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This study intends to determine the attitudes of prospective teachers towards the educa-
tion of gifted/talented students. The study utilises the survey model and a quantitative
research design. Mean and standard deviation values were calculated to determine the
attitude levels of the prospective teachers toward gifted education. In addition, an Inde-
pendent Sample t-test andOne-wayANOVAwere used to determine whether prospec-
tive teachers’ attitudes differ according to independent variables. Considering the
averages of the total scores obtained from the scale (X𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒=111.71 and X𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒=144),
the data shows that the prospective teachers’ attitudes towards the education of gifted
students were positive. Results also show that gender is not a variable that affects
the attitudes of gifted individuals towards their education. Results of the one-way
ANOVA reveal that there is a statistically significant difference between the total score
obtained from the scale and the sub-dimensions of the ’Supporting and Needs of Gifted
Students’, ’Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students’ and ’Grade Skipping’
of the scale.
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Introduction

Education life represents an important process that affects students’ cognitive
development and self-perception. Teachers are one of the key participantswho
can directly affect this process (Ugulu & Erkol, 2013). There are many factors
that affect the quality of education provided by teachers, and one of them is
attitudes (Tuysuz et al., 2022). As in all teaching fields, teacher attitudes have
an important place in the field of gifted students (Cross et al., 2018). Teachers
and their educational experiences have a great impact on the transformation
of gifted students’ potential in any field into talent and extraordinary perfor-
mance (Gagné, 2018). Looking at the literature, it is seen that teachers’ attitudes
towards the education of gifted students have been the subject of research for
many years and many studies have been conducted on this subject (Adler,
1961; Gagné, 2018; Peachman, 1942).

If the studies are grouped in terms of four main educational strategies
(acceleration, enrichment, grouping and mentoring) used in the field of
gifted people; it is seen that teachers mostly develop negative attitudes or
anxiety towards acceleration practices (Chessman, 2010; Gallagher et al., 2011;
Siegle et al., 2013). Likewise, there are negative attitudes towards enrichment
practices (Begin & Gagné, 1994; McCoach & Siegle, 2007; Polyzopoulou et
al., 2014). Attitudes towards grouping gifted students differ. While some
studies show a positive attitude towards the grouping strategy (Gallagher
et al., 2011; Saunders-Stewart et al., 2013), some studies show an ambivalent
attitude (ALGarni, 2012; Perkovic et al., 2015), while others revealed only
negative attitudes (Chessman, 2010; Laine et al., 2019; Troxclair, 2013). There
were no studies on teacher attitudes towards the mentoring strategy.

Looking at the literature review, it can be concluded that there is no con-
sensus on the need for or priority of educational services offered to gifted
children. However, the common point of all these studies is that teachers show
that they develop positive attitudes with the increase in their knowledge about
the needs of gifted students and educational interventionmethods (Chessman,
2010; McCoach & Siegle, 2007; Polyzopoulou et al., 2014; H. S. Tortop & Kunt,
2013). At this point, the importance of qualified teacher education emerges
in order to provide the necessary information, tools and support education
to meet the academic, social and emotional needs of gifted students (Rowley,
2012).

Review of the Literature

In teacher education programs in Turkey, there is no direct compulsory course
related to gifted education in any undergraduate program, except for the Spe-
cial Education Teaching Undergraduate Program (Ugulu, 2021) The only com-
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pulsory course in the Special Education Teaching program, instead of being a
stand-alone course, is included in the program with the name of ”Learning
Disability and Special Talent”, including the Learning Disability group. In
other teaching programs, the education of gifted students is included under
the compulsory course called ”Special Education and Inclusion”. In terms of
elective courses, it is seen that there are ten different courses related to the edu-
cation of the gifted in the Special Education Teaching Program. When other
teaching programs are examined in terms of elective courses, only ”Teaching
Mathematics to Gifted Students” in the Elementary Education Mathematics
Teaching Program, ”Special Talented Children and Education” in Guidance
and Psychological Counselling Undergraduate Program, and ”Creativity in
Early Childhood andCreative ChildActivities” in Preschool EducationUnder-
graduate Program. It is seen that there are elective courses named (Yok, 2018).
However, due to the lack of qualified instructors in the field of gifted educa-
tion, many of the elective courses cannot find a place in the program (Ugulu,
2020).

Whenwe look at the studies conducted with teachers working in Turkey, it
was found by H. S. Tortop and Kunt (2013) that the mean scores of teachers
working in primary schools towards the education of gifted students were
slightly above themedium level and did not differ according to gender, age, or
branch. Again, Kunt and Tortop (2017) determined that the attitudes of science
and technology teachers towards the education of gifted students are at a posi-
tive level, slightly above the indecisive attitude. Kaya (2019), on the other hand,
found in his research that classroom teachers’ attitudes towards the education
of gifted students were ”undecided”. Kaya and Tortop (2020) found in their
study with guidance teachers that there was little positive attitude towards
the education of gifted students. In studies conducted with prospective teach-
ers, Yildirim andOz (2018) determined that prospective teachers have positive
attitudes towards gifted children and their education. Considering the atti-
tude scores among the departments, it was stated that the students of the Spe-
cial Education Department had the most positive attitudes. In another study
conducted with prospective teachers, it was stated that the attitudes of gifted
students towards education were moderately positive and positive (Gencel &
Satmaz, 2017).

When these results are examined, it is seen that both teachers and prospec-
tive teachers still do not have a clear attitude towards gifted students and
their education. Differences in research results may be due to research
methodologies, the quality of education offered in education faculties, and
individuals’ past experiences with gifted people. However, whatever the
reason may be, it is not wrong to say that gifted education is insufficient in
all teaching undergraduate programs. If it is accepted that gifted individuals
constitute approximately 2-3% of the population of society, there should be
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380000 to 570000 gifted students among the 19 million students at preschool,
primary, secondary and high school levels in Turkey (Çitil, 2018). However,
as of the 2021-2022 academic year, a total of 67375 students, 12579 of whom
are at primary school, 43954 at secondary school and 10842 at high school,
are educated in Science and Art Centers, which undertake the task of training
gifted/talented students in Turkey. In this context, it can be said that gifted
students are one of the groups that benefit the least from support education
services among student groups requiring special education (Ugulu, 2019).
Another factor that contributes to this disadvantage is that support education
services are often overlooked due to the perception that these students
already have high-level intelligence and ability and can improve without
receiving support education services (Sisk, 2009; Van Tassel-Baska, 1997).
However, contrary to this perception, there are many studies that show that
gifted students are less likely to be successful without receiving supportive
education services and that educators play an effective role in the educational
development and academic success of these students (McCoach & Siegle,
2007).

Research Objective

It is important to understand teachers’ attitudes and beliefs in order to
improve the educational services offered to gifted students and to implement
effective education and training methods. This will contribute to the develop-
ment of positive attitudes towards the education of the gifted. Therefore, this
studywill be useful in terms of evaluating the effects of the curricula applied in
teacher training programs in Turkey on the attitudes of prospective teachers in
terms of gifted education. In addition, it is thought that the studywill be useful
in drawing a general framework of the measures that should be taken in order
to ensure that prospective teachers can meet the needs of gifted students in
their future classes. As a result, the main purpose of this study is to determine
the attitudes of prospective teachers towards the education of gifted/talented
students.

Research Methodology

Research Design

The study utilises the survey model and a quantitative research design. The
survey model is a research approach that aims to define a past or present
situation as it exists. In this model, there is no effort to change or influence
whatever is the subject of research. The aim of this method is to search for
answers to the questions of what is the current state of the event or problem
that is desired to be investigated with field scanning (Ugulu et al., 2008).
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Sampling

The research universe consists of students studying at the education faculty of
a state university in Turkey. In the research sample, 132 (79%) of the prospec-
tive teachers were female and 35 (21%) were male. At the departmental level,
81 (48.5%) of the prospective teachers study in Special Education, 51 (30.5%)
in Turkish Education, and 35 (21%) in Science Education. As it was thought
that it was difficult to reach all the students within the scope of the study, sam-
pling was chosen. The sample of the study consists of 167 prospective teachers
studying at the same state university. The samplingwas created using the con-
venience sampling method among non-random sampling methods (Fraenkel
& Wallen, 2006). In the convenience sampling method, the researcher chooses
a situation that is close and easy to access. This sampling method brings speed
and practicality to research (Ugulu, 2015). Some demographic information of
the university students in the sample is given in Table 1.

Table 1

Demographic Information of the Sampling Group.

Variable N %

Gender
Female 132 79.0

Male 35 21.0

Department

Special Education 81 48.5

Turkish Education 51 30.5

Science Education 35 21.0

Age

19 27 16.2

20 50 29.9

21 28 16.8

22 25 15.0

23 12 7.2

24 10 6.0

25 and above 15 8.9

Data Analysis

To determine the statistical analysis method to be applied to the collected
quantitative data, it was first determined whether the data showed a normal
distribution. For this purpose, the Kurtosis coefficient was calculated as 0.212
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and the Skewness coefficient as -0.175 (Table 2). According to Huck (2008),
the fact that these values are between -1 and +1 indicates that the data show a
normal distribution. Based on the kurtosis and skewness coefficients, it was
accepted that the data showed a normal distribution and parametric tests were
used in the analysis (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). The arithmetic means and
standard deviation values were calculated to determine the attitude levels of
the prospective teachers toward gifted education. Independent samples t-test
was conducted to determine whether there was a difference between students’
attitude levels for gifted education depending on their gender (Yorek, Sahin,
& Ugulu, 2010; Yorek, Ugulu, et al., 2010). A one-way ANOVA test was
used to analyse the variance to determine whether there was a difference
between the attitudes depending on the grade level of the students (Aydin
et al., 2015; Koruoglu et al., 2015). If there is a difference in the Analysis of
Variance, the analysis was conducted using the Least Significant Difference
(LSD) test to control the difference. In addition, the Pearson correlation
coefficient was calculated to determine whether there was a relationship
between the sub-dimensions of the scale depending on the data collected.

Table 2

The Kurtosis and Skewness Coefficients of the Attitude Scale for Gifted
Education.

Dimension N Skewness Kurtosis

Supporting and Needs of
Gifted Students (SNGS)

167 -0.405 0.047

Opposition to Special Ser-
vices for Gifted Students
(OSSGS)

167 -0.530 0.272

Social Value ofGifted Stu-
dents (SVGS)

167 -0.423 -0.157

Exclusion and Isolation of
Gifted Students (EIGS)

167 -0.202 .262

Creating Special Ability
Classes (CSAC)

167 0.119 -0.503

Grade Skipping (GS) 167 0.088 0.240

Total 167 -0.175 0.212
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Data Collection Tool

”Attitude Scale for Gifted Education”, which was first developed by Nadeau
(1984) and Gagné and Nadeau (1985) and adapted into Turkish by H. Tortop
(2012), was used in the research. The scale consists of 6 sub-dimensions and 34
items. The scale has 8 items in the “Supporting and Needs of Gifted Students”
sub-dimension, 9 items in the “Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Stu-
dents” sub-dimension, 5 items in the “Social Value of Gifted Students” sub-
dimension, 3 items in the “Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students” sub-
dimension, 4 items in the “Creating Special Ability Classes” sub-dimension,
and 5 items in the “Grade Skipping” sub-dimension.

The scale was applied to the students online via Google Classroomduring
the spring semester of the 2021-2022 academic year. As a result of the analysis
of the collected data, the Cronbach alpha internal consistency coefficient was
0.67 for the “Supporting andNeeds ofGifted Students” sub-dimension, 0.77 for
the “Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students” sub-dimension, 0.66
for the “Social Value of Gifted Students” sub-dimension, 0.54 for the “Exclu-
sion and Isolation of Gifted Students” sub-dimension, 0.50 for the “Creating
Special Ability Classes” sub-dimension, 0.48 for the “Grade Skipping” sub-
dimension, and 0.87 for the whole scale.

Results of the Study

The main purpose of this study is to determine the attitudes of prospective
teachers towards the education of gifted/talented students. For this purpose,
the findings obtained from the ”Attitude Scale for Gifted Education” and its
sub-dimensions, which are used as a data collection tool, are presented in
tables in this section.

Data in Table 3, regarding the ”Supporting and Needs of Gifted Students”
sub-dimension shows that the prospective teachers stated ”strongly agree”
with the ”Schools should offer special education services to gifted students.”
item in 60%, 44.9% in the ”Gifted individuals need special attention and sup-
port to fully develop their abilities.” item and 38.9% in the ”We should make
the same investments for gifted students as weremade for students with learn-
ing disabilities.” item. It was determined that 46.1% of the participants stated
”agree” to the item ”Gifted children are often bored at school because their
educational needs are not adequatelymet.” and 37.7% of the participants to the
item ”Gifted studentswaste their time in regular classrooms because their edu-
cational needs are not adequately met.”. These evaluations show that prospec-
tive teachers do not have a fully supportive attitude towards gifted students’
use of special education services. This may be because prospective teachers
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primarily consider disabled individuals within the scope of special education
services.

It was seen that 40.1% of the participants gave the answer ”neutral” and
29.3% ”disagree” with the item ”Schools are already sufficient to meet the spe-
cial education needs of gifted students.” in this dimension. It was revealed that
prospective teacherswere undecided about the adequacy of schools inmeeting
the special education needs of gifted students and that a significant part of
them thought they were insufficient. The fact that 35.9% of the participants
answered ”neutral” to the item ”The normal programs of schools quench the
intellectual curiosity of gifted students.” and 33.5% of the participants stated
”neutral” to the item”The special educational needs of gifted students are often
neglected in schools.” also supports this situation.

Table 3

Supporting and Needs of Gifted Students Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %
1. Schools should offer
special education services
to gifted students.

1 0.6 9 5.4 11 6.6 45 26.9 101 60.5

2. Gifted children are often
bored at school because
their educational needs are
not adequately met.

2 1.2 9 5.4 37 22.2 77 46.1 42 25.1

3. Gifted students waste
their time in regular class-
rooms because their edu-
cational needs are not ade-
quately met.

10 6.0 32 19.2 43 25.7 63 37.7 19 11.4

4. The special educa-
tional needs of gifted stu-
dents are often neglected
in schools.

3 1.8 14 8.4 56 33.5 56 3.5 38 22.8

5. Gifted individuals need
special attention and sup-
port to fully develop their
abilities.

2 1.2 8 4.8 13 7.8 69 41.3 75 44.9

Continued on next page
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Table 3 continued
6. Schools are already suf-
ficient to meet the special
education needs of gifted
students.

28 16.8 49 29.3 67 40.1 13 7.8 10 6.0

7. We should make the
same investments for
gifted students as were
made for students with
learning disabilities.

5 3.0 16 9.6 21 12.6 6, 35.9 65 38.9

8. The normal programs
of schools quench the intel-
lectual curiosity of gifted
students.

5 3.0 16 9.6 60 35.9 64 32.3 32 19.2

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree

Regarding the “Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students” sub-
dimension, data in Table 4 shows that the prospective teachers answered
”agree” with a rate of 41.9% to the item ”The great responsibility for the
development of the talents of gifted students’ rests with their families.”. It was
determined that the prospective teachers gave the answer ”neutral” with a
rate of 43.7% to the item “Gifted students in schools are already in a privileged
position.”, 31.1% to the item “Taxpayers should not have to pay taxes for the
educational needs of the gifted students.”, 33.5% to the item “Normal children
are the main resource of our society, so they should be at the centre of our
attention.” and 29.9% to the item “If gifted children are given special support
and attention, they may become arrogant or selfish.”. The answers support
that, as in the first sub-dimension, prospective teachers do not have a high
level of positive attitude towards educational support for gifted students.

Table 4

Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %
1. Students who need
special education ser-
vices the most are stu-
dents with learning dis-
abilities.

18 10.8 48 28.7 31 18.6 45 26.9 25 15.0

Continued on next page
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Table 4 continued
2. Special programs
for gifted students are
inconvenient as they
will create elitism.

28 16.8 48 28.7 45 26.9 26 15.6 20 12.0

3. Special education
services for gifted stu-
dents are a sign of dis-
crimination.

43 25.7 63 37.7 27 16.2 19 11.4 15 9.0

4. We are responsible
for supporting students
with learning difficul-
ties rather than gifted
students.

38 22.8 42 25.1 28 16.8 38 22.8 21 12.6

5. The great respon-
sibility for the devel-
opment of the talents
of gifted students rests
with their families.

4 2.4 21 12.6 38 22.8 70 41.9 34 20.4

6. Gifted students in
schools are already in a
privileged position.

19 11.4 38 22.8 73 43.7 23 13.8 14 8.4

7. Taxpayers should not
have to pay taxes for
the educational needs of
gifted students.

24 14.4 38 22.8 52 31.1 25 15.0 28 16.8

8. Normal children are
themain resource of our
society, so they should
be at the centre of our
attention.

21 12.6 35 21.0 56 33.5 38 22.8 17 10.2

9. If gifted children
are given special sup-
port and attention, they
may become arrogant
or selfish.

30 18.0 48 28.7 50 29.9 23 13.8 16 9.6

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree

Data in Table 5, regarding the “Social Value of Gifted Students” sub-
dimension shows that the prospective teachers stated that they ”strongly
agree” with 43.7% of the item ”Gifted people are an invaluable treasure for
our society.” in the dimension of the social value of the gifted, ”agree” with the
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rate of 32.9% for the item ”I would love to be considered a gifted member of
society.”, ”agree” with 38.9% for the item ”A society must develop the talents
of gifted individuals at the highest level in order to progress.” and ”agree”
with 34.1% for the item ”We are creating the dominant class of our future
by providing special education services to gifted students.” (Table 5). In this
dimension, prospective teachers gave an answer of ”neutral” with a rate of
32.9% to the item ”Tomorrow’s leaders will mostly consist of today’s gifted
individuals.”. The fact that the candidates give ”strongly agree” and ”agree”
answers especially to the ”Gifted people are an invaluable treasure for our
society.” item with a total rate of 85.6% can be considered as an indication that
they are significantly aware of the social value of gifted individuals (Table 5).
When the ”Strongly agree” and ”Agree” answers are evaluated together, it can
be said that prospective teachers are generally aware of the social importance
of gifted individuals.

Table 5

Social Value of Gifted Students Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %
1. Gifted people are
an invaluable trea-
sure for our society.

2 1.2 9 5.4 13 7.8 70 41.9 73 43.7

2. I would love to be
considered a gifted
member of society.

11 6.6 38 22.8 42 25.1 55 32.9 21 12.6

3. A society must
develop the talents
of gifted individuals
at the highest level in
order to progress.

1 0.6 12 7.2 26 15.6 65 38.9 63 37.7

4. We are creating
the dominant class
of our future by
providing special
education services
to gifted students.

7 4.2 24 14.4 37 22.2 57 34.1 42 25.1

5. Tomorrow’s lead-
ers will mostly con-
sist of today’s gifted
individuals.

19 11.4 37 22.2 55 32.9 34 20.8 22 13.2

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree
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WhenTable 6 is examined, it is seen that 35.3%of the respondents answered
”agree” to the item ”Some teachers feel that their authority is undermined by
gifted students.” in this dimension, and ”neutral” at the rate of 35.3% to the
items ”If a child is labelled as gifted, they will have difficulty making friends.”
and ”Gifted children are often ostracized because they are envied.”. When
the answers given to this sub-dimension are examined, it can be said that
the prospective teachers have the opinion that gifted students are generally
excluded from the social environment or are isolated.

Table 6

Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %

1. If a child is labelled as gifted,
they will have difficulty making
friends.

15 9.0 29 17.459 35.3 45 26.9 19 11.4

2. Some teachers feel that their
authority is undermined by
gifted students.

9 5.4 17 10.250 29.9 59 35.3 32 19.2

3. Gifted children are often ostra-
cized because they are envied.

10 6.0 24 14.459 35.3 52 31.1 22 13.2

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree

Regarding the “Creating Special Ability Classes” sub-dimension, the
prospective teachers gave the answer “agree” with 29.9% to the item “Gifted
students should be encouraged to study in regular classrooms because gifted
students act as an intellectual stimulant for other students.” and “If we divide
students into gifted and others, we increase many more labels. For example,
strong-weak, sufficient-inadequate.”. It was determined that 32.9% of the
prospective teachers expressed their opinion as ”neutral” with ”The best way
to meet the educational needs of gifted students is to put them in special
classes.” and ”Gifted students should be encouraged to study in regular
classrooms because gifted students act as an intellectual stimulant for other
students.” (Table 7). Regarding this dimension, it is seen that prospective
teachers’ opinions are distributed among the items. This may be due to the
fact that prospective teachers do not have sufficient knowledge about the
education of gifted students and inclusion practices.

It was determined that prospective teachers gave the answer “agree” with
the items ”Most gifted students who skip grades have difficulty socializing
with their older group.” and ”A gifted student wasting time in a grade does
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Table 7

Creating Special Ability Classes Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %

1. The best way to meet the
educational needs of gifted
students is to put them in
special classes.

10 6.0 33 19.8 55 32.9 38 22.8 31 18.6

2. Creating special classes for
gifted students makes other
students feel worthless.

27 16.2 37 22.2 40 24.0 43 25.7 20 12.0

3. Gifted students should be
encouraged to study in regu-
lar classrooms because gifted
students act as an intellectual
stimulant for other students.

11 6.6 23 13.8 55 32.9 50 29.9 28 16.8

4. If we divide students
into gifted and others, we
increase many more labels.
For example, strong-weak,
sufficient-inadequate.

5 3.0 22 13.2 40 24.0 50 29.9 50 29.9

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree

more harm than adapting to a skipped upper class.” in the last sub-dimension
of the scale, “Grade Skipping”, at the rate of 39.5% and 37.1%, respectively.
They reported that they were undecided with the item “Parents of gifted chil-
dren constantly pressure their children to skip grades.” at the rate of 37.7% and
with the item “The vast majority of gifted children should be allowed to skip
grades.” at the rate of 35.3%. For the item “If gifted students are skipped, they
lose important ideas.”, prospective teachers stated that they disagreed with
29.9% and were undecided with a rate of 29.9% (Table 8). The distribution of
opinions may be due to the fact that prospective teachers do not have enough
knowledge about the education of gifted students and inclusion practices.

When the correlation levels between the dimensions are examined in the
light of the data presented in Table 9, it is seen that the ”Supporting andNeeds
of Gifted Students” dimension has a positive and significant correlation at the
level of 0.01 with the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students”, ”Social
Value of Gifted Students” and ”Grade Skipping” dimensions. It was deter-
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Table 8

Grade Skipping Sub-Dimension.

Item
SD D N A SA

f % f % f % f % f %

1. Most gifted students who skip
grades have difficulty socializing
with their older group.

13 7.8 29 17.4 39 23.466 39.5 20 12.0

2. A gifted student wasting
time in a grade does more harm
than adapting to a skipped upper
class.

5 3.0 22 13.2 53 31.762 37.1 25 15.0

3. Parents of gifted children
constantly pressure their children
to skip grades.

18 10.8 33 19.8 63 37.735 21.0 18 10.8

4. If gifted students are skipped,
they lose important ideas.

24 14.4 50 29.9 50 29.930 18.0 13 7.8

5. The vast majority of gifted
children should be allowed to
skip grades.

12 7.2 23 13.8 59 35.347 28.1 26 15.6

SD: Strongly Disagree; D: Disagree; N: Neutral; A: Agree; SA: Strongly Agree

mined that the ”Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students” dimen-
sion was negatively correlated with the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Stu-
dents” and ”Social Value of Gifted Students” dimensions at the level of 0.01,
and positively at the level of 0.01 with the ”Creating Special Ability Classes”
and ”Grade Skipping” dimensions. Also, it is seen that the ”Social Value of
Gifted Students” dimension has a positive and significant correlation at the
level of 0.01 with the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students” dimension.
It was determined that the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students” dimen-
sion was negatively correlated with the ”Creating Special Ability Classes” and
”Grade Skipping” dimensions at the 0.01 level, and the ”Creating Special Abil-
ity Classes” dimension was positively correlated with the ”Grade Skipping”
dimension at the 0.01 level (Table 9).

When Table 10 is examined, it can be seen that the mean scores obtained
by the prospective teachers in the ”Supporting and Needs of Gifted Students”
sub-dimension do not differ significantly according to gender (t167=1.024,
p>0.05). It is seen that the total scores obtained in the ”Opposition to Special
Services for Gifted Students” sub-dimension do not show a statistically
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Table 9

Level of Relationship Between Sub-Dimensions.

Sub-Dimension SNGS OSSGS SVGS EIGS CSAC GS

Supporting and
Needs of Gifted
Students (SNGS)

.12 .45∗∗ .21∗∗ .10 .30∗∗ .68∗∗

Opposition to
Special Services
for Gifted Students
(OSSGS)

-.22∗∗ -.42∗∗ .39∗∗ .49∗∗ .70∗∗

Social Value of
Gifted Students
(SVGS)

.22∗∗ -.13 .12 .28∗∗

Exclusion and Isola-
tion of Gifted Stu-
dents (EIGS)

-.36∗∗ -.24∗∗ -.05

Creating Special
Ability Classes
(CSAC)

.29∗∗ .49∗∗

Grade Skipping (GS) .69∗∗

significant difference according to gender (t167=0.246, p>0.05). It was found
that the scores obtained by female andmale prospective teachers in the ”Social
Value of Gifted Students” sub-dimension did not differ significantly according
to gender (t167=0.266, p>0.05).

When the scores obtained from the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Stu-
dents” sub-dimension were examined, it was determined that there was no
significant difference according to gender (t167= 1.266, p>0.05). For the total
scores obtained from the ”Creating Special Ability Classes” sub-dimension, it
was concluded that themean score of men (X=12.60) was higher than themean
score of women, and this difference was statistically significant (t167=3.159,
p<0.05). It was found that the scores obtained in the ”Grade Skipping” sub-
dimension did not differ significantly by gender (t167=0.098, p>0.05) (Table
10).
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Table 10

t-Test Results of the Scores obtained from the Attitude Scale for Gifted
Education by Gender.

Sub-Dimension Gender N X SS df t p
Supporting and Needs of Gifted
Students (SNGS)

F 132 30.30 4.38
165 1.024 0.310

M 35 31.11 4.16
Opposition to Special Services
for Gifted Students (OSSGS)

F 132 27.80 6.61
165 0.246 0.807

M 35 28.09 5.89
Social Value of Gifted Students
(SVGS)

F 132 16.88 2.29
165 0.266 0.791

M 35 16.97 1.69
Exclusion and Isolation of
Gifted Students (EIGS)

F 132 10.10 2.37
165 1.266 0.211

M 35 9.54 2.29
Creating Special Ability Classes
(CSAC)

F 132 10.90 2.89
165 3.159 0.003*

M 35 12.60 2.21

Grade Skipping (GS)
F 132 15.73 2.84

165 0.098 0.922
M 35 15.69 2.56

Total
F 132 111.7111.79

165 1.192 0.238
M 35 144.009.60

Results in Table 11 show that the scores obtained from the ”Supporting
and Needs of Gifted Students” dimension differ significantly according to the
departments of the prospective teachers [F(2, 164)=6.706, p<.05)]. The LSD test
was performed to reveal betweenwhich departments the significant difference
was. When the results of the LSD test in Table 12 are examined, it is seen
that there is a differentiation in favour of the students in the special education
department between the special education department and the science teach-
ing department.

Table 11

ANOVA Results of the Scores obtained from the Attitude Scale for Gifted
Education by Department.

Sub-Dimension SS df MS F p

Supporting and Needs of
Gifted Students (SNGS)

Between
Groups

236.123 2 118.062 6.706 .002

Within
Groups

2887.446 164 17.606

Total 3123.569 166

Continued on next page
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Table 11 continued
Opposition to Special
Services for Gifted
Students (OSSGS)

Between
Groups

782.773 2 391.386 10.469 .000

Within
Groups

6131.059 164 37.385

Total 6913.832 166

Social Value of Gifted
Students (SVGS)

Between
Groups

10.617 2 5.308 1.124 .328

Within
Groups

774.653 164 4.723

Total 785.269 166

Exclusion and Isolation of
Gifted Students (EIGS)

Between
Groups

1.814 2 .907 .162 .851

Within
Groups

919.132 164 5.604

Total 920.946 166

Creating Special Ability
Classes (CSAC)

Between
Groups

11.754 2 5.877 .672 .512

Within
Groups

1434.174 164 8.745

Total 1445.928 166

Grade Skipping (GS)
Between
Groups

162.779 2 81.390 11.912 .000

Within
Groups

1120.550 164 6.833

Total 1283.329 166

Total
Between
Groups

3464.568 2 1732.284 15.768 .000

Within
Groups

18017.300164 109.862

Total 21481.868166
SS: Sum of Square; MS: Mean Square

It was found that the scores obtained from the ”Opposition to Special
Services for Gifted Students” sub-dimension differed significantly according
to the departments [F(2, 164)=10.469, p<.001]. It was determined that the
significant difference was in favour of the students studying in the Special
Education department between Special Education-Turkish Education and
Special Education-Science Education. The scores obtained from the ”Social
Value of Gifted Students” sub-dimension did not differ significantly according
to the departments of the students [F(2, 164)=1.124, p>.05]. Itwas also observed
that the scores obtained from the ”Exclusion and Isolation of Gifted Students”
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sub-dimension did not differ significantly according to the departments of
the students [F(2, 164)=0.162, p>.05]. The scores obtained in the ”Creating
Special Ability Classes” sub-dimension did not differ significantly according
to the departments of the students [F(2, 164)=0.672, p>.05]. It was determined
that the scores obtained in the ”Grade Skipping” sub-dimension differed
significantly according to the departments of the students [F(2, 164)=11.192,
p<.001]. According to the results of the LSD test, which was conducted to
reveal which groups the difference was between, it was determined that
there was a significant difference in favour of special education teaching
between Special Education-Turkish Education and Special Education-Science
Education departments (Table 12).

Finally, it was concluded that the scores obtained for the whole scale dif-
fered significantly according to the departments of the prospective teachers
[F(2, 164)=15.768, p<0.001] (Table 11). According to the results of the LSD
test, it was determined that there was a significant difference between Spe-
cial Education-Turkish Education and Special Education-Science Education in
favour of Special Education, and between Turkish Education and Science Edu-
cation in favour of Turkish Education (Table 12). Considering that undergrad-
uate programs for the education of gifted students in Turkey are within the
scope of Special Education Departments, it is an expected result that the pos-
itive attitudes of prospective teachers studying in Special Education Depart-
ments towards these students are higher than other prospective teachers.

Table 12

LSD Difference Control Analysis Results.

Dependent
Variable

I J I-J SE Sig.

Supporting and
Needs of Gifted
Students (SNGS)

Special
Education

Science Edu-
cation

3.07∗ .84 .000

Opposition to
Special Services
for Gifted
Students (OSSGS)

Special
Education

Turkish
Education

4.12* 1.09 .000

Science Edu-
cation

4.60* 1.23 .000

Grade Skipping
(GS)

Special
Education

Turkish
Education

1.28* .46 .006

Science Edu-
cation

2.49* .52 .000

Turkish
Education

Science Edu-
cation

1.21* .57 .036

Continued on next page
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Table 12 continued

Total
Special
Education

Turkish
Education

6.65* 1.87 .000

Science Edu-
cation

11.23* 2.12 .000

Turkish
Education

Science Edu-
cation

4.57* 2.30 .048

I: Students from the Department; J:Students from the Department; I-J: Mean Difference; SE:
Standard Error; Sig.: Significance

Discussion

According to the results obtained from the analysis of the research data,
the prospective teachers stated that the investments made for the students
with learning difficulties should also be made for gifted students, that gifted
individuals need special attention and support to develop their abilities,
and that this support should be provided by providing special education
services in schools. However, they think that gifted students are bored with
school because their educational needs are not adequately met in schools.
Prospective teachers think that the education given to gifted children is not
an action that causes discrimination, but a process for their needs, and that
the most significant responsibility for the development of the abilities of
these individuals belongs to their families. It was concluded that prospective
teachers emphasized that categorizing students as gifted and others would
increase labelling, that gifted individuals are a treasure for society, and that
the special education services offered to these individuals would contribute to
the development of society in the future.

Considering the averages of the total scores obtained from the scale
(X𝐹𝑒𝑚𝑎𝑙𝑒=111.71 and X𝑀𝑎𝑙𝑒=144), it was determined that the prospective
teachers’ attitudes towards the education of gifted students were at a positive
level. When the literature is examined, it is seen that the results obtained in the
studies conducted to examine the attitudes of prospective teachers (Gencel &
Satmaz, 2017; Yildirim&Oz, 2018) towards the education of gifted individuals
are consistent with this finding.

Another result obtained from the study is that gender is not a variable that
affects the attitudes of gifted individuals towards their education. When the
literature is examined, there are studies that support this result (Chessman,
2010; Kaya, 2019; Laine et al., 2019; Polyzopoulou et al., 2014; H. S. Tortop
& Kunt, 2013; Yildirim & Oz, 2018), but there are also studies that conclude
that the gender variable affects the attitudes of gifted individuals towards
their education (Erdoğan &Aksoy, 2019; Gencel & Satmaz, 2017; Özcan, 2016).
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For example, according to the results of the study conducted by Erdoğan
and Aksoy (2019) in which they examined the attitudes of secondary school
teachers towards gifted students, it was concluded that there was a significant
difference in favour of male teachers only in the ”Grade Skipping” dimension
of ASGE. Özcan (2016), on the other hand, concluded that the attitudes
of prospective teachers differ in favour of women within the scope of the
sub-dimension of ”Opposition to Special Services for Gifted Students”.

A one-way analysis of variance was used to determine whether there was a
relationship between the departments of prospective teachers and the attitudes
of gifted individuals towards their education. According to the results of the
analysis, it was determined that there were statistically significant differences
between the total score obtained from the scale and the sub-dimensions of the
”Supporting and Needs of Gifted Students”, ”Opposition to Special Services
for Gifted Students” and ”Grade Skipping” of the scale. In order to determine
betweenwhich departments these differences emerged, an LSDdifference con-
trol analysis was performed. Accordingly, it was concluded that the differ-
ence in the whole scale and the sub-dimensions was in favour of the students
studying in special education teaching. There are studies supporting this result
in the literature (Özcan, 2016; Yildirim & Oz, 2018). In the study conducted
by McCoach and Siegle (2007), the results are the opposite of this finding.
In the said study, it was determined that the attitudes of special education
teachers toward the education of gifted students were more negative than the
teachers of other departments. Özcan and Kayadelen (2014) in their study,
special education teachers stated that gifted students have difficulties in theory
and practice in their education and that being a special education teacher is not
enough to teach gifted students.

Many studies on the subject have shown that teachers and prospective
teachers do not have a clear positive attitude towards the education of gifted
students (Kaya, 2019; Kunt & Tortop, 2017; H. Tortop, 2012; H. S. Tortop &
Kunt, 2013). In addition, it can be said that among the student groups requiring
special education, gifted students are one of the groups that benefit the least
from support education services (Çitil, 2018; Ugulu, 2020). These students
cannot benefit from support education services sufficiently because they think
that they already have a high level of intelligence and ability and that they
can develop without receiving support education services (Sisk, 2009; Van
Tassel-Baska, 1997). However, contrary to this perception, there are many
studies showing that gifted students are less likely to be successful without
receiving supportive education services and that the support of educators
plays a role in the development of these students (McCoach & Siegle, 2007;
Turkoguz et al., 2021). The findings of this study support these views by
showing that prospective teachers’ attitudes towards the education of gifted
students are not high and that they are not sufficiently supportive of these
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students to benefit from special education services.

The findings obtained show that teacher candidates are not sufficiently sup-
portive of gifted students to benefit from special education services. This may
be because teachers primarily associate the concept of ”special education”with
individuals with disabilities due to their educational practices in Turkey. Con-
sidering the importance of gifted students benefiting from special education
services in terms of the development of these individuals and the responsibility
of teachers, it can be said that it is necessary to work on the development of
teachers and teacher candidates in this regard.
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