Arabia indicates a major structural weakness of its provision for gifted students.    

 

Students’ perspectives  

Question 7 of the student's questionnaire asked the participants about the curricula 

offered in the gifted program for gifted students at the school or centre. According to 

59.1% of participants, there is a specialised curriculum for them as gifted students. 

This represents only slightly more than half the participants, indicating that there is not 

a consistent widespread application of differentiated curricula for gifted students 

across the regions in Saudi Arabia. Other respondents (22.8%) indicated that the 

curriculum offered a variety of topics to cater to diverse interests but these were 

conducted during free time at their school. Further, 11.4% indicated that no special 

curricula or activities offered for the gifted students.  

 

The improvement of provisions for gifted students 

Staff perspectives  

Analysis of the staff questionnaires, as presented in the previous sections, reveals that 

there are three major impediments to the provision of a gifted program for gifted 

students across the regions that is consistent and systematic. The first of these relates 

to resources. There was a strong indication in the staff questionnaires that the financial 

resources, which range from the materials provided to the transport of students and 

adequacy of buildings, were not consistently applied and resulted in some gifted 

centres not having adequate resources to meet the needs of the gifted students. A 

second area was the provision of specialist staff. It was agreed by staff that, in the 

absence of pre-service training, the centres should be providing more systematic 

training of teachers for work in the gifted centres. Finally, the third area relates to the 

curriculum with the results showing that there is not sufficient differentiation of the 

curriculum across all regions.  
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Staff Interviews 

The interviewees were asked what they saw as the biggest problems and obstacles 

facing the Centre. This question received a clear consensus amongst the participants 

that gifted programs in Saudi Arabia suffered acutely from many problems. These 

have had a negative impact on the administration of these programs. According to the 

interviewees, the following problems exist: 

 

1. There is normally little financial support for this program, and even when some 

was available, it was always inadequate to wholly fund every activity; 

2. There is no special building for these centres; 

3. There is no variety of equipment to supplement the programs; 

4. There is no flexibility in the system that comes down from the Ministry of 

Education to accommodate the different performances of centres according to 

the degree of specialist and experienced teachers; 

5. There are no evaluation tools to gauge the success or otherwise of the gifted 

programs equitably; and, 

6. The principals and teachers appeared to lack conviction about meeting the 

needs of these gifted students or to promote a vision about them to the wider 

Saudi Arabian society. Indeed they evinced a complete lack of co-operation in 

dealing with all other interested parties. 

 

One of the supervisors mentioned that “there are huge gaps between the Ministry of 

Education advice about the provision of gifted education and the centres’ vision of 

what form this should take.” He was specifically referring to his centre which 

happened to be the first of its kind. He spoke from his considerable experience, which 

was based on his knowledge as an educator in a strong and well-recognised institution 

for the gifted. He added that “the important problem we faced is that there is no 

particular financial support to the centres according to my knowledge of the Ministry 

of Education. There is no special category of monies allocated or broken down into 

resources for the gifted programs in general. Thus, we base our activities on the small 

allocation of funds given by my district department which is a sub-organisation of the 
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larger Ministry of Education. These funds are linked, alas, to the degree of vision or 

conviction about gifted education held by the provincial director.” 

 

One female supervisor remarked that “the greatest problem we suffer in the gifted 

program is that there are no qualified staff that can provide value or effort to care for 

female gifted students. Another problem, as well, is the inflexibility of the system that 

does not give us sufficient opportunity to deal with the gifted in line with the 

experience of these children coming out of other countries and which are leading the 

way in gifted education.” 

 

One interviewee responded quite strongly with the comments that it was detrimental 

that there was “the total lack of conviction about the value of gifted education held by 

all supposedly interested parties from the centre directors, the teachers, the principals 

and District Officers right up to the Ministry of Education itself.” Another mentioned 

that “this lack of a compelling belief was the largest obstacle facing the development 

and growth of the programs and their success in the future while these blockages 

remain. This is because there is a type of cultural illiteracy amongst relevant officials 

and a lack of will power in furthering the objectives of such programs. Furthermore, 

we are at the coalface and suffer from such blurred vision and lack of tangible 

cooperation, and as a result, the outcomes are tragic because of the loss of these gifted 

students due to the ignorant mind-set of all concerned. Sadly there is no positive 

solution to drive the program in the right direction to achieve all its potential.” 

 

The interviewees were asked, also, whether the activities and events they offered at the 

centres were regularly assessed. The respondents answered in the positive and added 

“but there is a variety of evaluation and procedures” as follows: 

 

1. The evaluation conducted through the measurement of outcomes of gifted 

participants - but such methods lack reliable tools to achieve adequate results; 

the other measure was the outcome from teacher reports on the level of 

satisfaction of program administration and results (N=7). 



131 

 

2. The annual and final reports prepared by teachers and supervisors were another 

evaluation tool. The participants in the group interview said that “there is no 

way to evaluate the gifted centre program that could be reliable and that a final 

decision was not possible to estimate the value or otherwise of the program.” 

They added that “the total outcome was that the personal conviction of teachers 

differ from teacher to teacher due to qualifications, equipment availability and 

experience in the evaluation process such as questionnaire development, thus 

impacting on whether the program for the gifted should be modified or not.” 

 

One female supervisor said that “we completely based the evaluation on the teachers’ 

reports that were prepared every session according to the forms specifically developed 

for this purpose”. She added also “this report was beneficial but the problem was the 

result did not truly reflect practice of the program in a way that could be helpful in how 

to modify or adapt the gifted program.” 

 

The summary of the above opinions was that there was no substantive annual 

evaluation that would appropriately examine the gifted centres in a way that could 

have a positive improvement for future delivery. 

 

Finally, the interviewees were asked for any proposals to improve the work of the 

gifted centres in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. All respondents put forward some 

suggestions for future development of centres and these are as follows: 

 

1. Objectives for the gifted program should be clearly defined by the Ministry of 

Education. One supervisor said that “we haven’t ever known exactly what was 

the definition of giftedness that the Ministry of Education proclaimed. Hence 

there is no specific objective to focus on so we work haphazardly in many 

directions which has a detrimental effect on performance and outcome." 
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2. There is a need to provide enough financial support for these programs. One 

Director of a centre opined that “the Ministry of Education should define one 

category in the budget under the nomenclature of the gifted program. If this 

happens, it will support gifted education and point towards long term success.” 

He added that “this did occur only when a residue remained from other 

Ministry of Education budgets and this penurious amount was then directed at 

the gifted. As a result such piecemeal efforts did not allow for long term 

planning simply because of such unpredictability.”  

 

3. There is a need to specifically define a category of teacher of the gifted as an 

official employee of the Ministry of Education responsible for this section of 

gifted teaching because it will be more attractive to potential university 

graduates and an added encouragement to push students into this specialisation 

at tertiary study level. 

 

4. There is a need to provide specialists in measurement and evaluation as this is 

critical to centre provision of such tools and their appropriate application. 

 

5. There is a need to develop measurement tools through review and refinement 

rather than continuing to use decade-old measurement instruments. 

 

6. There is a need to provide training programs that are constantly changing and 

responding to the needs of gifted education so as to elevate standards amongst 

gifted education workers. 

 

7. There is a need to provide sufficient equipment to the centres in a way that 

allows adequate implementation and practice of the gifted programs. 

 

8. There is a need to provide specific curricula that are consistent across all 

centres and are readily applicable. These should be prepared in a rational, 

scientific manner that follows precedents set elsewhere. 
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9. There should be flexibility in application of gifted education systems because it 

provides an opportunity for competition amongst centres in a way that can 

further elevate gifted education standards which is an opportunity that can only 

help gifted children. 

 

Teacher observations  

To supplement the other data collected, the researcher conducted observations of 

teachers of gifted students in the Saudi Arabian centres. These observations were 

carried out by utilising an observation protocol sheet as was discussed in Chapter 3. 

Twenty-four sessions were observed and a rating sheet was completed, which 

contained several observable behaviours. The teachers were scored against these 

behaviours every five minutes and then rated from Very poor to Excellent, depending 

on the number of times the behaviour was observed during the session. 

 

With the exception of the item “Withholds ideas”, the results showed generally 

positive performances from the teachers in the gifted centres with the majority falling 

between good and excellent ratings (see Table 4.11). It needs to be noted that the level 

of the teachers’ performances, through the application of certain teaching strategies, 

assisted the gifted students to develop their skills. One example was their use of 

analytic questions which encouraged analogical thinking, with students comparing 

different issues. The complete set of ratings on the observations are displayed in Table 

4.11. 

 

Chapter 5 will discuss how the positive data gained from the observations relate to the 

perspectives of the participants (staff, students and parents) in this research. The 

teachers’ performances are considered as indicative either positively or negatively in 

gifted provision in Saudi Arabia.  
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Table 4.11 Teacher observation data 

   Very 
poor 

Poor Fair Good Excellent 

Count 10 5 3 4 2 1 Withholds ideas 
% 41.7 20.8 12.5 16.7 8.3 

Count 0 1 1 8 14 2 Encourages participation in discussions 
% .0 4.2 4.2 33.3 58.3 

Count 0 2 1 13 8 3 Poses interpretive questions 
% .0 8.3 4.2 54.2 33.3 

Count 0 0 6 8 10 4 Students evaluate situations 
% 0 .0 25.0 33.3 41.7 

Count 0 0 5 13 6 5 Analytic questions 
% .0 .0 20.8 54.2 25.0 

Count 0 2 5 13 4 6 Generalize from concrete to abstract 
% .0 8.3 20.8 54.2 16.7 

Count 0 1 1 5 17 7 Sensitive to students' responses 
% .0 4.2 4.2 20.8 70.8 

Count 0 2 1 6 15 8 Maintains a balance between active and 
passive activities % .0 8.3 4.2 25.0 62.5 

Count 0 4 0 4 16 9 Deliberately shifts teaching strategies with 
students % .0 16.7 .0 16.7 66.7 

Count 0 2 2 3 17 10 Apply techniques in classroom 
% .0 8.3 8.3 12.5 70.8 

Count 0 1 1 6 16 11 Encourages students’ development of 
argument skills % .0 4.2 4.2 25.0 66.7 

Count 0 1 2 5 16 12 Encourages analogical thinking 
% .0 4.2 8.3 20.8 66.7 

Count 0 1 3 11 9 13 Students compare different issues 
% .0 4.2 12.5 45.8 37.5 

Count 0 0 4 12 8 14 Students engage in lively debate of 
controversial issues % .0 .0 16.7 50.0 33.3 

Count 0 1 3 5 15 15 S + T reflect an open/challenging attitude 
toward knowledge % .0 4.2 12.5 20.8 62.5 

Count 0 0 3 6 15 16 Encourages students to try new approaches 
% .0 .0 12.5 25.0 62.5 

Count 0 0 2 5 17 17 Find solutions to problems 
% .0 .0 8.3 20.8 70.8 

Count 0 1 0 8 15 18 Encourages guesses by students 
% .0 4.2 .0 33.3 62.5 

Count 0 0 1 8 15 19 Helps to realize that research involves trial 
and error % .0 .0 4.2 33.3 62.5 

Count 0 2 1 8 13 20 Uses implications of characteristics 
% .0 8.3 4.2 33.3 54.2 

Count 2 4 1 8 9 21 Uses management procedures in learning 
process % 8.3 16.7 4.2 33.3 37.5 

Count 0 3 1 8 12 22 Uses advanced organizers in curriculum 
% .0 12.5 4.2 33.3 50.0 
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Gender differences  

Further to the results already discussed in this chapter, additional information 

reflecting the unique nature of gifted education in Saudi Arabia is now examined, 

including a review of the difference in provisions of gifted girls and gifted boys in 

Saudi Arabia. In particular, the responses to Questions 15, 25 and 27 were explored. 

These comprised the main components of gifted programs, which are identification 

and selection procedures; selection and training of gifted teachers; strategies, and 

availability of special curricula with appropriate enrichment.  

 

These questions were organised using the NAGC standards published in 2000 (see 

Appendix 1) and which were adopted in this study to evaluate the gifted programs in 

Saudi Arabia. These three questions considered the important elements of the staff 

questionnaire because they focused on the nature and processes related to gifted 

programs.  

 

Before discussing the results of these questions, it has to be clarified that despite the 

assumption that the gifted males and females are equal, because they are control under 

of the Ministry of Education and follow the same policy, in fact there are significant 

differences which are supported by the outcomes from the t-test analysis.  

 

Question 15 relating to the procedures utilised in the selection and training of teachers 

for work with gifted students included fourteen items. Nine of these showed no 

significant differences between males and females.  However, five items were different 

in outcome according to the result of the statistical analysis (see Table 4.12). About 

two-thirds of the items involved in the standards of selection, then, indicated little 

distinction between the procedures in the male and female gifted centres. This would 

suggest some adherence unilaterally to Ministry of Education policy. 
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The items in which the higher mean was for the female cohort were that teachers in the 

centre were full-time; that they were committed to parent participation in the centre; 

and, they were able to incorporate the computer in the work at the centre. Females also 

scored a significantly lower mean on the negatively-worded item related to selection 

based on nepotism. The only desirable trait on which males performed better than 

females was on the possession of higher qualifications. This is a surprising result 

because the assumption would be that gifted provision for boys was better than that for 

females because of an earlier start in gifted education as referred to in the literature 

review of Chapter 2 when the background to gifted education in Saudi Arabia was 

examined. 
 

Table 4.12 Significant gender differences in teacher selection and training 

Items No 
in 

question 
(15) 

Items Gender N Mean Sig (2-
tailled) 

M 166 2.45 
3 

Teachers are selected according to social 

relationships with the officials at the centre. F 114 2.14 
.034 

M 166 4.08 
6 Most teachers at the centre are full-time. 

F 114 4.47 
.001 

M 166 2.95 
7 

Teachers in the centre have obtained high 

educational qualifications (high Diploma, MA). F 114 2.52 
.000 

M 166 3.94 
8 

Teachers are committed to have parents 

participate in the centre activities. F 114 4.16 
.003 

M 166 4.15 
15 

Teachers are well oriented in how to use the 

computer. F 114 4.35 
.037 

 

 

Question 25 of the staff questionnaires contained fifteen items related to the Enriched 

Curriculum. Again, for the majority of these items, there were no significant 

differences between the male and female respondents and their corresponding centres 

catering for boys or girls. This would reflect the centres’ adherence to the Ministry of 

Education directives as well as similar levels of knowledge imparted to male and 

female teachers. Four items relating to enriched curriculum showed significant 
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differences in the statistical analysis between the male and female respondents, as 

displayed in Table 4.13. Females showed significantly higher levels of awareness in 

relation to teachers being involved in the development of enriched curricula based on 

student need; a curriculum that incorporates enrichment, extension and acceleration 

options; and, the involvement of gifted students in the development of enriched 

curricula. The male respondents scored significantly higher on the item that indicated 

that an enriched curriculum complements and extends the regular curriculum. 

 

An explanation of the slightly stronger results for females might reflect the female 

teachers’ enthusiasm to be better performing than males and are, thus, more 

competitive because provision for gifted girls started at a later time and females are 

disposed towards quickly catching up with their male counterparts.  

 

Table: 4.13 Significant gender differences in Curriculum Enrichment 

Items No 
in 

question 
(25) 

Items Gender N Mean Sig (2-
tailled) 

M 166 3.37 
1 

Enrichment curriculum is a complement to as well 

as an extension of the regular curriculum. F 114 3.02 
.015 

M 166 3.70 

5 

Teachers participate in the development of the 

enrichment curriculum because they are more 

aware of the needs of their students. 
F 114 4.00 

.013 

M 166 3.67 

6 

Enrichment curriculum is comprehensive, 

providing enrichment, acceleration, and extension 

options. 
F 114 3.90 

.014 

M 166 3.41 

14 

Gifted students are involved in the development of 

the enrichment curriculum that responds to their 

needs. 
F 114 3.97 

.000 

 

 

In relation to the selection procedures for gifted students, Question 27 of the staff 

questionnaire contained fifteen items, most of which showed no significant differences 

in practices between the male and female systems. The five items, which differed in 
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response according to the statistical analysis, were split across males and females (see 

Table 4.14). The male respondents scored higher means for the items related to the 

centre having a clear definition of gifted students; use of multiple selection procedures; 

and, the use of cut-off scores for selection purposes. The female respondents scored 

higher means for the items related to teacher familiarity with the selection procedures; 

and, the regular review of selection procedures. These results indicate that the 

differences between male and female gifted provision relating to the procedures of 

selecting and training of gifted students were negligible.  
 

Table: 4.14 Significant gender differences in gifted student selection procedures 

Items No 
in question 

(27) 
Items Gender N Mean Sig (2-

tailled) 

M 166 4.32 
1 

The centre adopts clear procedural definition of 

gifted students. F 114 4.13 
.037 

M 166 4.29 
2 

The centre uses multiple procedures for 

selection of gifted students. F 114 4.02 
.010 

M 166 3.94 
6 

Teachers at the centre are familiar with the 

selection system procedures. F 114 4.16 
.033 

M 166 3.51 
13 

The centre reviews and evaluates the system of 

selection on a regular basis. F 114 3.75 
.038 

M 166 3.98 
15 The centre defines cut-off scores for selection. 

F 114 4.21 
.047 

 

Summary 

In conclusion, Chapter 4 has set out, through both qualitative and quantitative 

measures, the results from the evaluation of the provision of gifted education in Saudi 

Arabia. It has also demarcated the fine distinctions in delivery between male and 

female students. In effect what has been offered is a range of different perspectives in 

the questionnaire format from parents, staff, students and teachers of the gifted. The 

results illustrate a number of critical deficiencies and raise a number of questions on 

the modes of delivery, the underlying ethos and the nature and roles of all participants.  

Chapter 5 will analyse such implications and provide recommendations that will 

enable the provision of gifted education in Saudi Arabia to satisfy the stated policy.  
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CHAPTER FIVE 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

Discussion 

From the data presented in the previous chapter, a number of significant trends 

emerged in relation to the research questions for this study. Because this research 

project was quantitative and qualitative in nature, the results have presented the 

perspectives and experiences of the participants involved with the aim of increasing 

awareness of this particular field of educational research. It is important to note that 

this study has only evaluated the provision of gifted students in Saudi Arabia; it has 

not investigated this field in comparison to the education of the mainstream students in 

normal education.  

 

The themes that emerged from the data analysis process not only answered the 

research questions for this study, but also revealed a number of areas for future 

research. In this chapter, the findings have been discussed in terms of the research 

questions and the literature, and implications for further research have been made. 

 

The response to the main question will be defined by a discussion of the sub-questions 

which were informed by the mixed methods used.  The diagnostic approach of this 

study is to determine the reality of the provision of education for the gifted and 

talented in Saudi Arabia. It is intended to expose both its strengths and weaknesses 

and, thereby, postulate improvements, if required. Thus, discussions of the results will 

give a template for such improvements and a substantiated backdrop for the 

development of value-added approaches in all facets of education for the gifted in 

Saudi Arabia. 

 

The main Research Question is: 

To what extent do current provisions in Saudi Arabia meet the needs of gifted students 

according to the key stakeholders?  
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The First Sub-Question 
What are the current gifted policies, and how have they been implemented? 

All the findings obtained through the different data sources of this study demonstrate 

that there is an obvious disparity between the written policy of the Ministry of 

Education regarding programs for gifted students in Saudi Arabia, and their practical 

application. Most of these findings highlight this disparity, which has negatively 

affected the optimal application of such programs. This, in turn, has compromised the 

success of such programs in meeting the needs of the gifted students in a way that 

would realize their aspired benefits. Such benefits are hoped to help gifted students 

develop their skills and talents, which represents the primary goal of applying such 

programs. The disparity between the written policy and what is really practised by the 

Gifted Student Care Centres is manifest in the responses of the informants of this study 

(staff, students, parents). They all maintained that one major obstacle for the Gifted 

Student Programs in Saudi Arabia, and their failure in catering for the needs of gifted 

students, is the misapplication of the policy of the Ministry of Education calling for 

following sound and appropriate procedures in caring for the gifted students. 

Participants in the study pointed out, too, that despite the existence of a written policy, 

there has not been a good follow-up by the Ministry of Education regarding the 

unification of the application procedures of the Gifted Student Programs in all areas 

and in the boys' and girls' sectors.  

 

As indicated in the findings in Chapter 4, the informants differed in their viewpoints 

concerning many points. One of these points is the description of a Gifted Student 

Centre, which should be a place for the gathering of gifted students to study special 

curricula part-time. The policy of the Ministry which established such centres to be run 

only in evenings for extra activities, and in which there are no special curricula, is not 

in line with this definition. In addition, the Gifted Student Centres could not provide 

such students with the auxiliary facilities, e.g. the different labs, inside and outside the 

centres, necessary for learning and developing skills in a way that is different from the 

ways offered by the facilities available in normal schools. This failure is in addition to 
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the lack of transportation that would facilitate students' ability to go to and from 

centres. 

 

With reference to heightening the awareness of parents and society, the centres have 

not accomplished their role despite this being a cornerstone of their success. Hence, 

many of the participants' responses (obtained through questionnaires and interviews) 

stress that these centres are remote from the local community. They have not managed 

to communicate their message clearly to the parents, in particular, and the local 

community in general. They also have not built an efficacious relationship with the 

schools, and this in turn has led to the sector's lack of contribution in supporting such 

centres with any sort of aid. Thus, the burden of providing support, financial and in 

kind, falls solely on the shoulders of the Ministry of Education to the exclusion of all 

other governmental bodies. 

 

One of the major factors that have led to the disarray in the application of the 

Ministry's policy of implementing successful programs for gifted students is the 

Ministry itself. Some of the participants met by the researcher mentioned that each 

region differs from the others in the implementation of its Gifted Student programs. 

Some regions have Gifted Student programs while others do not, and these implement 

their programs within schools. Furthermore, there is a clear difference between the 

boys' and the girls' sectors with reference to the options of either establishing special 

Gifted Student Centres or implementing the programs targeting them within the 

normal schools, which usually lack teachers specialized in the field of giftedness. 

 
The Second Sub-Question 

What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed?  

The different sources of the study indicate that current projects in the KSA suffer from 

weakness in all aspects. This has compromised their success in offering appropriate 

services for gifted students who have joined the Gifted Student Centres. Such centres 

were established with a view to providing good care through the implementation of 

specialized highly efficient programs that would help develop the skills of such a 

category of students and the current models have deviated from the initial premises. 



142 

 

 

The findings indicate that the weakness of such programs lies in their inability to 

practise the true role for which they were established, namely offering enriching 

programs for the gifted students in the evenings. Initially they were not set up to serve 

the function of a special school where gifted students study full-time. As indicated in 

Chapter 4, 96.8% of the participants in the study pointed out that they worked during 

the mornings only. Moreover, such centres were not able to develop appropriate 

relationships with the schools, which provided them with gifted students. Such a weak 

relationship has had a negative impact on the cooperation between schools and centres 

in realizing their aim of serving gifted students. Perhaps the major reason for such a 

weak relationship is that the centres have not made the schools and their staff aware of 

their real mission so that both parties can have a common goal and clear 

communication leading to the realization of such a goal. 

 

In addition, the centres could not offer the training programs needed for teachers, 

whether it is at the schools, so that they would be able to identify gifted students 

according to specific criteria, or at the centre, so that they could practise their role of 

offering the care suitable for the capabilities and skills of such gifted students. The 

schools and centres lack specialized teachers as well. Again one of the major 

negativities of the centres is not raising the awareness of society and clarifying the 

centres' goals and mission to all those involved in caring for gifted students. 

Furthermore, the private sector, which is part of the larger society responsible for 

caring for and supporting such a category of gifted students, does not contribute to 

boosting such programs at all.  

  

The findings indicated that the Ministry of Education supports such centres only 

financially, even though their needs, in order to fulfil their role and mission, are not 

limited to merely financial support. There should be other facilities that help them in 

carrying out quite a complex set of tasks.  Though the findings demonstrate that the 

centres apply a clear mechanism in the selection of teachers and supervisors, still they 
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are in dire need of training and in-service programs that would enable them to work 

efficiently and professionally to hone and develop the gifted students' skills.    

 

The findings also illustrate that the centres have not applied acceleration programs, 

considered among the most successful programs to help students develop their talents 

and skills. In addition, the curricula studied by the gifted students have not contributed 

to developing their skills or honing their talents. This indicates that such curricula 

either had not been well-prepared, or that the efforts exerted in enriching the normal 

curricula to suit the gifted students were not successful and were not sufficiently 

adequate and challenging enough to help such students refine their talents and develop 

their skills.  

 

In summary, the projects for the gifted students in Saudi Arabia have not provided 

programs capable of helping such students develop their talents and skills despite 

having been initiated 12 years ago. Such programs have not received enough support 

from the stakeholders (schools, families, society) concerned with caring for the gifted 

students. This has resulted from their failure to build links with all such parties that 

would induce cooperation and the provision of the necessary support.    

 

The Third Sub-Question 
What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they?  

The findings related to this question indicate that the procedures for selecting the 

gifted students follow the model published by NAGC, which is part of the assessment 

model adopted in this study to evaluate the Gifted Student programs in the KSA. This 

result is confirmed by 80% of the participants in this study. Chapter 4 shows that the 

procedures used in the selection of the gifted students are appropriate despite the fact 

that the tools used are limited to three only, namely IQ tests, teachers' checklists, and 

teachers' nominations. Of all the available tools for identification and 

recommendations in the literature that multiple methods are used, only the three 

mentioned above are used singly. The students and parents participating in the study 

agree with the teachers that the tools used in identifying them are limited to IQ tests 
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and teachers' nominations. This suggests that some gifted students may be overlooked 

because of the limited means utilised to identify them. 

 

The interviews with the participants in the study indicate that, despite the use of 

several measurement tools in selecting gifted students (e.g. the. Wechsler IQ test, 

Torrance Tests for Creativity, etc), the nominated students do not achieve positive 

results during their participation in the care programs offered to them. The reason may 

be the weakness of such measurement tools or the inability of the teachers to apply 

them properly due to the lack of specialists in the field of measurement and evaluation 

at the Gifted Student Centres. In addition, there are no teachers specialized in the fields 

of giftedness or excellence working at the schools or centres whose nominations can be 

considered reliable. 

 

Participants in the study added that the measurement tools used could not be trusted 

owing to the difference in their application from one region to another. In addition, 

there is no mentoring or supervision from the Ministry of Education to secure proper 

application for producing results, which reflect the level of the students' giftedness and 

its type, thus facilitating their subsequent handling according to their capabilities and 

satisfaction of their needs. 

 

Further, participants in the study pointed out that besides the difference in the 

application of the measurement tools used in student nomination, there is also another 

difference in defining gifted students adopted by the centres. There are also differences 

in the nomination procedures in different regions, as well as in adopting a clear and 

precise definition of what a gifted student is in the programs for boys and girls. Such 

differences and inconsistencies between the regions, and failure to comprehensively 

follow clear and specific nomination procedures, have had a negative effect on a major 

pillar of any Gifted Student program, namely identifying and testing the gifted 

students. The use of unsound procedures may result in choosing non-qualified students 

and omitting others who are more eligible for being among the gifted and more 

appropriate for gifted education. 
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The aforementioned weakness in the procedures of identifying gifted students was 

emphasized by participants' indication that the data obtained through the application of 

the measurement tools are not available for the benefit of teachers in designing 

appropriate programs for such students. Participants added that managers usually retain 

such data as confidential. He or she, in turn, guides the male and female teachers to 

prepare suitable programs for the students according to his or her own vision and not 

according to the vision and experience of the teacher, who should be the one 

responsible for setting a program suitable for each student according to their needs, 

inclinations, and the type of talent.  

 

Teachers participating in the study also stressed that the measurement tools are not 

reliable according to the results they achieve, and do not reflect the real level of gifted 

students. Such students may stumble through the Gifted Student programs after joining 

them because of the difficulty of the material that exceeds their abilities. Such 

students thus become victims of the wrong measurement tools used. Moreover, the 

teachers also proposed that there is no clear and specific view of the Gifted Student 

programs in the KSA. They are rather the result of the discretionary efforts made by 

the centres on the basis of  both what seems satisfactory to their staff and their ability 

to arrange a program which may, nevertheless, lack the basics of any Gifted Student 

program anywhere. Further, students underscore the weakness of the nomination 

procedures used at the Gifted Student Centres since they are not familiarized with such 

procedures before they are conducted. This makes it impossible to clarify how to deal 

with such measurement tools in a way that would help specialists attain sound results. 

 

Generally, the gifted student projects in Saudi Arabia suffer from issues regarding the 

measurement tools, which are a cornerstone in the arrangement of any Gifted Student 

program. As was pointed out in Chapter 2, the tools and measurements, which were 

developed at the time such projects were initiated in 1995, after the lapse of 15 years, 

have become in need of re-development and modification. This is in order to be in line 

with the changes that have occurred in the field of gifted education worldwide and to 
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keep up with the circumstances, and the social and cultural changes in each of the 

Saudi regions, which amount to more than 42, some of which are radically different 

from the others in social, cultural, and economic aspects. This is an issue that is vital to 

consider as the cultural variation in the KSA is huge, and this directly affects the type 

of measurement tools used to fit that wide cultural and geographical variability.  

 

The Fourth Sub-Question 
What procedures are used to select and train teachers for gifted programs, and how 

effective are they?  

The participants in the study taken from the Gifted Student Centres' staff angle agreed 

that the procedures of the nomination and training of centres' teachers are adequate, 

according to the form developed by NAGC. This is the viewpoint of the informants 

who filled in the questionnaire prepared for this purpose. However, the participating 

interviewees have contrasting perceptions. They almost unanimously agreed that there 

are no clear or specific procedures for the nomination of teachers for the centres 

followed by either the Ministry or the centres themselves. In addition, the participants 

maintained that all the procedures are based on mere discretionary measures set by the 

centres as a routine practice to control the procedures for selecting the teachers suitable 

for working at such centres. Such procedures, nevertheless, according to the 

participants of the study, have more negative than positive outcomes. This is clear in 

the type of selected teachers who have not positively contributed to raising the level of 

the services offered to the gifted students, nor do they differ much from the normal 

teachers at normal schools. Hence, the failure of the Gifted Student programs in raising 

the level of such students' abilities and skills is noticeable, according to the 

interviewees.  

 

The discrepancy in these results is due to the data that were collected through the 

interviews were more in-depth than the data collected from questionnaires. In addition 

this confirms that the use of mixed method data collection for this study is an 

important factor in obtaining the clearest results. Furthermore, the result derived from 
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mixed method will be positive to helping key stakeholders to take the appropriate 

decision based on these results. 

 

Participants in the study – both those who answered the questionnaires and those who 

were interviewed – agreed that the teachers selected according to the aforementioned 

procedures are not offered enough training programs to qualify them to work 

efficiently with gifted students. They indicated that the level of the training programs 

offered to such teachers is considered average. There was also unanimity of the 

participants concerning the teachers' need of extra training programs to help raise their 

level in dealing with gifted students. Moreover, they outlined the type of extra training 

that is needed for the teachers working at Gifted Student Centres. Participants pointed 

out such teachers are in need of academic degrees — a BA, or a diploma, or a post-

graduate study in the field of giftedness. This indicates that most of these teachers lack 

any such academic qualification. This finding is a strong indication of the weakness of 

the programs at the Gifted Student Centres since the teacher is the basis of any 

program offered to gifted students anywhere in the world. If the teacher selected for 

work at the Gifted Student Centres in Saudi Arabia is not qualified, how can the 

programs responsible for providing specialized services and care for gifted students be 

successful? 

 

The findings also emphasize that the procedures for choosing the supervisors working 

at the Gifted Student Centres are beset with the same problems as those of selecting 

teachers. This is despite the centres’ attempts to control these procedures in view of the 

fact that a supervisor plays a major role in selecting the teachers and setting the proper 

syllabi and plans for caring for the gifted students. Participants point out that the 

supervisors are not different from the teachers who are even sometimes better than the 

former, many of whom may not have enough experience to work in the field of gifted 

students. They are also not specialized in giftedness, and may not have any prior 

experience in this field of education.   
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Furthermore, participants unanimously agreed that the major problem resulting in the 

weakness in the level of teachers and supervisors is the lack of any guidance in 

programs either from universities or from the Ministry of Education in the KSA to 

prepare teachers to handle gifted students. This is a serious problem, which cannot be 

solved by the efforts of centres, nor can its negative effects on the level of the 

programs offered to the gifted students be minimized. Such negative effects are due to 

the weakness of the level of the teacher as well as the supervisor who is the principal 

person in charge of setting the basics, frames, and programs that positively challenge 

students' potential, hence raising their level and developing their abilities. This 

represents an indicator of the success of the gifted programs within and outside the 

KSA. Many of the participants stressed that there are huge problems facing the process 

of selecting and training the teachers chosen to work at the Gifted Student Centres, and 

that there is no assistance from the Ministry of Education in helping or diminishing 

such problems. 

 

The Fifth Sub-Question 
 What strategies and curriculum approaches are implemented for gifted students, 

and how effective are they? 

The findings related to this question demonstrated a clear disagreement among the 

participants as to the availability or unavailability of special syllabi for the gifted 

students. The statistical analysis of the data collected through the questionnaire 

answered by the centres' staff and students indicates the availability of special syllabi 

for the gifted students offered by the centres. However, the staff and teachers who 

were interviewed believe that there is not a syllabus that was specially prepared for this 

category of students. Rather what is available is nothing but material produced by the 

centres' staff to enrich units in the subjects of science and mathematics. It may be that 

the answers of those who responded positively in the questionnaire are based on 

the belief that the units that were enriched in the normal syllabi of sciences and 

mathematics represent the special syllabus for the gifted students. This justification is 

reasonably acceptable owing to the lack of experience and specialization in the fields 

of giftedness and excellence.  
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Some of the participants in the interviews emphasized that the efforts exerted by the 

Gifted Student Centres' teachers were not successful in offering a "special" syllabus for 

the gifted students in the proper sense of the word. This is due to the fact that they are 

not specialized in the field of giftedness and excellence. Besides, they have not 

received any training in this field, which would help them enrich the selected units in 

the normal syllabi of mathematics and science in a way that results in appropriate and 

specialist syllabi. 

 

Interviewees stressed that the teachers in the two sectors, boys and girls, are in 

desperate need of planned, intensive programs in the fields of enriching syllabi to 

enable them to provide suitable challenging syllabi that would help raise the level of 

the students and develop their skills. They assert that the Ministry of Education does 

not exert any effort in this regard, nor does it provide enough support for the centres to 

prepare special syllabi for gifted students. Participants in the study unanimously agreed 

that one of the major reasons for the weaknesses of the Gifted Student Programs in the 

KSA, and its inability to provide programs that meet the needs of gifted students, is the 

lack of suitable syllabi for such students through which they can learn to work more 

creatively than their peers. 

 

The Sixth Sub-Question 
How can provisions for gifted students be improved?  

The Ministry of Education provides the adequate basic requirements to the Gifted 

Students Centres to help them meet gifted students' needs. This finding was agreed 

upon by the participants of the study but participants contradicted themselves when 

they classified the type of supports offered by the Ministry. The results of the 

statistical analysis of this question indicated that the Ministry provides the staff, 

budget, and some of the tools used in identifying the gifted students. Nevertheless, 

such staff are neither qualified nor trained, and the identification tools are not reliable, 

and their results cannot be trusted in preparing programs that match the abilities and 

talents of the gifted students.  
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Participants maintained that there are many serious problems and obstacles that face 

Gifted Student Centres and hinder them from performing their mission of offering a 

differentiated to the gifted students. The following are some of obstacles pinpointed by 

them: 

1. There is normally little financial support for this program, but when some was  

available, it was inadequate to wholly fund every activity; 

2. There is no special building for these centres; 

3. There is no variety of equipment to supplement the programs; 

4. There is no flexibility in the system that comes down from the Ministry of 

Education to accommodate the different performances of centres according to 

the degree of specialist and experienced teachers; 

5. There are no evaluation tools to gauge the success or otherwise of the gifted 

programs equitably; and, 

6. The principals and teachers appeared to lack conviction about meeting the 

needs of these gifted students or to promote a vision about them to wider Saudi 

Arabian society. Indeed, they evinced a complete lack of co-operation in 

dealing with all other interested parties. 

 

Moreover, participants mentioned that there is a huge gap between the vision of the 

Ministry of Education and that of the centres as regards providing total and distinctive 

care of gifted students. This gap is getting wider over time. The increasingly diverse 

needs of the centres are not only financial. They include all types of support (e.g. staff, 

qualified trained teachers, labs, good tools for identifying gifted students, etc). 

 

Participants added also that one of the major obstacles in the approach of Gifted 

Student Centres, which hinders the development of their standard and the improvement 

of their services, is the inflexibility of the Ministry system which controls the work of 

such centres and causes their inability to deal with gifted students according to the 

circumstances and facilities available at each centre. Furthermore it fails to 

accommodate the rapid changes that are taking place in the field of gifted student 

education all over the world. 
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Moreover, the participants focused on the lack of conviction of the necessity of 

offering highly efficient programs for the gifted students by the stakeholders, namely 

the centres’ directors, teachers, school principals, and education directors in all 

regions. Even within the Ministry itself, most of the staff do not have the necessary 

conviction, which would prompt them to support the Gifted Student Centres so that 

they can improve their work and develop their performance in serving such students. 

Participants pointed out the rather dismal outcome that has resulted from such failures 

to address the daily problems faced by Gifted Student Centres.    

 

In the context of evaluating the Gifted Student Programs, which is considered one of 

the major techniques that could boost improvement and development, participants 

mentioned that the periodical evaluation depends on weak tools, which do not offer 

reliable results that can be trusted and used in development, modification, and 

improvement. In addition, there is no control or measure according to which the 

evaluation of such programs is done with consistency among the teachers or regions. It 

is rather done according to the personal convictions of the program staff that do not 

reflects the actual practices within the centres nor give a clear image of the negative 

and positive sides. 

 

In summary, despite the positive remarks of the teachers about the way programs are 

implemented within the centres, based on the form used to monitor teachers' 

performance within the centre classes, there are still a lot of suggestions made by the 

different categories of participants. Among these suggestions are the needs for: 

 

1. Specifying clear goals for gifted provisions in Saudi Arabia based on a strategic 

plan to provide the desired success of the services for gifted students with high 

quality. Furthermore, the goals of the provisions should include an evaluation 

method that ensures the success of these provisions. 

2. Providing various types of official support from the Ministry of Education, 

such as budgets and other resources that gifted projects need, in order to 



152 

 

provide adequate services to meet the needs of gifted students. In addition, 

there needs to be the establishment of mechanisms to encourage the private 

sector to participate effectively to provide consistent and continuous support of 

the gifted provision in Saudi Arabia. 

3. Specifying an official job title for gifted teacher because in the Ministry of 

Education there is no job title for the field of gifted education; this would 

encourage students to specialize in the field of gifted education. This is an 

important factor for the preparation and provision of specialist teachers to work 

in schools or centres for the gifted and talented.  

4. Preparing special measurement tools for identifying gifted students through 

reviewing the existing tools as well as developing new ones in the field of: 

intelligence, creativity, special abilities that help to discover the gifted students. 

5. Providing the necessary requirements for such projects (buildings, labs, syllabi, 

teachers, etc.). 

 

There should be sufficient flexibility in the system governing such projects so that the 

staff can have the opportunity to improve and keep up with world changes in the field 

of gifted student care. 

 

The Seventh Sub-Question 
Are there differences in the provisions for gifted girls and gifted boys in Saudi 

Arabia? What effects do these differences have on the key stakeholders’ 

satisfaction with the education of gifted students?  

The findings related to this question show that there is no big difference between the 

male and female Gifted Student programs, though such programs are presented in a 

context where there is full separation between the genders. This finding is in line with 

the supposition that there should not be a difference as the programs of both males and 

females are derived from a single Ministry, namely the Ministry of Education, and 

follow a single policy and unified procedures. 

 

The results illustrate that there is no big difference in the items of the model developed 

by NAGC for evaluating the procedures of the selection of teachers, providing the 
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syllabi for the gifted students, and selecting and nominating the gifted students. There 

are some small differences with regard to the programs of males and females, which 

match the nature of each gender as well as the circumstances and nature of work in 

Saudi Arabia. For instance, the mathematical average for the item 'Most teachers work 

full time', is in favour of females. This is normal since the nature of women's work, 

their family commitments, and the culture of the society, all of which need full 

commitment, do not allow women to work beyond the regular working hours, i.e. in 

the evenings. There are some other differences related to the nature of the men, their 

circumstances, and culture. 

 

Conclusion and Recommendations 

The result of the study in total has shown both positives and negatives in the 

provisions of gifted education in Saudi Arabia. It is clear through these outcomes that 

the provision needs comprehensive review from all dimensions. Most participants in 

this study agreed that the procedures of identification and selection of gifted students 

were not appropriate. This occurred as a result of the measurements used not being 

able to identify or select the true level of students when applied. Consequently, these 

did not differentiate between the gifted students and others. This is a huge problem 

facing gifted centres in Saudi Arabia. The outcome is a loss of financial resources, 

human effort and the loss of giftedness itself. Why is this so? Most probably, it is 

because these students are not able to interact in harmony with the program and its in-

built activities that would have helped them to realise their giftedness and talent, thus 

having a great impact on appropriate provision of gifted education in Saudi Arabia. 

 

In addition, this result also reflects the weakness of procedures of selection and 

training of the supervisors and teachers to work in the gifted centres. This is the other 

major negative outcome which gifted centres in Saudi Arabia have not yet been able to 

control or solve. However, if this continues, then the success of the gifted program is 

severely compromised. This matter is important because the supervisors and the 

teachers are the cornerstone of any gifted student program. The people responsible and 

able to design an appropriate and comprehensive program that allows gifted students to 
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contribute their skills and innovations to the community in various fields are, therefore, 

an integral part of the gifted centre network. 

 

Furthermore, the results highlight also the lack of critical curricula in these centres, 

which are inadequate because of lack of variety, and stimuli in a wide range of subjects 

and do not allow the gifted students to acquire new knowledge. Unfortunately, many 

of the curricula are targeted at mainstream schools and while highly efficient in 

providing for the normal or average student are not sufficient to develop the gifted 

students’ capacities. Thus, they do not aid them in achieving their potential talents in 

diverse subjects. 

 

On the other hand, additional to the above weaknesses of the provision of gifted 

education in terms of programs and the procedures and tools, it has to be noted that 

there is another major obstacle to success. This is the lack of clear and coherent policy 

directives on gifted education from the Ministry of Education. Most of the staff of the 

Ministry do not hold compelling convictions on the importance of gifted education in 

Saudi Arabia and this is reflected in the wider community, including all educational 

workers throughout the whole country. As a result, this has had a deleterious effect on 

the provision of gifted education in districts, indeed throughout Saudi Arabia. What 

began as an indifference at official level has now reached a society-wide indifference 

towards the delivery of gifted education. Consequently, the gifted centres and the 

Ministry of Education have not been able to resolve their lack of agreement on 

common principles according to the participants in this research. In effect what has 

happened is a breakdown in perceptions of gifted education between all parties - the 

schools, the community, the private sector, parents, citizens and government 

bureaucracy. This would explain why the private sector, which is one of the most 

prominent beneficiaries of gifted students and teachers, does not contribute in any 

meaningful way to the gifted program in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Finally, there is a lack of clarity in Ministry of Education objectives in providing a 

special program for gifted students that develops their unique skills, whether through 
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the school, gifted centres or any other mode of appropriate provision that encapsulates 

such excellence and does not cause the loss or slow dissolution of their talents in a 

very average society of average students. In the long term, such loss to the country is 

profound. To be a clever country requires a clever cohort of well-trained and gifted 

young people. Given that Saudi Arabia is now part of a set of global processes, it must 

nurture these young seedlings so that the inadequacies discussed earlier are recognised 

as being of great moment. They signify that, currently, gifted education delivery in 

Saudi Arabia is not reaching what remain as ill-defined goals. Neglect and indifference 

have yet to be countered. 

 

Limitations to study  

This study has a number of inherent limitations, which need to be taken into account 

when reading. For logistical reasons, the research was restricted to a delimited 

geographical area.  The research had to take into account the complexities of human 

relationships between all the personnel involved – staff (administrators, supervisors 

and teachers); parents of gifted students; and the students themselves who had been 

nominated as gifted. Therefore the decision was made to restrict the research to a 

number of centres selected through randomization procedures. Some caution needs to 

be exercised, therefore, in generalizing the results to the whole of Saudi Arabia. 

 

Strict gender divisions in Saudi Arabia changed the nature of the research simply 

because male and female staff and male and female students are separated so that 

contact between the research was limited when assessing the delivery of educational 

programs for female students by female staff. The researcher is male and therefore it 

was necessary for some training to occur of appropriate personnel to collect the data 

relevant to gifted girls. As a result, there may be some differences between the results 

obtained in the qualitative component of the study.  

 

A third limitation was the use of the NAGC model. Given that the NAGC model 

(2000) and criteria were used in this research, it necessarily established a framework, 

which includes three major significant components: the procedure of identification and 
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selection of gifted students; and training for teachers of the gifted; plus development 

and modification of curricula for this specialist group. The issue of the cultural 

appropriateness of this model, developed in the United States, is a limitation of the 

study. However, many of the policies and procedures adopted in Saudi Arabia have 

come from the United States and the use of the NAGC model was the most appropriate 

available for this reason. Nevertheless, the uniqueness of the Saudi cultural context 

needs to be remembered when applying the results of this research. 

 

Finally, this research may be inhibited a little by the passage of time. Policies and 

procedures for the gifted in the Saudi Ministry of Education are changing rapidly. 

Further, with the rapid development of such programs within schools, while still 

maintaining the centers, the disjunction between schools and centers may disappear. It 

is recommended, therefore, that future researchers could concentrate, using similar 

methodology, on these new school-based programs, especially in teacher professional 

development and student identification / selection as well as appropriate curriculum 

modification.  

 

Recommendations for Practice 
There is a need to review and modify the policy of the Ministry of Education related to 

identifying gifted students and caring for them. In particular, the creation and adoption 

of a definition of giftedness that is relevant to the Saudi Arabian education system is 

vital. Upon modification, the policy should include clear strategies of field application 

and should be more flexible in dealing with the latest developments in the field of 

gifted student care. 

 

It is suggested that mechanisms be developed to promote the relationship between the 

Gifted Students Centres, on the one hand, and schools, parents, and society as a whole, 

on the other, with a view to realizing interaction based on a common clear 

mission. This will lead to positive cooperation, which will help all parties care for the 

gifted students. 
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It is recommended that training should be provided for the teachers and supervisors 

working in the sector of Gifted Student programs in order to qualify them to offer the 

appropriate care for such students to develop their skills and talents. 

 

There is a need to prepare special challenging curricula for gifted students that will 

help develop their skills and talents. This should be done in addition to arranging 

specialised training programs to train the teachers in the field of enriching the normal 

curricula. 

 

There is a clear need to arrange acceleration programs at all stages to provide students 

with the opportunity to develop their skills and benefit from the time factor in doing 

work that suits their mental abilities. However, some guiding programs should be 

made available to avoid any negative social or psychological effect on the students. 

 

It is recommended that measurement tools be provided to identify gifted students. This 

involves reviewing the current tools as well as developing new ones, which suit the 

social and cultural circumstances of society. Such measurement tools should be able to 

distinguish between students and determine the true level of their talents, so that it will 

be possible to depend on their results in setting suitable programs that meet the needs 

of gifted students. 

 

It is recommended that the Ministry establish clear mechanisms and procedures for 

selecting distinguished supervisors and teachers who are adequately qualified and have 

sufficient specialization and experience to work in Gifted Student Projects. There is 

also a need for coordination with the universities to open a new major for handling 

gifted and excellent students, and establishing large bonuses to encourage teachers to 

specialize and work in the field of caring for gifted students. 

 

There is a need for the Ministry of Education to provides for the Gifted Student 

programs in all fields in order to meet not only their financial needs but also their 

needs for such things as buildings, labs, measurement tools, training programs, etc.  
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The Ministry of Education is embracing a major awareness-raising policy targeting all 

sectors of society. This should be done in cooperation with the other stakeholders, e.g. 

the Ministry of Culture and Information and all the other mass communication bodies 

in the society in order to communicate a strong and clear message about the necessity 

of caring for the gifted, providing suitable programs for developing their skills, and 

spreading the culture of giftedness for everyone. 

 

It is recommended that Ministry of Education should guide and support schools (for 

males and females) at all stages of education in a way that would help them care for 

gifted students and encourage them to collaborate with each other. This should be done 

through opening special classes for gifted students at all schools (primary, preparatory, 

secondary) and preparing specialized teachers capable of arranging suitable programs 

for them. 

 

The main objective of this study was to highlight the findings of the evaluation of the 

provision of gifted education in Saudi Arabia, to be made available to the officials and 

decision makers in the Ministry of Education, and the directors of gifted centres in 

different districts of Saudi Arabia. To take advantage of these results suggesting 

improvements and development in the provision of gifted education to the students in 

Saudi Arabia, it is proposed that the Ministry of Education discuss the results of this 

study by establishing a special committee, to identify the positive and negative 

outcomes of the existing provisions, and drawing a strategic plan for the application, 

practice and evaluation of the gifted education for both genders.  

 

The most important procedures and practices should be followed to improve the 

current provisions of gifted according to the findings of this study. There is a need to 

organize a new plan for the provision of gifted education in Saudi Arabia with clear 

objectives and definite vision emanating from the policy of education in Saudi Arabia 

that include a clear indication that underpins the need to pay attention to gifted people 
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and provide appropriate programs for the development of their talents. This should 

take the form of enacted legislation. 

 

Moreover, the new plan should include the best way to provide care and attention to 

gifted students, whether through existing gifted centres or by opening private schools 

or special classes of gifted students in regular schools, or applying all of these methods 

together with a high degree of coordination. Cooperation and integration will be 

matched to meet the needs of gifted students and ensure equal opportunities for all of 

them without exception. 

 

The researcher suggests that the adoption of these suggested approaches should be 

flexible to fit the cultural and geographical diversity of the KSA and the availability  of 

equipment and facilities. Especially it should be applied in the education of girls which 

is completely separated in all districts of Saudi Arabia. These districts are also 

different from each other in size, material resources, number of schools and students, 

which deals with the Ministry of Education with a high degree of flexibility. This 

proposed program for the care of gifted students in the capital of Riyadh, for example, 

is not considered suitable for other small regions where materials and human resources 

are limited. 

 

In addition, it is suggested that there should be a scientific group dedicated to creating 

standards and tools to identify and select gifted students and comprehensively regulate 

and adapt these standards to suit the large cultural diversity in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Moreover, there should be a large awareness campaign implemented by all entities of 

the Ministry of Education (Education Administration, gifted students centres, schools 

and others) in coordination with the Ministry of Information and other information 

agencies in the community to instruct and educate all segments of the society of the 

importance of the care of gifted students. 
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In addition, others, particularly the private sector should be invited to participate in the 

programs for the support of these talented students and to encourage all aspects of 

development. The private sector in Saudi Arabia is very large and financial and 

investment returns are difficult to assess, in its non-participation in programs for gifted 

students, but it is the biggest beneficiary of gifted students and their creativity in 

various fields. This situation needs to change. 

 

Recommendations for Further Research  

 According to the research findings, the researcher proposes a number of topics 

suitable for future research on gifted programs in Saudi Arabia: 

  

1. Evaluation of specific aspects of gifted programs for female students in Saudi 

Arabia. 

2. Further evaluation via a comprehensive study of gifted programs for male 

students in Saudi Arabia. 

3. A comparative study between gifted programs of boys and girls that would be 

deeper and more inclusive of the changes that have occurred since this current 

study.  

4. The conduct of a study to evaluate and develop the measures of selection that 

have been currently used in the provision of gifted education in Saudi Arabia 

after more than 12 years of application and is the outcome of dissatisfaction of 

contemporary practitioners in gifted programs in Saudi Arabia. 

5. Conduct a study on the best scientific tools and strategies to enrich the gifted 

curriculum to take advantage of its results and provide  appropriate curricula 

for gifted programs in Saudi Arabia as the next stage of development. 

6.  Conduct a survey to monitor the direction of Saudi society towards the gifted 

programs involving different samples from the diverse classes of society 

(educated, uneducated, males, females, senior, junior, government agencies, 

private sector ... etc) in order to benefit from their findings and develop a plan 

to educate the community and urge them to participate more in the support of 

gifted programs in Saudi Arabia.  
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7.  Conduct a study to identify the reasons for the reluctance of the private sector 

to participate and support the gifted programs in Saudi Arabia. 

 

Final Words 
This thesis has reported on stakeholders’ views of the effectiveness of gifted programs 

in the Kingdom of Saudi Arabia. It has demonstrated that, while there has been some 

progress toward meeting the needs of gifted students, much more work needs to occur. 

Consequently, recommendations for practice and for further research have been made, 

based on the evaluation research undertaken. This thesis has also illustrated the 

importance of cultural differences in how giftedness is understood and treated. As 

reported, many procedures for gifted students in Saudi Arabia have been adopted from 

work completed in the United States. While some of this work has been modified for 

the Saudi Arabian context, it is important that future efforts continue to forge 

approaches that match this unique culture’s needs and beliefs. 
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