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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;

Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of procedures used in selecting gifted
students in Saudi Arabia;

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;

Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of strategies and curriculum approaches
implemented in programs for the gifted students in Saudi Arabia; and

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.
2.
3.

What are the current gifted policies, and how have they been implemented?
What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed?
What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how
effective are they?

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

how effective are they?

12



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.

13



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.

14



7.

Only weak and limited studies were conducted to evaluate gifted programs in
Saudi Arabia.

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:

This

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)

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.
15



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;

16



Identify and evaluate the effectiveness of strategies and curriculum approaches

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

. 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

l.
2.
3.

What are the current gifted policies, and how have they been implemented?
What are the current gifted provisions, and how have they been developed?
What procedures are used to select gifted students for gifted programs, and how
effective are they?

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

how effective are they?

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

and how effective are they?

How can provisions for gifted students be improved?

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%.
Outstanding results in science being not less than 90%.
Outstanding results in mathematics being not less than 90%.
Outstanding results in the mental abilities test (collective and individual).
Outstanding results in the Torrance Test of Creative Thinking.

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

e A

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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10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15

Seeking to produce pioneering creative and gifted young people in science and
technology.

Offering financial and material support for centres and programs for the gifted.
Providing scholarships for the gifted and the creative, to enable them to
develop their talents and abilities.

Setting up awards in diverse fields of giftedness and creativity.

Developing and supporting programs, research and studies in relevant fields,
whether separately or in coordination with others.

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.

Supporting programs for preparing, developing and training of staff specialized
in fields of giftedness and creativity.

Developing, and investing in, new inventions and creations, whether separately
or in coordination with others.

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

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

Establishing, whether separately or in coordination with others, educational and
professional institutions specialized in giftedness and creativity.

Releasing specialized media materials to spread knowledge and awareness in

fields of giftedness and creativity.

. 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

33



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.
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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-

XXX1).

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 1s 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,

e 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.
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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;
There were perceived and challenging student opportunities;
A diversity of approaches were available and applied;
A lack of systematic evaluation prevailed;
Identification systems were imperfect;
There was a general program incoherence;

There were limitations in personnel preparation; and,

e A o

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
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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.

(%) 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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() 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 1.Q. These
programs consider students as being gifted who have 1.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 1.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 1.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 1.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.

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.

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.

Achievement Tests. Special tests are required to evaluate the students. These
tests are highly specific and good for evaluating the attainment level of
students.

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 1Q 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

Cell 2:
Assessment of Philosophy
learner outcomes and goals

Cell 4:
Teaching/learning
models and
activities

Instructional
strategies
Resources and
materials

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 Ilearning
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:

e In the manner of questioning as well as content;

e The design of learning experiences; and,

e 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
i1s 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).

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).

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.

No studies have shown enrichment to provide superior results over accelerated
methods. Enrichment at best may only defer boredom until a later time.

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.

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.

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
Primary Schools 6,491 6,531 13,022
Students 1,239,709 1,146,226 2,385,935
Middle Schools 3,682 3,204 6,886
Students 564,747 504,507 1,069,254
Secondary Schools 2,027 2,013 4,040
Students 445,769 424,859 870,628
Total Schools 12,200 11,748 23,948
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

Gender Centres Staff Parents  students
Administrators Supervisors  Teachers
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

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

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)

[l Calligraphy and drawing [l Computer

[] Mathematics []Electronics

[l Scientific inventions []Oration

[l School acting group [ Literary writing

[] Other, Please, specify. .......ccovviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieene,

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?
[l Before elementary school (kindergarten)
[J During the first three years of elementary school (first — second — third)

[] During the last three years of elementary school
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[] 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
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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 Sample Data Data preparation  Data Analysis
procedures recording procedures procedures
procedures
Questionnaires: Administrators (n=55)  Written Tabulation of Categorization
Staff Q (M &F) Supervisors (n= 100) Questionnaire  questionnaire onto tables
Teachers (n= 125) completion responses

Students Q (M & F)  Students (n= 149)

Parents Q (M& F) Parents (n=112)

Interview (grouping  Supervisors/ Teachers Field Notes Summarizing and  Categorization
and individual) (n=10) Audio taping  transcribing audio  onto tables
tape data
Observations Teachers (n=15) Observation Tabulation of Categorization
Form filled observation form  into tables
responses
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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

Research main
question:

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?

Data sources

Questionnaire
Staff Students
Q: Q:3,
9,11,12,13, 13,17
14
All Q:17
questions
except 11,
12,15,25,27
Q:27,29,30  Q:2.,3,6,
10,11,
12
Q:15,16,17, -
18,19,20,21
22
Q: 24,25 Q:7
Q: 14,26,28 -

Interviews Observation
Parents

Q: \/ -
11,12,
17,18,

19

Q:7.8, N -
14,18,
19

Q:3 v -

Analysis of
Documents

\/
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7-Are there differences in All - - - -
the provisions for gifted

girls and gifted boys in questions

Saudi Arabia? What effects

do these differences have

on the key stakeholders’

satisfaction with the

education of gifted

students?

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

Staff Yes No

Count % Count %

Q 14.1-9  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 119 425 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
provide educational equipment and laboratories for the centres 56 20.0 95 339

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

019.1-4 Question Responses Count %
What is the most appropriate approach to develop Enrolling them in special 39 34.8
gifted students? full-time schools

Establishing special 39 34.8
centres
Placing them in special 20 17.9

classes in their regular
schools
Develop them in their 14 12.5

regular schools
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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 72 257
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 32
Q6  Years at the centre from 1-3 116 414
from 4-6 120 429
from 7-9 31 11.1

from 10-12 9 32

from 13-15 3 1.1

more than 16 1 4

Years of work before

Q7 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 30 107
from 16-+ 43 154
Q8 Highest degree earned ~ Bachelor 212 757
Education diploma 38 13.6
Master 28 10.0

PhD 1 4

Other 1 4

Q9 Description of the full-time school 26 9.3

centre

a place for a group of gifted students to learn a

) . . 164  58.6
specific curriculum part time
a place for a group of gifted students to

) S . 49 17.5
practise extra activities part time
a place for a group of gifted students to learn a 13 46
specific curriculum at week-end or in summer )
a place for a group of gifted students to practise 17 6.1
extra activities at the week-end or in summer '
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 1s 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.
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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 1Q tests, teacher
rating scales and teacher nomination. The usage of these measures according to the
participants’ responses was 80.7% for 1Q 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 1Q 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
Q30 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 i 278 99.3
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.
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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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the participants whether their gifted child was enrolled in any gifted program. In
response, 89.3% of the parents indicated that their child was enrolled while 10.7%
indicated that their child was not enrolled. The parents were asked to specify the kind
of program in which their child was enrolled. Interestingly, more than half the parents
indicated that their child was involved in a gifted program at their school (59.8%) and
only 23.2% of the respondents indicated that their child was enrolled in the gifted
centre program. This is an interesting finding as the Ministry policy on gifted
education led to the establishment of the gifted centres as the primary means for
catering to their needs. This finding reinforces the reluctance that some parents have in
enrolling their children in the gifted centre because all the parents who took part in the

survey were selected because their child had been selected to attend the gifted centre.

Question 8 of the parent questionnaire asked the participants how satisfied they were
with what is being offered to their gifted children in the program in which they were
enrolled. As indicated in Figure 4.1, there are not high levels of satisfaction with over

90% of parents indicating a moderate level of satisfaction or dissatisfaction.
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Figure 4.1 Parents’ level of satisfaction with the gifted program offered
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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
% 24.1 286 19.6 107 80 89
Count 26 7 23 28 21 7
School
% 232 63 205 250 188 63
014 Count 29 20 20 24 13 6

Both the family and school
% 259 179 179 214 116 54

Count 29 20 20 24 13 6
The centre for the gifted
% 26.8 10.7 16.1 152 232 8.0

Count 21 51 1 4 35 26
All of the above
% 18.8 45.5 9 3.6 313 232

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

(0] Selection Standards SD D U A SA
277 The centre adopted a definition of gifted students count 1 8 21 142 108
% 4 29 75 507 386

2 Uses multiple procedures in selection count 1 16 30 118 115
% 4 57 107 421 411

3 The tools used were developed specifically for the centre count 13 20 70 112 65
functions % 46 7.1 250 400 232

4 Tools used have high reliability count 9 37 99 95 40
% 32 132 354 339 143

5 Tools reflect the centre targets and its educational count 5 18 91 129 37
programs % 1.8 64 325 461 132

6  Tools reflect the centre targets and its educational count 1 17 38 141 83
programs % 4 6.1 13.6 504 29.6

7  The selection system is effective with low achievement count 16 38 89 101 36
students % 57 136 31.8 36.1 129

8  The school achievement rate for the nominated students count 9 54 60 107 50
should have specific limit % 32 193 214 382 179

9  Decisions of the selection are taken by a specialist count 8 38 39 136 59
committee % 29 13,6 139 486 21.1

10 An annual awareness campaign of the selection system was  count 23 63 57 100 37
organized % 82 225 204 357 132

11 Decisions for selecting those students who were on the cut- count 22 67 92 77 22
off scores based on case study % 79 239 329 275 179

12 Distributed nomination forms for enrolment in all targeted count 3 12 39 123 103
schools % 1.1 43 139 439 36.8

13 Reviews and evaluates the system of selection on a regular ~ count 10 23 84 114 49
basis % 36 82 300 407 175

14  There is a specialist trained in measurement technique to count 5 15 25 111 124
apply the tools % 1.8 54 89 396 443

15  The centre defines cut-off scores for selection count 6 10 49 107 108
% 2.1 36 175 382 386

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 1Q 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. 1Q tests were the preferred choice whereas wider readings consider 1Q 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 1Q 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
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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
1Q2 The measures adopted by school to nominate  The nomination of a relative of mine who
1 7

you for the Gifted Program works at the school
The nomination of one of my classmates,
who joined the program first

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

1 Teachers are selected according to clear criteria count 6 23 41 106 104
% 21 82 146 379 37.1

2 Teachers are selected by a committee of experts and specialist count 17 34 53 113 63
educators % 6.1 121 189 404 225

3 Teachers are selected according to social relationships with the  count 87 84 59 32 18
officials at the centre % 31.1 30.0 21.1 114 64

4 Teachers enrol in a training program in the care of gifted count 2 22 39 107 110
students before they are assigned to the centre % 79 139 382 393

5 Teachers enrol in a variety of training programs after joining count 4 5 33 139 99
work at the centre % 1.4 1.8 11.8 496 354

6  Most teachers at the centre are full-time count 5 13 34 85 143
% 1.8 46 121 304 5l1.1

7  Teachers in the centre obtain high educational qualifications count 44 85 69 55 27
(high Diploma, MA) % 157 304 246 196 9.6

8  Teachers go through supervision, guidance and periodic count 2 13 48 129 88
evaluations % i 46 17.1 46.1 314

9  Teachers follow descriptive written instructions in their job for ~ count 8 18 66 120 68
tasks required % 29 64 236 429 243

10 Teachers use a variety of methods in evaluation of students’ count 9 28 65 133 45
achievement (such as tests or others ...) % 32 100 232 475 16.1

11 Teachers participate in the development of educational units’ count 13 45 78 109 35
enrichment through the regular school curriculum % 4.6 161 279 389 125

12 Teachers are fully aware of the characteristics, needs and count 5 21 80 121 53
problems of gifted students % 1.8 7.5 28,6 432 189

13 Teachers are committed to have parents participate in the count 4 37 77 125 37
centre activities % 14 132 275 446 132

14 Teachers are well oriented in how to use the computer count 1 3 37 128 111
% 4 1.1 132 457 396
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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

0 Characteristics of Enriched Curriculum SD D U A SA
25

1 Enrichment curriculum is a complement to as wellasan count 23 69 51 95 42
extension of the regular curriculum. % 82 246 182 339 150

2 Enrichment curriculum identifies skills and knowledge  count 4 7 37 144 88
which gifted students should learn at the centre and % 14 25 132 514 314
which is not possible to learn through the study of the
regular curriculum with ordinary students.

3 Enrichment curriculum focuses on a high level of count 3 3 43 134 97
thinking. % I.1 1.1 154 479 346

4 Enrichment curriculum includes self-directed activities  count 0 8 47 142 83
and projects as conducted by students to acquire % 0 29 168 50.7 29.6
research skills and methods.

5  Teachers participate in the development of the count 8§ 21 53 128 70
enrichment curriculum because they are more aware of % 29 75 189 457 250
the needs of their students.

6  Enrichment curriculum is comprehensive, providing count 3 11 78 144 44
enrichment, acceleration, and extension options. % 1.1 39 279 514 157

7  Enrichment curriculum is flexible. count 2 12 39 149 78

% 43 139 532 279

8  Enrichment curriculum long-term aims are specific. count 5 17 103 113 42

% 1.8 6.1 368 404 15.0
9  Curriculum enrichment builds students’ skills in a count 1 10 97 124 48
coherent manner. % 4 36 346 443 17.1
10 Enrichment curriculum provides experiences which count 2 16 91 139 32
achieve integration between different academic areas. % J 57 325 496 114
11 Enrichment curriculum achieves integration between count 2 12 72 149 45
the cognitive, emotional and social needs. % J 43 257 532 16.1
12 Enrichment curriculum contains clear guidance to assist count 4 32 78 129 37
the teacher in its application. % 14 114 279 46.1 132
13 Enrichment curriculum is evaluated on a regular basis. count 5 25 97 118 35
% 1.8 89 346 421 125

14  Gifted students are involved in the development of the count 9 35 56 128 52
enrichment curriculum that responds to their needs. % 32 125 20.0 457 18.6

15 Enrichment curriculum is characterized as sequential count 5 7 65 142 61
and continuous. % 1.8 2.5 232 507 218
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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).
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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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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.”

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.

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.

There is a need to develop measurement tools through review and refinement

rather than continuing to use decade-old measurement instruments.

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.

There is a need to provide sufficient equipment to the centres in a way that

allows adequate implementation and practice of the gifted programs.

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 Fair Good Excellent
poor
1 Withholds ideas Count 10 5 3 4 2
% 417 208 125 16.7 8.3
2 Encourages participation in discussions Count 0 1 1 8 14
% .0 42 42 333 58.3
3 Poses interpretive questions Count 0 2 1 13 8
% .0 83 42 542 333
4  Students evaluate situations Count 0 0 6 8 10
% 0 0 250 333 41.7
5 Analytic questions Count 0 0 5 13 6
% .0 0 20.8 542 25.0
6  Generalize from concrete to abstract Count 0 2 5 13 4
% .0 83 208 542 16.7
7  Sensitive to students' responses Count 0 1 1 5 17
% .0 42 42 208 70.8
8  Maintains a balance between active and Count 0 2 1 6 15
passive activities % .0 83 42 250 62.5
9  Deliberately shifts teaching strategies with Count 0 4 0 4 16
students % .0 16.7 .0 16.7 66.7
10  Apply techniques in classroom Count 0 2 2 3 17
% .0 83 83 125 70.8
11 Encourages students’ development of Count 0 1 1 6 16
argument skills % .0 42 42 250 66.7
12 Encourages analogical thinking Count 0 1 2 5 16
% .0 42 83 208 66.7
13 Students compare different issues Count 0 1 3 11 9
% .0 42 125 458 37.5
14 Students engage in lively debate of Count 0 0 4 12 8
controversial issues % .0 .0 16.7 50.0 333
15 S + T reflect an open/challenging attitude Count 0 1 3 5 15
toward knowledge % .0 42 125 208 62.5
16 Encourages students to try new approaches Count 0 0 3 6 15
% .0 .0 12.5 25.0 62.5
17  Find solutions to problems Count 0 0 2 5 17
% .0 .0 83 208 70.8
18 Encourages guesses by students Count 0 1 0 8 15
% .0 4.2 .0 333 62.5
19 Helps to realize that research involves trial Count 0 0 1 8 15
and error % .0 .0 42 333 62.5
20  Uses implications of characteristics Count 0 2 1 8 13
% .0 83 42 333 54.2
21 Uses management procedures in learning Count 2 4 1 8 9
process % 8.3 16.7 42 333 37.5
22 Uses advanced organizers in curriculum Count 0 3 1 8 12
% .0 125 42 333 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 Sig (2-
question Items Gender N  Mean tailled)
(15)
3 Teachers are selected according to social M 166 245 034
relationships with the officials at the centre. F 114 2.14 .
] M 166 4.08
6 Most teachers at the centre are full-time. .001
F 114 447
; Teachers in the centre have obtained high M 166 295 000
educational qualifications (high Diploma, MA). F 114 2.52 .
. Teachers are committed to have parents M 166 3.94 003
participate in the centre activities. F 114 4.16 .
1 Teachers are well oriented in how to use the M 166  4.15
> F 114 435 037

computer.

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 Sig (2-
question Items Gender N  Mean tailled)
(23
. Enrichment curriculum is a complement to as well M 166 3.37 015
as an extension of the regular curriculum. F 114 3.02 .
Teachers participate in the development of the M 166  3.70
5 enrichment curriculum because they are more .013
F 114 4.00
aware of the needs of their students.
Enrichment curriculum is comprehensive, M 166 3.67
6 providing enrichment, acceleration, and extension .014
] F 114 3.90
options.
Gifted students are involved in the development of M 166 3.41
14 the enrichment curriculum that responds to their .000

F 114 3.97
needs.

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 Sig (2-
in question Items Gender N  Mean ta;'g;le )
(27)
The centre adopts clear procedural definition of M 166 4.32 037
gifted students. F 114 413 '
5 The centre uses multiple procedures for M 166 4.29 010
selection of gifted students. F 114 4.02 .
6 Teachers at the centre are familiar with the M 166 3.94 033
selection system procedures. F 114  4.16 .
;3 The centre reviews and evaluates the system of M 166 3.51 038
selection on a regular basis. F 114 3.75 .
) M 166 3.98
15 The centre defines cut-off scores for selection. .047
F 114 421
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.
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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 i1s 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 1Q 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 1Q 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
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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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Appendix 2 Australian Gifted education professional development package



Gifted Education Professional Development Package

Using the Package

All modules in the Package contain a pre-test for teachers to determine what they
might already know. Both the Core Modules and the Extension and Specialisation
modules contain practical components with case studies and tasks for teachers to

demonstrate that they have understood the module before moving on to the next one.

The modules contain an overview of current research about particular areas of gifted
education. This research, in plain language, is illustrated by cartoons, case studies

and examples of how it can be applied in the mainstream classroom.

The modules cover all levels of schooling: early childhood (the initial years of
schooling), Primary (later years of primary schools), and secondary (secondary
school). The modules are also ordered according to whether a teacher is in a rural or
urban school, teaching in the classroom or involved in school administration, or
whether the teacher is working alone or undertaking professional development in a

small group or whole school situation.

The Extension and Specialisation Modules consist of the same six topics as in the
Core Modules with additional advanced material, case studies, further reading and
examples for use in the classroom. While the Core Modules were designed to cover
the essential information every teacher should know, the Extension and Specialisation
Modules are designed to build on this knowledge to allow teachers and teachers in
training, principals and school staff to develop a deeper understanding of the issues in
gifted education, develop more complex responses to addressing the needs of gifted
students in the classroom, and be confident in sharing these skills with colleagues and

parents.

Coloured Icons throughout the modules allow quick identification of research, case

studies, information and activities according to individual needs.
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Module One. Understanding Giftedness

This module contains the essential information a teacher needs to understand the
nature of giftedness and talent; what the terms mean; levels and types of giftedness. It
covers the cognitive and affective characteristics of gifted and talented students over

the years of schooling and introduces teachers to key concepts.

Module Two. The Identification of Gifted Students

This module covers a range of subjective and objective identification procedures that
can be used by teachers and schools. It pays particular attention to procedures which
are effective in identifying gifted students from minority and disadvantaged groups
and emphasises the use of a combination of approaches rather than a single measure

to address differences in student ability and background.



Module Three. Social and Emotional Development of Gifted Students

This module is designed to help teachers understanding the social and emotional
characteristics and needs of gifted students and the ways in which gifted students may
differ somewhat from their classmates in social-emotional development. It contains
advice about supporting gifted students and their parents and covers teaching
strategies and class structures which foster the development of positive social

attitudes and supportive peer relationships in gifted students.

Module Four. Underachievement in Gifted Students

This module covers the causes of underachievement in gifted students. It provides
solutions for teachers to identify gifted underachievers and plan interventions to

prevent and reverse cycles of underachievement.

Module Five. Curriculum Differentiation for Gifted Students

This module is perhaps the key module of the Package. Building on the information
in the first four modules, this module covers teaching strategies and methods of
curriculum differentiation to enhance the learning of gifted students in the mainstream
classroom. It covers appropriate use of different, well-known enrichment models that
international research has found to be effective with gifted and talented students, such
as Bloom, Williams, Maker and Kaplan. It includes practical applications of pre-
testing, curriculum compacting and individualised programming for teachers. It also
contains templates for teachers to use in re-designing their own curriculum

programmes to cover the needs of all students.

Module Six. Developing Programmes and Provisions for Gifted Students

This model covers practical strategies for the establishment and monitoring of ability,



achievement or interest grouping in classes, and the many forms of accelerated
progression through schooling. Particular attention is paid to the effects of various

strategies on students’ academic and social development.
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Gifted/Talented provision Evaluation Questionnaire

LT understand that by returning the survey I give my consent to participate in this
research and use the results of my survey for the purpose of professional
publications. When answering the questions keep in mind that there are no right
or wrong answers: your personal opinion is highly valuable for our research.

Thank you for agreeing to participate in the survey! (Please tick the box)
Please check the box that describes you:

Q1: Are you a (tick one)
[_] administrator
[l supervisor
[ teacher (full time)
[] teacher part time)

Q2: Gender [] male [] female
Q3: Age:[ 120-25 []26-30 []31-35 [136-40 []41-45 [J46-50 [151-+

Q4: The type of work at the Center:
O fult [] partial

QS5: The time of Action at the Center:

[0 morning [1 evening

Q6: Years of work at the Center:

[11-3 [J4-6 [17-9 [J10-13 [J14-16 []17-+



Q7: Years of work before work at the center:

113 46 (179 [J10-13 [Jia-16 [17-+

Q8: Highest Degree Earned [ | Bachelor [] Education diploma [] Master [ ] PhD
[] Other

Q9: What is the best description of the gifted students center where you work: (please
tick the appropriate choice)

O only full-time school

[ a place for a group of gifted students to learn a specific curriculum part-time

[Ja place for a group of gifted students to practise extra activities part-time

O a place for a group of gifted students to learn a specific curriculum at week-end or in

summer holidays
[Ja place for a group of gifted students to practise extra activities at the week-end or in

summer holiday

[ other

Q10: What is the lowest school grade level for which there is a formal gifted program in
your district [_] early grades of the primary stage  [_] late grades of the primary stage
[ ] elementary school [ ] intermediate [ ] secondary school

Q11: Is there a special budget for the Center?
] yes ] no [0 notsure
(If the answer is yes, please indicate the source of funding)
[ a special budget provided by the Ministry
[] within the district budget provided by the Ministry
[ the budget provided by the Center
[] donations from companies and individuals
[ collect fees from students
] other



Q12: How strong is the relationship between the centers and schools of the district

What is the level ? ( please circle: (1) very weak , (5) very strong )

Very very
weak 1 2 3 4 5 strong

Q13: Is the present relationship between the centers and schools effective enough to

meet the needs of gifted students?

[ yes O no [0 not sure

Q14: Does Ministry of Education provide enough equipment to the gifted and talented
centers to help them to meet the need for gifted and talented students.
[] ves [] no [] not sure
Which of the following support does the Ministry provide to your center (tick as many
options as apply)
[ ]an adequate number of qualified and trained teachers (teachers - supervisors -
Identifying specialists - student counselors)
[ ] buildings for the center’s needs
[ ]sufficient budget for the center
[ ]official Support for the centers when dealing with government and private sectors
[ ]Provide standards and the necessary tools and standards for identifying gifted and
talented students
[]designing enrichment curriculum for educating of gifted and talented students or
modifying the regular curriculum and supply to the centers
[ ]medial support to the programs that the centers provide through coordination with
the different media means
[ ]provide the centers with the latest specialized books, journals and periodicals in
the field of giftedness

[ ]educational equipment and laboratories for the centers



Q15: Selecting and training teachers in center.
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 center.
Mark the appropriate box for each item.
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

Teachers are selected by a committee of experts and specialist

2 educators

3 Teachers are selected according to social relationships with the
officials at the center

4 Teachers enroll in a training program in the care of gifted
students before they are assigned at the center

5 Teachers enroll in a various of training programs after joining

work at the center

6 Most teachers at the center are full-time

Teachers in the center obtain high educational qualifications

7 (high Diploma, MA)
2 Teachers go through supervision, guidance and periodic
evaluations
9 teachers follow descriptive written instructions in their job for
task required
teachers used a variety of methods in evaluating of students’
10 .
achievement (such as tests or others ...)
11 Teachers participate in the development of educational units’
enrichment through the regular school curriculum
Teachers are fully aware of the characteristics, needs and
12 .
problems of gifted students
13 Teachers are committed to have parents participate in the center

activities

14 | teachers are well oriented in how to use the computer

Q16: Training in teaching of gifted/talented (check all that apply)
[[] course (s) at college/university [ ] educational degree in area [ |training during the job

[ ] workshop outside district [ ] workshop in the center ~ [_] none




Q17: To what extent do you think this training has adequately prepared you to teach
gifted students? (please rank (1) not at all prepared , (5) very prepared )

Not at all very
prepared 2 3 4 5 prepared

Q18: Do you think you need additional training to enhance your teaching of gifted

students?

Cyes no (O not sure

Q19: What additional kinds of training do you think you need to enhance your teaching
of gifted students?

[] postgraduate degree

O higher diploma after degree

L short course after degree

[ pilot visits to good programs

U others (specify)

Q20: The center’s supervisor is selected: (tick as many that apply)
O based on educational qualification
[ based on valid experience
[J nominated by an authority
[] nominated by himself
[ written test

[ personal interview



Q21: The center’s teachers are selected: (tick as many as apply)
[ based on educational qualification
[1 based on valid experience
[] nominated by an authority
[ nominated by himself
L written test

Cpersonal interview

Q22: the minimum educational qualifications the teacher should have:
OJ BA
] Master
[J PhD

Q23: Does your district have a system regarding the acceleration of the
regular curriculum for high ability students?
[ yes O no [ not sure
If yes, which of the following applies?
[] accelerate students into the next level
[ the admission of gifted students in the first grade of elementary school before the
completion of legal age

[ Others (specify)

Q24: The curricula offered to the gifted students in the center is:
[ specific for the gifted students

[1 modified or developed version of the mainstream curriculum

Q25: Enrichment Curriculum for gifted students at the center

Please read each item carefully and indicate the degree to which you believe
the following statements describe the enrichment curriculum in your center.
Mark the appropriate box for each item.

SA- Strongly agree A- Agree U- Undecided
D- Disagree SD- Strongly Disagree



No [tem SA| A

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 center and which is not
possible to learn through the study of the regular curriculum
with ordinary students

W

Enrichment curriculum focuses on high of thinking operations

4 | Enrichment curriculum includes self-directed activities and
projects as conducted by students to acquire research skills and
method

5 | Teachers participate in the development of the enrichment
curriculum because they are more aware of the needs of their
students.

6 | Enrichment curriculum is comprehensive, providing enrichment,
acceleration, and extension options

7 Enrichment curriculum is flexible

o0

Enrichment curriculum long-term aims are specific

9 Curriculum enrichment builds students’ skills in a coherent
manner

10 | Enrichment curriculum provides experiences which achieve
integration between different academic areas

11 | Enrichment curriculum achieves integration between the
cognitive, emotional and social needs

12 | Enrichment curriculum contains clear guidance to assist the
teacher in its application

13 | Enrichment curriculum is evaluated on a regular basis

14 | Gifted students are involved in the development of the
enrichment curriculum that responds to their needs

15 | Enrichment curriculum is characterized as sequential and
continuous

Q26: How could the curriculum be improved?

Q27: Selection system of gifted students at the center. Please read each item
carefully and indicate the degree to which you believe the following
statements describe the selection system in your center. Mark the appropriate

box for each item.



SA- Strongly agree A- Agree U- Undecided

D- Disagree SD- Strongly Disagree

No

Item

SA

SD

1

The center adopts clear procedural definition of gifted students

The center uses multiple procedures for selection of gifted

) students

3 The tests and standards used in the selection are developed
specifically for the center functions

4 | tests and standards used in the selection have high reliability

5 The tests and standards of selection at the center reflect the
center targets and its educational programs

6 Teachers at the center are familiar with the selection system
procedures

7 The selection system at the center is effective in identifying
gifted students with low achievement
Decisions of the selection of gifted students are taken by a

8 | committee which includes specialists in measurement and gifted
education
It is a condition that the school achievement rate for the

9 | nominated students applying to the selection tests is not below a
specific limit

10 The center organizes an annual awareness campaign in the local
community about the selection system

1 Case study method is used in making decisions for selecting
those students who are on the cut-off scores

1 The center administration distributes nomination forms and
requests for enrollment on all targeted schools

03 The center reviews and evaluates the system of selection on a
regular basis

14 There is a specialist trained to train other teachers in gifted
education principles and strategies

15 | The center defines cut-off scores for selection

Q28: How could selection of students be improved?




Q29: Do you think the selection method of the gifted students in the schools is
appropriate ? O yes [ no 0 not sure

Q30: Which of the following measures and/or checklists does your district use

to formally identify gifted students?

(Check all that apply)
[ IQ tests (group or individual) [] teacher nomination [ creativity tests
[ achievement tests [J parent nomination [0 student interview
[] teacher rating scales [ student self-nomination O not sure
[0 student products portfolios [ peer nomination [ other, specifym----mnm-mmmmnamn-
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Appendix 6  Students Questionnaire E



An Evaluative Questionnaire

of Gifted Students Development Projects in KSA

(Students Questionnaire)

Dear gifted student

This questionnaire is designed to collect data to obtain a PhD degree from
Wollongong University in Australia in the field of developing gifted students. The
dissertation, entitled “An Evaluation of Gifted Students Development Projects in
KSA”, aims at identifying positive and negative aspects of Gifted Students
Development Programs. Being the main beneficiary of these programs and the prime
participant therein, you must have recognized the points of strength and weakness of
these programs through the extent of benefit that was achieved and which enriched
your gift. It is therefore our pleasure to invite you to partake in evaluating these
programs, as your input shall be of great interest to us and of immense impact in
delineating the true image of these programs, as well as in recommending appropriate
solutions that will contribute in achieving the desired results for you and your
classmates in the future. You are simply requested to put a (v'(in the blank square
next to each statement. Please, note that there is no right or wrong answer. We merely
seek to learn more about your opinion through your answers. Rest assured that the
information you will be submitting shall be treated with utter confidentiality and shall

be exclusively used for purposes of scientific research.

Thank you and best wishes

Mohammed bin Abdel Khaleq Al Qarni,
A researcher
Wollongong University, Australia
Cellular: 0555682821
Fax: 027467690
P. O. Box: 25248 Postal code: 21944,
Ta’iff
Email: algarnil21@yahoo.com




Ql:  Name (optional) .......oooviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiines,
Age: 6-12 13-15 16-18

Education stage: Elementary Middle Secondary

Q2: Who of the following people first discovered your gift?

Your parents

Your classmate

Your teacher in class

Your gifted students program supervisor

Other. Please, specify: .....c.cocvvviiiiiniiinninn

Q3: When was your gift discovered?
Before elementary school
During the first three years of elementary school (first — second — third)
During the last three years of elementary school
During middle school

During secondary school

Q4: 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. ......cccoeviieiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiininnnn,

Q5: Have you joined Gifted Students Development programs:
Yes No

If “yes”, please, specify where you joined the program:
At the school I go to
At the Gifted Students Center in our neighborhood

Through summer programs arranged by the Ministry



Through summer programs arranged by private or other governmental bodies

Other. Please, Specify. .....ccoeviviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieenn,

Q6: Name which of the following criteria (tests) were applied on you, based on the
results of which you were nominated for Gifted Students Development Program at
school or Gifted Students Development Center in the neighborhood (Place a check
mark next to all applicable items):

1Q test

Special abilities test

Creativity test

Arabic and Mathematics tests

Teachers nomination

School nomination

Classmates nomination

Self-nomination

Academic achievement

Other. Please, specify. ......c.ccccvvvviiiiniiiiininnnnn..

Q7: Curricula offered in the Gifted Students Development program at school or at the
Center are:

Specially-tailored curricula for gifted students

Developed curricula, derived from regular courses taught at school

Various activities practiced during free time at school

Various activities practiced on weekends or during the summer vacation

No special course or activity for gifted students

Q8: Which of the following means of transportation do you use to go to Gifted
Students Program at school or the Center?

A Center bus

A school bus

A private vehicle

(5]



Q9: Do you find it difficult to make new friends from among your fellow gifted
classmates?

Yes No

Q10: Have you been informed of the identification measures before taking gift
identification tests?

Yes No

Q11: Have you been nominated for the Gifted Students Program at school first, then
at the Center. Which of the following applies:

I was first nominated by school

I was first nominated by the Center

There is no Gifted Students Program at school

Q12: Which of the following were the measures adopted by school to nominate you
for the Gifted Students Program?

My teacher's nomination

My outstanding grades in school

My school nomination

The nomination of a relation of mine who works at school

The nomination of one of my classmates, who joined the program first

A personal desire and self-nomination

Q13: Is there any disagreement between participating in Gifted Students' Program
activities at school or center, and other regular activities for all students?

Yes No Not sure

Q14: Are there students in your class who believe they are gifted, but who have not
been identified by the school or center Gifted Students' Program?
Yes No Not sure

Q15: Did you receive support from your parents upon signing for in the Gifted

Students' Program?



Yes No
Q16: Have parents received some orientation or guidance from the school or the

Center concerning the importance of recognizing and developing a gift?

Yes No Not sure

Q17: Is there any discrepancy between the support and resources made available to
gifted students to assist them in practicing their activities, as part of the Program, and
what is available at the Center?

Yes No Not sure
If the answer is “yes”, please, specify aspects of difference. Multiple choices can be
selected:

The Center building is better than the school building as it accommodates
more convenient places to exercise the training program

Teachers at the Center are specialists and trained in the field of gifted
students development

The Center has sufficient resources and departments to train gifted students

The Center boasts laboratories in every field that are not available at school

The curriculum offered at the Center is different than that offered in school
and befits gifted students

Teacher at school encourage giving feedback and ideas better than at the
Center

Making new friendships at the Center is more difficult than at school

Other. Please, specify. .......ccooveeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee i,
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An Evaluative Questionnaire
of Gifted Students Development Projects in KSA

(Parents Questionnaire)

Dear parent,

This questionnaire is designed to collect data to obtain a PhD degree from
Wollongong University in Australia in the field of developing gifted students. The
dissertation, entitled “An Evaluation of Gifted Students Development Projects in
KSA”, aims at identifying positive and negative aspects of Gifted Students
Development Programs. As your son/daughter is the main beneficiary of this
program, you will surely have an idea about the nature of the program and its
workings, and perhaps some of its strengths and weaknesses when following up with
your son/daughter and communicating with those in charge of the program whether at
school, or the Center of Gifted Students Development. It is therefore our pleasure to
invite you to partake in evaluating these programs, as your input will be of great
interest to us, and of immense impact in delineating the true image of these programs,
as well as in recommending appropriate solutions that will contribute to achieving the
desired results for your son/daughter and his/her classmates in the future. You are
simply requested to put a (v'(in the blank square next to each statement. Please, note
that there is no right or wrong answer. We merely seek to learn more about your
opinion through your answers. Rest assured that the information you submit shall be
treated with utter confidentiality and shall be exclusively used for purposes of

scientific research.

Thank you and best wishes

Mohammed bin Abdel Khaleq Al Qarni,

A researcher

Wollongong University, Australia

Cellular: 0555682821

Fax: 027467690

P. O. Box: 25248 Postal code: 21944, Ta’iff
Email: alqarnil21@yahoo.com




Q1: Name (optional) ..........cccevviiiinannnnn. Gender: Male Female

* Number of children (State the number in the vacant square):

Boys Girls
*  Number of gifted children:
Gender: Boys Order among siblings
Girls Order among siblings

* Level of education:
Illiterate
Literate
Below university.
A university graduate (B.S.)
M.A.
PhD.

* Employment: Civil servant Private sector Retired

Q2: Name your son/daughter’s current education of stage:

Elementary Middle Secondary

Q3: 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
During middle school

During secondary school

Q4: Did you encourage your son/daughter to join the Gifted Students Program when
you first realized that s/he was gifted: Yes No

QS5: Who of the following people discovered your son/daughter'sgift?
I and his (her) mother/ I and his (her) father
His (her) mother/his (her) father
A teacher in elementary school

The Gifted Students teacher in his/her school



A committee in the Gifted Students Center
S/he informed me
Other. Please, specify. ......cccovviiiiiiniiiiiiininenen

Q6: In which of the following areas are is your son/daughter gifted?

Calligraphy and drawing Computer
Mathematics Electronics
Scientific inventions Oration
School acting group literary writing

Other. Please, specify. ....ccocvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieens

Q7: Has your son/daughter signed up for any Gifted Students Program?
Yes No
If the answer is “yes”, please, specify the name of the program:
The Gifted Students Program at the school I go to
The Gifted Students Program in the Gifted Students Center in our
neighborhood
Through summer programs arranged by the Ministry
Through summer programs arranged by private or other governmental bodies
A private program organized by a private institution in return for fees

Other. Please, Specify. ....ccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e

Q8: How satisfied are you about what is being offered to your son/daughter in the
program s/he has enrolled in?

Very satisfied Satisfied Somewhat satisfied

Unsatisfied Completely dissatisfied

Q9: Have you detected an improvement in you son/daughter’s level after s/he joined
the program?
Great improvement Improvement Medium improvement

Little improvement No improvement

Q10: Has your son/daughter’s joining the Gifted Students Program had an impact on

his/her grades?
3



A positive impact a negative impact No impact No specified

Q11: Which of the following means of transportation does your son/daughter use to
go to the Gifted Students Program s/he joined?

A Center bus

A school bus

A private vehicle

With classmates

I drive him/her myself

Other. Please, specify. .....ccooviviiviiiiiiiniiiiiiiinnnn.

Q12: Do you have a background on or knowledge about how to deal with your gifted
son/daughter to help him/her develop his/her talent?
Yes No
If the answer is “yes”, please, explain how you came to acquire that background or
knowledge:
Personal reading about talent
An orientation given by my son/daughter’s school
An orientation given by the Gifted Students Center in our neighborhood
Mass media

I have a degree in the field of gift development

Q13: Do you think that parents’ level of education has an impact on early detection of
their son/daughter’s gift and its development?
Yes No Not sure

Q14: please order the following that have had the most effect on developing gifted
students:
(Place a number from 1 to 5 in vacant squares)

Family

School

Family and school

Gifted Students Center

All the above



Q15: Do you think that the resources and home educational programs that parents
offer their son/daughter helped identify his/her gift and develop it?
Yes No Not sure

Q16: Is your son/daughter being taught a curriculum, within the Talents Students
Program s/he has joined, that is different from regular curricula offered in ordinary
schools?

Yes No Not sure

Q17: Do you think that family and society must be oriented regarding the importance
of developing gifted students, as a necessary factor in the success of programs
targeting them?

Yes No
If the answer is “yes”, which of the following bodies is responsible for this
orientation:

The Ministry of Education, in particular, and other educational institutions, in
general

Mass media

Universities and faculties in various disciplines

Community service centers

Other. Please, specify. .....oooviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiicic e

Q18: Is it more convenient to have gifted students enrolled in special full-time schools
in order for programs targeting them to succeed?

Yes No Not sure

Q19: Which of the following is the most convenient approach to develop gifted
students?

Enrolling them in special full-time schools

Establishing special centers which they can attend in the evenings, on weekends and
in summer.

Placing them in special classes in their regular schools

Nurturing them in their regular schools and amongst ordinary students



Q20: Has your son/daughter experienced some positive emotional or social impact as
a result of his/her joining a Talent Students Development Program?

Yes No Not sure

Q21: Was the impact positive or negative?

Yes No Not sure

Q22: Do you think that orientation and guidance for your gifted son/daughter help in
his/her emotional and social stability?
Yes No Not sure
If the answer is “yes”, who is responsible for orienting and guiding gifted students?
The school that the student attends
The Gifted Students Center through specialized advisors
The family of the gifted student
Other. Please, Specify. ..oovviiviiniiiiiiiiiiiirceiceee,

Q23: Has your son/daughter faced difficulty in making new friends from among
students identified as gifted in the program s/he signed up for?
Yes No Not sure



Appendix 10 Parents Questionnaire A-MF



Aud graad) (B (b gall Al Ao ) & Ldia a o AdLiiua)

(cdl 5 Asksd)

>N Ay asl /i e Al

Wollongong  zeig—aily A ada e ol jgiall da n dail dadde Al 5o by aaad 3axe laud) o2a
angis "Td ) (B Cngh gall dathal) Ao e S " sin st sall Aoy Jlae Wl
ide ) e o ol 8 as A un el Al Ao el cilabuy cilulad o Gl Y
dadiall Aol dpalell Gl sl a5 Jslal 20 8 5 g D30 pmaal) Ay el ASladll (8 (8 sl Al
Ll e Caaghl Ging (o3 SN pal pl oda okt 6 Aealusall Qo) 138 8 dadiial Jpal
sl a Aayle o 58 bl o & Ol el ) e3a (e il Al (o) fas] ey felif o0
O Clgpmually lllad) g et felif Aadie Pla G Lebabus Lelilad e Liamy Loy s Lgallai s el )
aaf ol J5S5 058 o Panan 13] L sn sl Al Al 5 58 e ol R aall e g g sl o3
sosat auy b il A 13y dlaal Jae oo el oY gl o3a oy b S Ll /oS Ll
[ co A 4D g il 5 gayal) sadlal 3ia3 8 aalud U Aslicd Jolall ) )5 el ) o3g] Adal
ol A (V) 3L pam s A 038 s A slhadly Ll 8y AN Ll el
Lagry da sint 53 el ) g Loy Ahla o dasaia Ala) @llia Gl 48 lally 3 e JS QU0 LAY
O3 [ A0 ) e gledll of (oSl /asliy cAslawdl il i aee o dlida) PlA e ade Gl
i el Caanl) al 2 Y aadidy Ay pudl dae 0 sS Lg:

casiil g pladl atind /aSiN g Gl a8 il g & S

Gl oS 5al
Sl Bl ae o deas
W _siuls Wollongong  Aasla
0555682821 :Jis>
027467690 : Sl
Gl 21944 sa s e 25248 G
algarnil2 [ @yahoo.com : s 5SH & 5




aly ] o (Al pasall i L) ) el 2xc @
e o a5 [ S igusd el e Guspsal 23 (So
sl o Leasi 5 [ <& O
rblen sarn/ann L oaleil (g siud @
o O
sty 18 O
Aealad) da ) (50 [

(0520518 Apmalall s, [

Hwale [
58 [
2liie [ uald pllad [ S [ tdanll @

Pl

:i._dl; alinf/elif 43 Gy W (g el b Lea gaaafaaa 1 204

e Yo e ] s [

e

(Fuzas ) Awaall Jsaa Jé [

(A5 — 3l — ol ) g Als syl e AW DA il 3 [
A8 Ala yal) (e 5 a) DAY il gl 4[]

au giall Aaall & [

4,580 Lol i ]

58 3a ind [l ge elif of ClBC a L Lee sa3nfoas 1 3

Ll /asn g0 4 e Lo die i o gall Al el s BaiV e elind /elif cinni Ja 4

y O pxi ] T30 5o



tsblae saan/oas atinffulid A g0 LS canall S e S
oall g5 Ul fasall 55 W [
oall g4l 5 ]
A Al adly Cuall Addaa fales ]
e o A A padly (i sn sal) Addes folaa[]
ot sl e 0e Al

el alf e[

APATPURKLEN é_\fs:\j/é:\.ﬁ 4 90 g 53 Lo 16

S sl [ el s 2aal [
<y S ) <laal )l [0
Lzl Lalell cled ) O
Ayt A ol Jial
.............................. (222) M3 2 [7]

§Oom el Rallal) Gle b aeals o (ol Rinilef Gacle ebiwf/elid Ja : 7
Y [ e [
ot ol Las gralinll ol (ga0a/03m8 aaty LaY) culS 1Y
Ler o5/ 0n 0 A Ajaall B s sl dallall dle ) xali 0 [
Uilaia 8 lygh gall [imon sl JS pa (G (s sal) Al e ) mali 0 [
5 sl Leaai Sl Adpall el ll &[]
G A Lo Sl o Aialall clgall amy Lot Al Agipaall el 5l i []



14y Al Gaildl el i Adde ) oo /el asiy Lo e @l e L1800

Ll paly el oal 20 ks d o= ov=b Wiouag

£ealially Llall/aBlall oy elin/elif 4 so 5 sie 8 Liuad CadaaY b 190

owaians [ SWlilei[]  Geugiebaas [ Guad[J 1 Gaas [

§ ol Ll g/l siane 15T oot gl Al Ale ) peali /el Gladll Cuaal Ja 1100

Sl Lla V4 0 Ly V40

o ga gall/ a9t gall gl Jie Jgrasll elingd feslil Lpanationy Al Jiil) Ay Ly Lo 2 i1 1
14y Cpdailal)

Cash sall 38 pe la i Aale Ji Ay ]

Ler oo A A aall W g dale i dhs [

Aaald 5 sy [

LDl ) aafaDle ) g 0y []

Al 5 b Lbaadfalad [

................................. (232) &3 e [

o Leiaebual/aiaclud 4y 5n gallf o gn sall dlin/elid ae Jaleill 28 38 e of Daila @bl Ja 2120
g g/ 4T g0 Tpalig yy sk
¥ [ e [
A ) o Agalal) o3a bl €8 S Llas (gaan/03ad axiy Adal) CulS 1Y
A gl Jlae A Auals el B Gook e [0
3 L oy A Rad) gl de 5 Gaok e [
Wiihiay G sh gall S e A 4o 5 (33 5k (0 [

Adiaal) et by @b ge [
4 gall Jlaa b oaile o 50 g [



Agali @l auy 3 agiil/agid 4l el CBSU 3 S5 ool gl el (g gl of sie 1130

e L[] Y [ ax [ 3 gall oda

oot gl U Al Ao 5 a1 AW L L iy 1140
(571 0o Mol sl i L) o)
3ol [
Jndl [ ]
Ju g 5t [
Cmst sall S 5a []
Sl ds 7

LS 3 acbud 3 o Apalad e jog 3 ga (0 agii /il all gl o sy Lo o iied Ja 1150

b e vy O e [0 Tl 8 G \ghian saf4lion 5a

oo bty mete DA (e 4y Aiailall/ Bailall g sal) Al el yy & clin/elid alasy Ja 1160

Xhe e [ Y O pad [0 8 Galadl i jnall b du ofam ) o3 galall gial

el o b el 3 N csh sell e Hpaaly pcinall s 8501 e i ang 4 in a 117
yO o [ aed g 5ol
tie sl o3a (e Mlae Jsmuddl (pad aniy AlaY) S 1Y

Lesac (5 AT g gl Lo guad el 5 & il 535 [

Al Cilisay DY []

lefhaass Ciliday @il cilealall []

il s <) e ]



et S il ) gha Ly (salely pgs Ruald e (b (sa9n sall Al gy of o) o 1180

ke e [ yO O Soe Rensd gl

Al Gohl e g gall Al Ao Anlid) A5 )kl ale 119
i gl sk agr daald GuJae b pgrniay [
Lipal 5 Lo g} el 5 Alaall 5 i) b agile )l duals S0 4 sLial []
paall pganJae b g Duala Jpaai i []

Cpdlall Adlal) g Boalall gl gund A ogiile [

Bl Ao el Loallaflacll A s Alad 0y Ll Jf Likle eisffelsf 55 Ja 12000

F0 98 gall
xhie e[ vy a2 [
S e [ Nl a=i[] Sk o Lotsyd BN S da 121

Lo L i /o ) sind 3 el 3y n sall/cun sl @i/l aL3 Y15 4pm il o s Ja 22050
thelaal,
Kl e Yy a2 ]
tanaldi ) 5 Onsa sell Al a5 e Jaguall (ad pmis LY il Y
AalUall/Calldal Loy (/g (A A adl) [
4 Gpanadiall (aadipell Gask ce Ons sell S 56 [

25 gall Zllallf gm gl el 5y [

Csish e el o GRS Ahl o e Slinia/eliaal (5S84 sea dli/eli aa g Ja 1230

e e O ¥ O s O sy csiatl)/ 3adl o2 il



Appendix 11 Staff Interview Questions E



An Assessment Study of Talented Students Projects in KSA

(Sample Interview Questions for Managers, Supervisors and Experts of Both
Genders within the Talented Students Care Program)

Q1: Is there a written philosophy defining the Center mission?
Q2: Is there a specific definition of the notion of talent and brilliance? Do
identification criteria match this definition?
Q3: What kind of academic and educational services does the Center offer enrolled
students?
Q4: Is the identification data placed at the disposal of teachers to be used in meeting
their needs?
Q5: Do teacher take part in developing enriching programs offered by the Center?
Q6: What measures are being followed in selecting teachers, and what kind of training
courses are they offered, if any?
Q7: What is the relation that holds between the Center and parents after enrolling their
children in the program?
Q8: What is the relation that links the Center and the local community and concerned
institutions, including schools?
Q9: In your opinion, what signs indicate the success of the program targeting talented
students?
Q10: In your opinion, what is the biggest problems and obstacles facing the Center?
Q11: Are the activities and events your offered being regularly assessed?
Q12: Do you have proposals to improve the work of talented students care center in

the Kingdom?



Appendix 12 Staff Interview Questions A



LAM (‘A’ O3 o gad) ZLQM\ Q.\)Lﬁu ‘3.1333 :\.u\Jé

(02290540 DAY Al gdd jua Cpeaial (o cppeaiiall g (b pdial) g 51 pall ALY Al 2 3 gad)

¢ 3K el Al 20a3 Ay 5 dduld 2 g Ja

¢ oinilell ulhall 3 pal Loy 0 Ay g il g ApealSY) iloadll Aagda ala:

$aglalial Auli b lealadin Gualedll ol Gn (st sall Al o aSH iy puagi Ja

Smali Lgadiy 30 21 V) galiall yyshii b () sabeall pilusy J

fcian s ¢f ped Fatiall dany )5 el ol Ay Loy egpalaall a1 L Aadiall el ) ale

Somalil b agilid Bladll aey pa¥) Ly Sl o DAY dagh ala:

$ o aa) e Loy i) lhusnapall s laall pciaall s S el (AN Ry a L

TSk Ay Do s sl Aullall el pall il deo gl i pdi3e (o2 Lo

s

S

16

8w

O

€Syl Aga s (ga S el dal 55 3 il graall y cNISE G0 o8 Lo 100

$33 )53 Aoy Lgdpad (Al ol pall ilalady SUSLES ol o o 21

faslaall 8 Cpasa sall Al ) S je Jao skl s 58 el aagy Ja 1120



Appendix 13 Observation Teacher’s Form E



The Role of Evaluation in Inservice and Staff Development

Observation Form for Use with Teachers of the Gifted*

Directions:

Taking into account the content of this class, how proficient do you feel the
teacher is at using each of the following teaching strategies? It is
recommended that teachers be observed for two 30-minute periods before and
after relevant inservice work, using this form as a guide.

Conducts Group Discussions Excellent Good Fair Poor
Very Poor

Teacher withholds own ideas and conclusions.
Teacher encourages participation of students in discussions.
Teacher poses interpretive questions for students.

Selects Questions That Stimulate Higher-Level Thinking
Students evaluate situations, problems, issues.

Students ask analytic questions.

Students generalize from concrete to abstract at advanced levels.

Uses Varied Teaching Strategies Effectively

Teacher is sensitive to students' responses.

Teacher maintains a balance between active and passive activities.
Teacher deliberately shifts teaching strategies with students.

Utilizes Critical Thinking Skills in Appropriate Contexts

Teacher utilizes inductive and deductive reasoning and is able to apply techniques in classroom.
Teacher encourages student development of inference and evaluation of argument skills.
Teacher encourages analogical thinking.

Encourages Independent Thinking and Open Inquiry

Students compare and contrast different issues, using objective evidence.
Students engage in lively debate of controversial issues.

Students and teacher reflect an open/challenging attitude toward knowledge.

Understands and Encourages

Student Ideas and Student-Directed

Work

Teacher encourages students to try new approaches.

Teacher is tolerant to students' attempts to find solutions to problems.

Teacher encourages "guesses" by students and facilitates evaluation of guesses by students.
Teacher helps students to realize that research involves trial and error.

Demonstrates Understanding of the

Educational Implications of Giftedness
Teacher uses implications of characteristics in the classroom operation, selection of materials,
schedules, and questions.
Teacher uses management procedures that maximize individual differences of students in
the learning process.
Teacher uses advanced organizers for instruction and organizes curriculum around the
highest level skill, concept, or idea that a group of gifted learners can master.

'Adapted from Martinson-Weiner Rating Scale of Behaviors in Teachers of the
Gifted (Martinson, 1976).
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Staff questlonnalre analysns results

Ql_ T - -
recent work
I
Q2 gender
Q3 a o
age
~H b I
Q work time
Qs |
Q time of action
@ | -
years of work
Q7 _ N
years of work before work at the center
|
|
Q8 .
|
|
‘f highest degree earned
|
Q9 o el —ns e —

|
idescription of the center

______ 'i— Csiint Tab!e‘y];otalN
| admmlsu ator | 55 | 19.6%
}superv1sor | 100 1 35.7%
|leachcr full llmc I 112 | 40 0%
Eﬁ;ceher part ! I 4.6%
[ male | 166 59.3%
female | 14| 407%
) from2025 | 0] 0%
[from 2630 | 52| 18.6%
from3135 | 90| 32.1%
fom36-40 | 72|  25.7%
|Gom 4145 | 47 16.8%
from46-50 | 17|  61%
[more than 51-+ l 2 .7"/:
[l 250]  89.3%
partial | 30 10.7%
| morning | ?!7 - 96.8%
;l_cv;ning _i —91_ 32%
froml-3 | 116 41.4%
[from4a-6 | 120] 42.9%
fom7-0 | 31 1L1%
| from 10-12 L9 3.2%
from 1315 | 3] 11%
|morethan 16+ 1 1 ‘ - _;'V:
_____ non |l ae%
from 1-3 | 42 15.0%
' from 4-6 | ag| 17.1%
[rom79 [ 49 17.5%
(from10-12 | 55| 19.6%
from 13-15 | 30| 10.7%
from 16+ | 43] 15.4%
bachelor | 212] 75.7%
Z?;lza;j;’“ 38 13.6%
master 28 10.0%
PRD | 1 4%
EOther“ ] A%
o onlyfultime | 00 9.3%)
____[school [ |




Q10

Qll

Q11.1-6

Ql2

lowest school grade

budget

source of funding
|

relationship with school

|-a_];lace fora
\group of gifted

| students to learn |

|a specific ¢

|a place for a

| group of gifted

| students to

| practise extra ac

a place for a

| group of gifted

| students to learn
|a specific

I

|aplace for a
group of gified
students to
practise extra ac

[
! other

early grades of
the primary
| stage

.late grades of
|the primary
| stage

[intermediate
secondary
school

!_ yes
no

| not sure

:I.a speci_al budget
| provided by the
Ministry

| within the

| district budget

| provided by the
!Ministry

::he budget
| provided by the
| Center

donations from
companies and
| individuals

collect fe;:s
from students

| other

very? \\:eak
| weak
| Medium

| strong

very strong

|

164 58.6%
|
49 17.5%
—
|
13 4.6%
17 6.1%
1] 3.9% |
i
26 | 9.3%
|
!
249 | 88.9%
|
2| 7% |
3 E 1.1% !
216 77.1%|
35 12.5% |
29| 10.4% |
][ I |
|
160 57.1% |
I 1
50 | 17.9% |
[
I J
6 2.1% |
|
T
0 0% |
i
0l 0% i
|
0 0% |
22| 7.9% |
36| 12.9% |
130 | 46.4% |
7| 26.1% |
19 6.8%



Q14. 19

s T

 yes 2 a32%|
effective relationship with school J—m_ a i 90 : 32.1%
| |not sure [r 69 -r 24.6%
yes 1 151 l 53.9%
the Ministry provide equipment for the centers no l 78 | 27.9—‘%-
not sure e 18.2%
9 28.29
an adequate qualified staff ¥ ‘4 4 | 8'2/2
o | 72| 25.7%
¥ T 5 43 15.4%
provide buildings |ych_ ‘ I o
[no | 108] 38.6%
0,
sufficient budget [yes ‘ 85_; I __31'4_A)_
no 63 22.5%
B - e -
I of'ﬁua[ support when dealing wnh governmcnt and 'yes ‘ 19 | 6.8%
othess no [ 132] 47.1%
provide standards and the necessary tools for ‘)"33 ‘ llT 42.5%
identifying gifted [n o ‘ 32 ‘ 11.4%
] S S L —
| designing enrichment curriculum for gified l& — ‘ = | el
| |no | 128 45.7%
.-' = —— b—— -
| medial support for the centers | Y& ‘ - \ 10'7_/0_
, no | 121 43.2%
2 7.1%
provide specialized books, journals and others | yes . ‘ 0 [ — _0_1
[no | 131 46.8%
prov:de educational equ:pmem and laboratories for the [Yﬁs [ 56 | 20.0%
oenters |no 1 9 95| 33 9%
strongly [ 6 ‘ 2.1%
| disagree |
| disagree ‘ 23 ] 8.2%
lecting teach 15-1 ———— - —p——— =
\Se ceting feachern d undecided | 41 14.6%
| |agree | 106 37.9%
i [ strongly agree ‘ 104 ‘ 37.1%
| strongly ‘ 17 6.1%
| Disagree |
‘ ‘disagree Y ! 12.1% |
selecting teachers q15-2 r i |
! |undecided | 53 18.9% |
| [a 13| 40.4%
| . :
| ongly agree ‘ 63 | 22.5%
! strongly \ 87 3L1%
| Disagree |
Edisagree i 84 | 30.0%
lecting teach 15-3 =
A A Iundecided I 59] 21.1%
| agree | 32| 11.4%
I strongly agree ] 18 ‘ 6.4%




selecting teachers q15-4

selecting teachers q15-5

selecting teachers q15-6

selecting teachers q15-7

|

selecting teachers q15-8

selecting teachers q15-9

|
!
g
|
|

selecting teachers q15-10

[
|
|
|
|
|
|
|

selecting teachers q15-11

Soedy | 2|
ildisagree l 22| 7.9% !
|undecided | 39 13.9%
lagee | 107]  382%
istrongly agree ] lﬁr 39.3%
P N ¥
i:iisagree _ ' SI-i_‘ 1.8%.
lundecided | 33| 11.8%)
e | 9] wen
;str_ongly ag-ree_ | - _99_‘ : 35.4‘%
| ok ‘ 5 ’ 1.8%
;.disagree ‘_ 13.[ 4.6%
lundecided | 34 12.1%
agree | ss] 30.4%
[strongly agree- ._I 143 ! 51.-1%.
Soowy | w| s
e | 8] 304%
lundecided | 69| 24.6%
agee | 55| 19.6%
|strongly agree I 27 ] 9.6% |
sy |
!disagree { ) lﬂ 4.6_%
'undecided ‘ 43 17.1%
agree |12 46.1%
|slr0ngly agree ‘_ 88'1 31.4% |
Sy || o
disagree | 18] 6.4%
undecided | 66| 23.6% |
agree _[ _12_0: 42.9% |
strongly agree | 68] 24.3%}
Doy ] e
disagree | 28] 10.0% |
l‘undecidea . !7 ESI_ 25.2% .
agree | 133 47.5%
isfl:on_gly_agree i ‘—45|_ - 16.1%!
Strongly. _|_ !3._‘ 46% )



T

selecting teachers q15-12

selecting teachers q15-13

selecting teachers q15-14

training teachers/ course

training teachers/ degree

| the training adequately prepared the teachers for

[' teaching

need additional training

training teachers/ training during the job

training teachers/ workshop outside district

training teachers/ workshop in the center

| Disagree | ‘

| disagree [ as] 16.1%‘!1
lundecided | 78] 27.9%
agee | 109]  38.9%)
swogyegee | 35|
b | 5|
|disagree | 21 : ?.5%:
lundecided | 80 28.6%
lagree | 121 43.2%|
m agree .’_I___Sfi T 18.9% i
| |
Dy el
disagree | 37 13.2%
undecided i 77 27.5%
|agree | 125 44.6%
istrongly agree l 37 13.2% l
Eec A
|disagree | 3 ‘ L1%
iundecfded B |_37‘ 13.2%
[agree [ 128] 457%|
stronglyagree | 111]  39.6%|
[yes | 35 ‘ _Ii.S%_i
no | 245] 87.5% |
|yes ] s 19.6%
mo | 225]  s04w
_g_yes : ‘ B[— o 76.1%
no | el 23.9%
yes | esa%
mo | i3] 368%
iyes _ ] 1_‘78.! 63.6%
no [ 102] 36.4%
yes | 23] 8.2%
o ] 257 91.8%
very weak B _lﬁ_l 5.7%
weak | 48] 17.1%
[medium | 125 44.6%
[stroné —|-— ?5.1 2.6.8%i
Ivcry slrong” _l. : 16[ 5_.7%I
yes | 2s1] 89.6%
o T 4.6%



!} | not sure _‘ - _16‘ - 5.7% |
[ :

Q19 Bachelor [ 103 36.8%
higher diploma 64 22.9%
after degree i
ggsﬁread“ate 56 20.0%
additional kind of training to enhance teaching _— I
short course 45 16.1%
| after degree
. : pilot visits to 12| 43%
| good programs
| others l 0 0%
e ——— -
20 163 58.2%
Q i supervisor selected/ baesd on qualification Ehadi ’ T : ’
| no | 17| 41.8%
| | 193] 68.9%
supervisor selected/ baesd experience |ies_ —— '_ :_ s
‘ no | 7] 31.1%
| SR ¥ ! = = = _
| supervisor selected/ nomainated by an authority lye_s_m { 89_|_ N _3 EB%
J ‘ no | 191 ! 68.2%
163 582%
ll supervisor selected/ nomainated by himself Tyej__ ' e .!_ hd
no | 7| 41.8%
| — = B e i | =, | iy
| 157 56.1%
II | i supervisor selected/ by written test ;y h : ‘ Z'. ; .
] no | 123] 43.9%
| —— = RS = T —acn. ..—_I_._ — - - .
- | 7 27.1%
| ‘superwsor selected/ by personal interview ‘Y = — ‘ _6! : Eathiad
| ! no | 204 72.9%
2 181 64.6%
Q2 }teachers selected/ based on qualification [E = ‘ \ o SR
no | 9] 35.4%
= — ]
es 160 57.1%
Jteachers selected/ based on experience ¥ [ U ’
J no | 120] 42.9%
a = = =
iteachers selected/ educational and creative exclellence [yes i ] = 0%
% |no | 84| ©30.0%
| s i B (i S
145 51.8%
i !teachers selected/ attention of gifted students ‘.yes .____I - l_ — . i =
| | [no | 135 48.2%
- 71 25.4%
teachers selected/ authority nominated [y b I i _! 0
| no | 209 74.6%
| T _l - = i u/
| teachers selected/ himself nominated Ee_s — _!__I_ﬁ_é SR L 2
! no | 114 40.7%
'teachers selected/ written test yes | 9| 61 /o_.
i - no | 151] 53.9%
| !
! ‘ ' 22.9%
' | teachers selected/ personal interview ¥ | . 64 L o
| | no | 216 77.1%
‘QZZ ' minimum education of the teachers BA I 239 | 85.4%
I ‘ lmaster | 14 l 5.0%
| | |High diploma | 25| 8.9%|



Q23

Q23.1-3

Q4

Q25

acceleration system

Kind of acceleration system

enrichment curriculum q1

enrichment curriculum q2

enrichment curriculum q3

| enrlchment curriculum q4
|
|

enrichment curriculum q5

'PhD [ 2] 7%
yes | 18] 6.4%
m— i s,

o | 217] 77.5% |

[not sure | 45| 16.1%

|accelerate '

{students into the | 13 ’ 6% |

| next level I ' |

early admission I

| in the first grade 2| 7%

| of elementary 1

{school ’

rothers | 3 ‘ 1.1%

|spcc1ﬁc_f;r_ - : o .

g1 fred 194 69.3%

modlﬁed of i

| mainstream 49 17.5%

| curriculum

[none | 37 | 13.2%
— |

|strongly 23 | 8.2%

dlsagree |

ch:,agrcc | 69| 24.6%

‘undecided | 51 18.2%

|agree |95 33.9%

rstrongly agree ] 42 3 15.0%
= ! ! —

‘ strongly | 4l 1.4%

dlsagree | ]

|dlsagree 7 | 2.5%

| undecided 37 ; 13.2%

iagree 144 : 51.4% |

gstrongly agree ‘ 88 | 31.4% |

|trongly 3| 1.1%

(disagree !

disagree l 3 | 1.1%

‘undecided [ 4] 15.4%

agree | 134 47.9%

strongly agree ] 97 ' 34.6%

iSlmngly ‘ 0%

| Disagree | . '

disagree i 8 : 2.9%

undecided | 47| 16.8%

|agree II 142 50.7%

'_ strongly agree | 83 29.6%

| Strongly 8 | 2.9%

| Disagree .

disagree |21 7.5% |



enrichment curriculum q6

enrichment curriculum q7

enrichment curriculum q8

enrichment curriculum q9

|
[ :
| enrichment curriculum q11

| enrichment curriculum q12

undecided [ 53 [ 18.9%

|agree | 128 45.7%
| strongly agree r 70 25.0%
|Strongly l 3 1.1%
| Disagree

{disagree [ 11 3.9%
\undecided | 78 27.9%
agree | 144 51.4%
|strongly agree | 44 | 15.7%
E St_rongly | o 1 7%
Disagree

disagree | 12| 4.3%
‘undecided | 39] 13.9%|
agree | 149 53.2%
ir;trongly agree | 78 1 27.9%
strongly o
disagree I 3 ‘ 1.8%
disagree | 17| 6.1%
lundecided | 103 ] 36.8%
zagree ] 113 [ 40.4%
l strongly agree ‘ 42 l 15.0%
| Strongly ‘ 1 l 4%
ngsagree

—— !

| disagree |10 3.6%
\undecided | 97| 34.6%
agree 3%
lag 124 44.3%
i strongly agree 48 17.1%
Sl_rongly 2 794
Disagree

|disagree | 16 I 5.7%
|undecided | 91] 32.5%
{agree l 139 r 49.6%
| strongly agree ‘ 32 i 11.4%
Strongly ‘ 2| 7%
Disagree | |

disagree | 12 4.3%
undecided | 72 25.7%
agree 149 53.2%
strongly agree l 45 ' 16.1%
| Strongly | 4] 1.4%
'Disagree |

disagree | 32| 11.4%

undecided | 78]  27.9%



| jagree | 120 46.1%]
j | ?strongly agree 37 13.2% I
| | Strongly 5 1.8% |
| Disagree | ] |
I ‘disagree 25 8.9% |
enri iculum q13 - - -
| enrichment curriculum q undecided [ 97 l Sy i
J_ :agre::’. . i_ ESI_ 4?.1%_;
| strongly agree ; 35 ] 12.5% ;
oy | s am
. — disagree B 35_1__ O 125%
enrichment curriculum q !undccided | 56 l 200%
iag_ref_ B I 1;8} 45.7%.
strongly agree l 52 ! 18.6%
| Strongly 5 1.8%
|Dlsagree b .
| enrichment curcicul s ‘disagree I 7 | 2.5%
|enrichment curriculum —
| . undecided | 65| 23.2%
{ - T =
| e | M3 s07%
. [ 'strongly agree | 61 | 21.8%
1_ — S — —— — ! - —_— — - - -
27 Stangly [ I { 4%
Disagree | |
- e o | disagree ] 8| 2.9%
selection system of gifted q fundmided 2] 7 5%
agree | 142 50.7%
strongly agree , 108 | 38.6%
Strongly 1| 4%
Disagree |
(\d?sagree ‘ 16 l 5.7%
selection system of gifted g2 fen decided | 30 E 10.7% |
agree | s 42.1%
,strongly agree ] 115 l 41.1%
L =
Strongly 13 4.6% |
eDlsagree | |
- |
disagree | 20| 7.1% |
i i 3 i 1
i selection system of gifted g rdecided | 70| 25.0%
= ‘agree | 112] 40.0%
| | |
| Strongly agree '[ 65 | 23.2% !
. : |
lecti tem of gifted q4 Strongly l . 0
selection system of g q !Dis_angE ‘il _ __3 ?/o
' disagree [ 37 ‘ 13.2%
‘undecided L 99| 35.4%
i_ag;ec ,| 95 r 33.9% |




selection system of gifted q6

selection system of gified q7

selection system of gifted q9

selection system of gifted q10

selection system of gifted q11

strongly agree I 40 l ]4 3% }
'Strongly [ 51 1.8%
'Dlsagree | :
dlsagree | I8 ; 6.4%
,undemded { 91 [ 32 5%
lagree [ 129] 46.1%
lstrongly agree [ 37 ! 13.2%
‘Strongly 1 ‘ 4% |
ngsagree ]
disagree ‘ l?l 6. l%l
‘undecided |38 13.6% {
%agree | 141 1 50 4%
\ strongly agree ] 83—[ 29.6%
|strongly _. I N
| disagree | 16 5.7%
|dlsagree I 38 ! 13 6%
l undeaded i 89 [r 31.8%
agree I 101 r 36.1%
| Strongly agree [ 36 { 12.9%
Strorlgly 9 ‘ 3.29%
| Disagree I
!disagree ll 54 ‘ 19.3%
undecided | 60| 21.4%
5agrec 107 38.2%
slrongl y agl'cc ‘ 50 l 17. 9%
|slrongly 8 ] 2 9%
dusaglee | ’
_dlsagree J 38 1 13.6%
‘undecided |39 13.9%
|agree | 136 48.6%
| strongly agree ] 59| 21.1%
Strongly l 2 | 8.2%
{ Disagree .
disagree |63 22.5% |
lundecided | 57[ 204% |
] iy i ! — ]
agree | 100 35.7%
slrongly agree | 37 ' 13.2% |
> - i
‘strongly ‘ 2 | 7.9% [
'disagree | ’ |
| disagree [ 67| 23 .9%].
| undecided | 92 32.9%
agree [ 77 I 27.5%
b{rong] yagree | 22 : 7.9%




selection system of gifted q12

selection system of gifted q13

selection system of gifted q14

selection system of gifted q15

appropriate selection system

identify gifted by [Q test

identify gifted by achievement test

identify gified by creative test

identify gified by teaching rating scales

| identify gifted by students interview

|
L

identify gified by teachers nomination

lidentify gifted by parents nomination

identify gifted by students products portfolios

' S-tron-gl;

I "
Disagree 1 3 : & '{’:f
disagree ] 12 ! 4.3%
lundecided | 39| 13.9%
agree | 123 43.9%
': Strongly agree l 103 J 36.8%
Strongly 1 10 l 3.6%
Disagree
 — N =
| disagree ‘ 23 j 8.2% |
undecided | 84/ 30.0% |
‘agree [ 114 40.7%
'Strongly agree | 49| 17.5% |
— —r  —— \
Strongly 5 | 1.8% |
| Disagree ! : i
:disagree [ 15 5.4%
|undecided [ 25 | 8.9%
|agree [ 111 l 39.6%
| Strongly agree i 124 ' 44.3% |
'Strongly 6l 2 l%l
| Disagree | ’
| disagreo 10| 3.6%
| undecided I 49 I 17.5% |
agree i 107 : 38.2% l
Strongly agree ‘ 108 | 38.6% |
yes 137 48.9% |
no | 7] 26.1%
lnot sure | 70 l 25.0% :
|yes | 226/ 80.7%
no [ 54 19.3%
yes [ 122] 43.6%
y
no | 158] 56.4%
yes LT 25.4%
'no | 209 74.6% |
yes | 169 60.4% |
no | m| 39.6% |
yes Lo110! 39.3% |
Ino | 170| 60.7% |
[yes | 3s] 12.5%
|no | 245] 87.5% |
yes | 217] 77.5% |
no |63 22.5%

I

yes | 80 286%
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)
t
|
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‘identify gifted by peer nomination

%ﬁidentify gifted by students self-nomination

|
|
| —
lidentify gifted by not sure
|

|

_l

‘identify gifted by other

{

| 200
%]
~ra
B
''''' | 243]
| 2

| 278]

| 21 |
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4
]
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Appendix 16 Students questionnaire analysis results



Table of students questionnaire

Table
Count Total N %
gender boy 77 51.7%
girl 72 48.3%
age 6-12 84 56.4%
13-15 63 42.3%
16-18 2 1.3%
education stage elementary 87 58.4%
middle 61 40.9%
secondary 1 T%
discovered giftedness parents 41 27.5%
classmate 5 3.4%
teacher in class 21 14.1%
gifted program supervisor 74 49.7%
other 8 5.4%
time of discovered befor elementary school 13 8.7%
giftedness first three years of
elementan}; school @e 15:5%
last three years of
elementar))l/ school 103 69.1%
middle school 4 2.7%
secondary school 0] 0%
calligraphy and drawing yes 72 48.3%
no 77 51.7%
computer yes 83 55.7%
no 66 44.3%
mathematics yes 46 30.9%
no 103 69.1%
elctronics yes 40 26.8%
no 109 73.2%
scientific inventions yes 36 24.2%
no 113 75.8%
oration yes 26 17.4%
no 123 82.6%
school acting group yes 29 19.5%
no 120 80.5%
literary writing yes 20 13.4%
no 129 86.6%
other yes 31 20.8%
no 118 79.2%
have joined gifted yes 146 98.0%
program no 3 2.0%
where joined gifted At the school | go to 121 81.2%
program At the Gifted Students
Center in our 21 14.1%
neighborhood
Through summer
programs arranged by the 1 T%
Ministry
Through summer
programs arranged by 2 1.3%
private or other governm
other 1 T%
by which criteria yes 96 64.4%
nominated for gifted no 53 35.6%
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Table

Count Total N %

by which criteria yes 95 63.8%
nommated for glfted no 54 36.2%
by which criteria yes 55 36.9%
nomlnated for g|fted no 94 63.1%
by which criteria yes 20 13.4%
nominated for glfted no 129 86.6%
by which criteria yes 75 50.3%
nominated for gifted no 74 49.7%
by which criteria yes 30 20.1%
nomlnated for glfted no 119 79.9%
by which criteria yes 10 6.7%
nommated f0r glfted no 139 93.3%
by which criteria yes 9 6.0%
nomlnated for glfted no 140 94.0%
by which criteria yes 51 34.2%
nomlnated for glfted no 98 65.8%
by which criteria yes 5 3.4%
nominated for gifted no 144 96.6%
Curricula offered Specially curricula for o

gifted students 88 59.1%

Developed from regular o

curriculum g 2.0%

Various activities

practiced during free time 34 22.8%

at school

Various activities

practiced on weekends or 7 4.7%

during the summe

No special course or o

activity for gifted students 17 i
which transportation do a center bus 12 8.1%
you use to go to Gifted a school bus 2 1.3%
Program private vehicle 135 90.6%
difficult to make new yes 10 6.7%
friends among gifted no 139 93.3%
informed identification yes 46 30.9%
measures before taking no 103 69.1%
nominated for the Gifted I was first nominated by o
program first by school or  school 122 81.9%
center | was first nominated by o

the Center 20 13.4%

There is no Gifted

Students Program at 7 4.7%

school
the measures adopted by  teacher's nomination 81 54.4%
school to nominate you outstanding grades in
for the Gifted Program school 49 32.9%

school nomination 14 9.4%

The nomination of a

relation of mine who 1 T%

works at school

The nomination of one of

my classmates, who 1 T%

joined the progr

A personal desire and 3 2.0%

self-nomination
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Table

Count Total N %

disagreement between yes 15 10.1%
participating activitiesat po 72 48.3%
school or center not sure 62 41.6%
classmates who believe yes 88 59.1%
they are gifte_d_, but they no 14 9.4%
are not identified by the ot g e 47| 31.5%
parents support you yes 136 91.3%

upon j9infd to Gifted no 13 8.7%
parérifs received yes 84 56.4%
guidance of ‘recognizing no 38 25.5%
f{;dcgfflomng your not sure 27 18.1%
discrepancy of supported yes 66 44.3%
the gifted between no 25 16.8%
school and center not sure 58 38.9%
Center building is better yes 31 20.8%
than the school building no 35 23.5%
Teachers at the Center yes 56 37.6%
are sptlacialists and no 10 6.7%
Center has sufficient yes 44 29.5%
resources no 22 14.8%
Center boasts yes 24 16.1%
laboratories in every field pg 42 28.2%
curriculum offered at the  yes 39 26.2%
Center is different no 27 18.1%
Teacher at school yes 7 4.7%
encourage gving no 59 39.6%
Making new friendships yes 18 12.1%
at the Center is more. no 48 32.2%
Other yes 3 2.0%
no 63 42.3%
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Appendix 17 Parents questionnaire analysis results



Table of parents questionnaire

Table
Count Total N %
gender male 60 53.6%
female 52 46.4%
number of boys no 5 4.5%
1 17 15.2%
2 26 23.2%
3 35 31.3%
4 16 14.3%
5 7 6.3%
6 4 3.6%
7 2 1.8%
number of girls no 11 9.8%
1 25 22.3%
2 33 29.5%
3 19 17.0%
4 13 11.6%
5 5 4.5%
6 5 4.5%
7 1 9%
number of gifted child no 1 9%
1 43 38.4%
2 25 22.3%
3 7 6.3%
4 3 2.7%
8 1 9%
9 1 9%
total of gifted child no 2 1.8%
1 68 60.7%
2 29 25.9%
3 6 5.4%
4 4 3.6%
5 2 1.8%
8 1 .9%
number of gifted boys no 35 31.3%
1 63 56.3%
2 11 9.8%
3 3 2.7%
number of gifte girls no 48 42.9%
1 50 44.6%
2 10 8.9%
3 3 2.7%
5 1 .9%
order of gifted boys no 35 31.3%
1 30 26.8%
2 19 17.0%
3 7 6.3%
4 6 5.4%
5 6 5.4%
6 6 5.4%
7 3 2.7%
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Table

Count Total N %
order of gifted girls no 50 44.6%
1 18 16.1%
2 13 11.6%
3 15 13.4%
4 7 6.3%
5 6 5.4%
7 2 1.8%
9 1 .9%
level of parents llliterate 2 1.8%
education literate 4 3.6%
below University 30 26.8%
bachelor 60 53.6%
master 7 6.3%
PhD 9 8.0%
employment home maker 14 12.5%
Civil servant 71 63.4%
private sector 16 14.3%
retired 11 9.8%
child current education/ no 44 39.3%
elementary yes 68 60.7%
child current education/ no 66 58.9%
middle yes 46 411%
child current education/ no 105 93.8%
secondary yes 7 6.3%
child current education/ no 0 .0%
in more than stage elementary 62 55.4%
middle 41 36.6%
secondary 2 1.8%
more than one stage 7 6.3%
in all stage 0 .0%
the first time discovered kindergarten 17 15.2%
your child as gifted in the first three years of 32 28.6%
elementary
in the last three years of
elementary Y Gl BGH
in middle school 2 1.8%
in secondary school 1 .9%
encourage your child to yes 102 91.1%
join the gifted program no 10 8.9%
who is discovered your parents 32 28.6%
child one of parents 1 9.8%
a teacher in elementray 18 16.1%
school
the gifted teacher in the 32 28.6%
school
a committe in the gifted
i 9 12 10.7%
my child infoemed me 3 2.7%
other 4 3.6%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 45 40.2%
Calligraphy and drawing no 67 59.8%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 61 54.5%
computer no 51 45.5%
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Table

Count Total N %
tayp of giftedness/ yes 37 33.0%
mathematics no 75 67.0%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 24 21.4%
electronic no 88 78.6%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 25 22.3%
scientific inventions no 87 77.7%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 29 25.9%
oration no 83 74.1%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 23 20.5%
school acting group no 89 79.5%
tayp of giftedness/ yes 14 12.5%
literary writing no 08 87.5%
tayp of giftedness/ other  yes 26 23.2%
no 86 76.8%
is the child signed up for  yes 100 89.3%
any gifted program no 12 10.7%
name of program that none 0 .0%
child participated school program 67 59.8%
gifted center program 26 23.2%
Ministry of Education 4 3.6%
the private or other
governmental summer 3 2.7%
program
private instituation 0 0%
program
other 0 0%
parents satisfaction completely unsatisfied 23 20.5%
about there child's unsatisfied 23 20.5%
RIEgiatn somehow satisfied 56 50.0%
satisfied 8 7.1%
very satisfied 2 1.8%
parents detected an no improvement 21 18.8%
improvement of the little improvement 31 27.7%
phild level after they medium improvement 34 30.4%
Joined the program improvement 19 17.0%
great improvement 7 6.3%
program impact on the not specified 0 0%
child no impact 62 55.4%
a negative impact 5 4.5%
a positive impact 44 39.3%
transport kind a center bus 11 9.8%
a school bus 5 4.5%
a private vehicle 52 46.4%
with classmates 2 1.8%
my own car 40 35.7%
other 2 1.8%
Background about how yes 65 58.0%
the center deal with your  po 47 42.0%
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Table

Count Total N %
our knowledge ersonal reading about
)éxplanation i?] the talent giftedness ] es 25
field an orientation given b
my child schoo% ! 5 %
an orientation given b
gifted center ° ! 8 Do
mass media 11 9.8%
| hav ree in the field
of gif(tae?i ?1gvi?opnt1eent 5 e
the levet of parents yes 96 85.7%
education impacted }he no 5 4.5%
early Education of gifted ot sule 11 9.8%
family/The high-ranking undecided 27 241%
on development of gifted 1 32 28.6%
2 22 19.6%
3 12 10.7%
4 9 8.0%
5 10 8.9%
school /The high-ranking  undecided 26 23.2%
on development of gifted 4 7 6.3%
2 23 20.5%
3 28 25.0%
4 21 18.8%
5 7 6.3%
famil and school/The undecided 29 25.9%
high-ranking on 1 20 17.9%
development of gifted 2 20 17.9%
3 24 21.4%
4 13 11.6%
5 6 5.4%
center of gifted/The undecided 30 26.8%
high-ranking on _ 1 12 10.7%
development of gifted 2 18 16.1%
3 17 15.2%
4 26 23.2%
5 9 8.0%
all of the above/The undecided 21 18.8%
high-ranking on 1 51 45.5%
development of gifted 2 1 9%
4 4 3.6%
5 35 31.3%
parents offer resources yes 94 83.9%
and home educationalto  ng 8 7.1%
gﬁ:’ﬂ?‘g:?e'r child not sure 10 8.9%
special curriculum for yes 43 38.4%
gifted different from the no 27 24.1%
ordinary not sure 42 37.5%
educate Family and yes 112 100.0%
scrx.:ielty lhe'lp to success no 0 0%
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Table

Count Total N %

thg responsible for this Cministry of education 72 64.3%
orientation: and others

mass media 22 19.6%

universities and faculties 4 3.6%

community service 9 8.0%

centers

other 5 4.5%
enrolled the gifted in yes 65 58.0%
special full-time schools no 33 29.5%
isfs}ie;to success their not sure 14 12.5%
{\he approprigte approach Enrqlling them in special 39 34.8%
to develop gifted full-time schools

Establishing special 39 34.8%

centers

Placing them in special

classes in their regular 20 17.9%

schools

develop them in their

regularpschools 1% 2D
Positive emotional and yes 70 62.5%
social impact of the no 19 17.0%
programme not sure 23 20.5%
Was the impact positive yes 68 60.7%
or negative no 2 1.8%

not sure 42 37.5%
orientation helps the yes 101 90.2%
gifted in emotional and no 0 0%
social stability not sure 0 0%
who is responsible for students school 40 35.7%
orienting the gifted the advisors of gifted 38 33.9%

center

the family of student 13 11.6%

other 10 8.9%
faced difficulty in making  yes 10 8.9%
new friends no 82 73.2%

not sure 20 17.9%
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Appendix 18 T-Test analysis of enrichment curriculum of gifted students



T-Test of enrichment curriculum

Group Statistics

Std. Error

gender N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
enrichment curriculum q1 male 166 3.37 1.146 .089
female 114 3.02 1.276 120
enrichment curriculum g2  male 166 410 .760 .059
female 114 4.07 .900 .084
enrichment curriculum q3  male 166 417 .770 .060
female 114 4.09 815 .076
enrichment curriculum g4  male 166 4.07 .787 .061
female 114 4.08 718 .067
enrichment curriculum g5  male 166 3.70 .986 077
female 114 4.00 .959 .090
enrichment curriculum g6  male 166 3.67 .861 .067
female 114 3.90 678 .063
enrichment curriculum g7  male 166 3.96 .880 .068
female 114 413 .685 .064
enrichment curriculum g8  male 166 3.62 .891 .069
female 114 3.59 .860 .081
enrichment curriculum g9  male 166 3.75 797 .062
female 114 3.73 .790 .074
enrichment curriculum male 166 3.63 .766 .059
q10 female 114 3.69 .811 .076
enrichment curriculum mate 166 3.77 .768 .060
qlt female 114 3.83 .808 .076
enrichment curriculum male 166 3.58 .948 .074
q12 female 114 3.58 .851 .080
enrichment curriculum male 166 3.48 .899 .070
q13 female 114 3.65 862 .081
enrichment curriculum male 166 3.41 1.096 .085
q14 female 114 3.97 .803 075
enrichment curriculum male 166 3.87 .857 .066
q15 female 114 3.90 .809 .076
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper

enrichment curriculum g1 Equal variances

aeeimed 1.783 .183 2,437 278 .015 .356 146 .068 .643

Equal variances

not assumed 2.389 225.545 .018 .356 .149 .062 .650
SMERMEACEUMETIMEE EqHal VARGnGES 1248 265 323 278 747 032 100 _164 228

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 313 215.440 .754 .032 .103 -.170 .235
enrichment curriculum q3  Equal variances

assumed .005 .944 .906 278 .366 .087 .096 -.102 276

Equal variances

not assumed .897 233.843 371 .087 .097 -.104 278
enrichment curriculum q4  Equal variances

e .800 372 -137 278 .891 -.013 .092 -195 .169

Equal variances

not assumed -.140 256.720 .889 -.013 .091 -.192 .166
enrichment curriculum g5  Equal variances

assumed .638 425 -2.488 278 .013 -.295 119 -529 -.062

Equal variances

not assumed -2.501 247.349 .013 -.295 118 -.528 -.063
enrichment curriculum q6  Equal variances 11.799 001 2375 p— 06 e 096 418 039

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed -2.482 272.808 .014 -.229 .092 -410 -.047
enrichment curriculum q7  Equal variances

P 1.854 174 -1.710 278 .088 -.168 .098 -.361 .025

Equal variances

not assumed -1.790 273.603 .075 -.168 .094 -.352 .017

Page 2



Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper

enrichment curriculum q8  Equal variances )
. .068 .795 .306 278 .759 .033 107 178 .243
Equal variances 309 | 248530 758 033 106 -176 242
not assumed

enrichment curriculum g9  Equal variances 149 200 258 278 297 025 097 165 215
aSSLEd . . . . . . : .
EgUnivgnances 259 | 244.397 796 025 096 -165 215
not assumed

enrichment curriculum Equal variances 329 567 -697 278 487 066 095 254 121

q10 assumed ) ) : ; : : ) )
Equal variances
not assumed -.689 233.879 491 -.066 .096 -.256 124

enrichment curriculum Equal variances i

q11 assumed .005 .942 -.652 278 .515 -.062 .095 250 126
NS Halgces 646 | 234.731 519 -.062 096 -.252 128
not assumed

enrichment curriculum Equal variances

q12 TS e .898 .344 .049 278 .961 .005 A1 -212 .223
Equal variances 050 | 258.950 960 005 108 -.208 219
not assumed

enrichment curriculum Equal variances

q13 assumed 593 442 -1.610 278 .108 -173 .108 -.385 .039
Equal variances
iBtEEslimen -1.623 249.546 .106 -.173 107 -.383 .037

enrichment curriculum Equal variances

q14 pa o 34.335 .000 -4.696 278 .000 -.564 .120 -.800 -.328
Equal variances 4967 | 276.787 .000 -.564 114 -.788 -.341
not assumed

enrichment curriculum Equal variances

q15 assumed 1.872 172 -.354 278 724 -.036 102 -.237 .165
Egualyanances -358 | 251.802 721 -.036 101 -235 162
not assumed

Page 3



Appendix 19 T-Test analysis of selecting of gifted students



T-Test of selecting gifted students

Group Statistics
Std. Error
gender N Mean Std. Deviation Mean

selection system male 166 432 714 .055
of gifted q1 female 114 4.13 770 072
selection system male 166 4.29 787 .061
argiited 2 female 114 4.02 950 089
selection system male 166 3.73 1.029 .080
of gifted g3 female 114 3.66 1.079 101
selection system male 166 3.51 1.025 .080
of gifted g4 female 114 3.31 942 .088
selection system male 166 3.70 .820 .064
of gifted g5 female 114 3.52 .905 .085
selection system male 166 3.94 .844 .065
of gifted q6 female 114 416 826 077
selection system male 166 3.41 1.051 .082
of gifted q7 female 114 3.31 1.057 .099
selection system male 166 3.54 1.121 .087
of gifted 8 female 114 3.40 1.045 .098
selection system male 166 3.79 1.043 .081
of gifted q9 female 114 3.61 1.019 095
selection system male 166 3.22 1.162 .090
of gifted q10 female 114 3.25 1.209 113
selection system male 166 3.06 1.143 .089
of gifted q11 female 114 3.00 .959 .090
selection system male 166 417 .932 .072
of gifted q12 female 114 4.03 781 .073
selection system male 166 3.51 1.055 .082
of gifted q13 female 114 3.75 860 .081
selection system male 166 4.16 .997 077
of gifted q14 female 114 425 837 078
selection system male 166 3.98 1.030 .080
of gifted q15 female 114 4.21 792 074
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper
selection system Equal variances
of gifted g1 asslmes A1 739 2.093 278 .037 .188 .090 011 .364
Equal variances
B o T T 2.064 230.678 .040 .188 .091 .008 .367
selection system Equal variances
of gifted g2 assumed .104 .748 2.606 278 .010 272 .104 .066 477
Equal variances
not assumed 2.517 212.271 .013 272 .108 .059 484
selection system Equal variances
of gifted g3 oe - .234 629 .556 278 579 .071 128 -.180 .322
Equal variances
not assumed .551 235.340 582 .071 129 -.183 .325
selection system Equal variances
of gifted q4 assumed 4.329 .038 1.699 278 .091 .205 121 -.033 443
Equal variances
not assumed 1.726 255.757 .086 .205 119 -.029 439
selection system Equal variances
of gifted g5 assumed 1.574 211 1.742 278 .083 181 104 -.024 .386
Equal variances
- — 1.711 227.007 .089 .181 .108 -.028 390
selection system Equal variances
of gifted g6 assumed .014 .907 -2.144 278 .033 -.218 102 -.418 -.018
Equal variances
S — -2.152 246.236 .032 -.218 101 -.418 -.018
selection system Equal variances
of gifted q7 assumed .024 .876 .801 278 424 .103 128 -.150 .355
Equal variances
- .800 242.051 424 .103 128 -.150 .355
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Mean Std. Error Difference

F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) Difference Difference Lower Upper

ww_mmwws%wmaa wmmh_:ww._m:omm 1.562 212 1.000 278 318 133 133 -129 394
ek 1013 | 253.629 312 133 131 -125 391
%_@m_w%:nwmaa A 1.561 213 1463 278 145 184 126 064 431
ot 1470 | 246.773 143 184 125 -.063 430

ww_@mmm%:nw\%ma wmwhrmwzmzomm 328 567 -158 278 874 -023 144 -306 260
mmﬁcwwwwmwmsm 157 | 236.639 875 -023 145 -308 262
Mw_m_m%:nﬂmaa e 6.222 013 462 278 644 060 130 -196 317
oy 477 | 266.917 634 060 126 - 188 309

wm_m_w”_mwznﬂ<w~m3 wmwhrﬁzm:omw 5.398 021 1.340 278 181 142 106 -067 352
i 1384 | 267.114 168 142 103 -.060 345

%_@m_mﬁzgw\was Equal variances 7.341 007 -2.009 278 045 -240 119 - 474 -.005
e 2086 | 269.797 038 -.240 115 - 466 -013

el eSS 2.456 118 782 278 435 089 114 -313 135
e -808 | 266.934 420 -.089 410 -306 128

%_@m_ﬂ%:nw\mﬂma wumch_:m_m:omm 1.324 251 -1.998 278 047 -.229 114 454 -.003
sl 2006 | 274.364 037 -229 109 443 _014
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Appendix 20 T-Test analysis of selecting and training of gifted teachers



T-Test of selecting teachers

Group Statistics

Std. Error

gender N Mean Std. Deviation Mean
selecting teachers q15-1 male 166 4.04 .968 .075
female 114 3.93 1.095 .103
selecting teachers g15-2  male 166 3.68 1.085 .084
female 114 3.51 1.214 114
selecting teachers q15-3 male 166 2.45 1.243 .096
female 114 2.14 1.136 .106
selecting teachers q15-4 male 166 4.02 .950 .074
female 114 4.16 .955 .089
selecting teachers q15-5 male 166 414 .788 .061
female 114 418 .833 .078
selecting teachers q15-6  male 166 4.08 1.053 .082
female 114 447 .755 .071
selecting teachers q15-7  male 166 2.95 1.237 .096
female 114 2.52 1.131 106
selecting teachers q15-8 male 166 3.94 .879 .068
female 114 4.16 .816 076
selecting teachers q15-9  male 166 3.73 .950 074
female 114 3.89 1.011 .095
selecting teachers male 166 3.65 .965 075
q15-10 female 114 3.61 .992 .093
selecting teachers male 166 3.48 .995 .077
q15-11 female 114 3.25 1.104 103
selecting teachers male 166 3.67 .981 .076
q15-12 female 114 375 829 .078
selecting teachers male 166 3.49 .995 077
q15-13 female 114 3.64 821 077
selecting teachers male 166 4.15 .783 .061
q15-14 female 114 4.35 665 .062
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances t-test for Equality of Means
95% Confidence
Interval of the
Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper

selecting teachers q15-1 Equal variances

eumed 2.197 139 .904 278 367 112 124 -.132 .357

Equal variances

not assumed .884 222,957 378 112 127 -.138 .363
selecting teachers q15-2 Equal variances 3.960 048 1.241 278 216 172 139 -101 445

assumed : : g . . } § :

Equal variances

not assumed 1.216 224.629 225 172 141 -.107 451
selecting teachers q15-3  Equal variances

e 5.787 .017 2.091 278 .037 .305 .146 .018 .593

Equal variances

not assumed 2127 256.526 .034 .305 144 .023 .588
selecting teachers q15-4 Equal variances

T .543 462 -1.207 278 228 -.140 116 -.368 .088

Equal variances

not assumed -1.206 242.116 229 -.140 116 -.368 .089
selecting teachers q15-5  Equal variances

assumed .093 .761 -.314 278 .753 -.031 .098 -.224 .162

Equal variances

not assumed -.311 234.007 .756 -.031 .099 -.226 165
selecting teachers q15-6 Equal variances

assumed 8.437 .004 -3.394 278 .001 -.389 115 -.615 -.164

Equal variances

not assumed -3.603 277.451 .000 -.389 .108 -.602 =177
selecting teachers q15-7 Equal variances 229 632 2.946 278 003 428 145 142 714

assumed

Equal variances

not assumed 2.996 256.459 .003 428 143 147 .710
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Independent Samples Test

Levene's Test for
Equality of Variances

t-test for Equality of Means

95% Confidence
Interval of the

Mean Std. Error Difference
F Sig. t df Sig. (2-tailed) | Difference Difference Lower Upper
selecting teachers a15-6  Equal variances 474 492 -2.101 278 037 _218 104 _423 _014
s 2130 | 254.302 034 -218 102 420 -016
e e 154 695 | 1324 278 187 157 119 391 076
e 1309 | 232.860 192 157 120 -393 079
%Mﬁé teachers =qual variances 382 537 382 278 703 045 119 188 279
o 380 | 238.603 704 045 19 190 280
%wﬂé teachers Equal variances 1.438 232 1.750 278 081 222 127 -.028 471
skl 1717 | 226.145 087 222 129 033 476
me.oézm:@ teachers Equal variances 2.809 095 -686 278 493 -077 112 -298 144
=dual variances 708 | 266.246 480 -077 109 - 291 137
e Ll S vEranges 6.901 009 | -1.349 278 478 152 13 -375 070
NS e 1398 | 268.683 163 _152 109 367 062
M_m_m.ﬁ:@ SEheE mmwcmﬂrwwﬂ_msomm 050 823 -2.233 278 026 -.200 090 -.377 -024
e 2301 | 265.723 022 -200 087 372 ~029
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Appendix 21 Teacher’s observation analysis result



Custom Tables
Gifted teacher observation results

Table
Count Total N %
withholds Ideas Very poor 10 41.7%
poor 5 20.8%
Fair 3 12.5%
Good 4 16.7%
Excellent 2 8.3%
encourages Very poor 0 .0%
participation in poor 1 4.2%
discussions fair 1 4.2%
good 8 33.3%
Excellent 14 58.3%
poses interpretive Very poor 0 .0%
questions poor 2 8.3%
Fair 1 4.2%
Good 13 54.2%
Excellent 8 33.3%
students evaluate Very poor 0 0%
situations poor 0 0%
Fair 6 25.0%
Good 8 33.3%
Excellent 10 41.7%
analytic questions Very poor 0 .0%
poor 0 .0%
Fair 5 20.8%
Good 13 54.2%
Excellent 6 25.0%
generalize from Very poor 0 .0%
concrete to abstract poor 2 8.3%
Fair 5 20.8%
Good 13 54.2%
Excellent 4 16.7%
sensitive to students' Very poor 0 0%
responses poor 1 4.2%
Fair 1 4.2%
Good 5 20.8%
Excellent 17 70.8%
maintains a balance Very poor 0 0%
between active and poor 2 8.3%
passive activities Fair 1 4.2%
Good 6 25.0%
Excellent 15 62.5%
deliberately shifts Very poor 0 .0%
teaching strategies poor 4 16.7%
with students Fair 0 0%
Good 4 16.7%
Excellent 16 66.7%
apply techniques in Very poor 0 .0%
classroom poor 2 8.3%
Fair 2 8.3%
Good 3 12.5%
Excellent 17 70.8%
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Table

Count Total N %

encourages students Very poor 0 0%
development poor 1 4.2%
argument skills Fair 1 4.2%
Good 6 25.0%

Excelient 16 66.7%

encourages analogical  Very poor 0 .0%
thinking poor 1 4.2%
Fair 2 8.3%

Good 5 20.8%

Excellent 16 66.7%

students compare Very poor 0 0%
different issues poor 1 4.2%
Fair 3 12.5%

Good 11 45.8%

Excellent 9 37.5%

students engage in Very poor 0 .0%
lively debate of poor 0 0%
controversial issues Fair 4 16.7%
Good 12 50.0%

Excellent 8 33.3%

S + T reflect an Very poor 0 0%
open/challenging poor 1 4.2%
attitude toward Fair 3 12.5%
knowledge Good 5 20.8%
Excellent 15 62.5%

encourages students Very poor 0 0%
to try new approaches  poor 0 0%
Fair 3 12.5%

Good 6 25.0%

Excellent 15 62.5%

find solutions to Very poor 0 .0%
problems poor 0 .0%
Fair 2 8.3%

Good 5 20.8%

Excellent 17 70.8%

encourages guessess  Very poor 0 .0%
by students poor 1 4.2%
Fair 0 .0%

Good 8 33.3%

Excellent 15 62.5%

helps to realize that Very poor 0 0%
research involves trial poor 0 0%
and error Fair 1 4.2%
Good 8 33.3%

Excellent 15 62.5%

uses implications of Very poor 0 .0%
characteristics poor 2 8.3%
Fair 1 4.2%

Good 8 33.3%

Excellent 13 54.2%

uses management Very poor 2 8.3%
procedures in learning poor 4 16.7%
process Fair 1 42%
Good 8 33.3%

Excellent 9 37.5%
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Table

Count Total N %

uses advanced Very poor 0 .0%
orgajnizers in poor 3 12.5%
curriculum Fair 1 4.2%
Good 8 33.3%

Excellent 12 50.0%
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Appendix 22 The Ministry of Education approval Letter (Girls section)
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Appendix 23 The Ministry of Education approval Letter (Boys section)
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