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Abstract

Introduction. In the last decades numerous measures and progoapremote gifted stu-
dents have been developed worldwide. But in spitth@se enhanced scientific and public
efforts to improve gifted education, there ard stilot of difficulties to implement some of
these measures in the daily routine of schools.pFasented study examines the consequenc-
es — for students as well as for teachers — wheelchiers from German upper secondary
("Gymnasium”) and secondary modern schools (Realsgtanticipate for measures to pro-
mote gifted students: acceleration, enrichmemg¢rival differentiation and early placement at
university.

Method. 175 teachers (111 Gymnasium teachers, 64 teadhmrs secondary modern
schools) filled in a questionnaire with 4-step lLikikems on possible outcomes of the four
different types of promotion for gifted studentsat® analysis was done by 2x2x4 ANOVA
with repeated measurement, with type of schoolemerience with measures of promotion
as between subject factors, type of measure as sutgect factor and mean values on items
concerning anticipated consequences as dependéatilea

Results. Results show significant differences with respgecassessed outcomes between the
four specified measures. Especially for early ptaeet at university teachers feared negative
consequences for students like work overload, bawaginalization and lack of leisure time.
For internal differentiation, the method with th@sh positive anticipated outcomes for stu-
dents, strong negative consequences in form of weekload and organizational problems
for teachers were anticipated.

Conclusion. To counteract teachers’ — mostly non-realistipprahensions and their possible
negative consequences on the promotion of giftadesits, it seems necessary to provide
teachers with realistic information on the conseges of various measures of gifted educa-
tion. In addition, methods of internal differenittn should be imparted in teacher training for
secondary school teachers at universities as weal advanced teacher training.

Keywords: Gifted education, teachers, teachers’ attitudesctement, acceleration, internal

differentiation.
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Resumen

Introduccién. En las dltimas décadas se han desarrollado endbdaundo numerosas medidas y
programas para promover a estudiantes dotadosaRssar de estos esfuerzos cientificos y publicos
mejorados para mejorar la educacion dotada, todesamuchas dificultades para implementar al-
gunas de estas medidas en la rutina diaria destakas. El estudio que se presenta examina las con
secuencias - tanto para los estudiantes como gau@dfesores - de que los profesores de secundaria
superior alemana ("Gymnasium") y las escuelas nmagesecundarias (Realschule) prevean medidas
para promover a los estudiantes superdotados:raciéle, enriquecimiento, diferenciacién interna y

temprana en la universidad.

Método. 175 profesores (111 profesores de Gimnasia, 64tnogede escuelas secundarias modernas)
rellenaron un cuestionario con Likert-ltems de 4qgsasobre posibles resultados de los cuatro
diferentes tipos de promocion para estudiantesrdofaelos. El andlisis de los datos se realiz6 medi-
ante ANOVA 2x2x4 con medidas repetidas, con tipaegeuela y experiencia con medidas de pro-
mocién entre factores sujeto, tipo de medida coawbof sujeto interno y valores medios en items

referentes a consecuencias anticipadas como \vadapkendiente.

Resultados.Los resultados muestran diferencias significato@s respecto a los resultados evaluados

entre las cuatro medidas especificadas. Especiténpama la colocacion temprana en los profesores
universitarios temia consecuencias negativas para&dtudiantes como la sobrecarga de trabajo, la
marginacion social y la falta de tiempo libre. Plardiferenciacion interna, se anticip6 el método c

los resultados esperados mas positivos para lodiastes, fuertes consecuencias negativas en forma

de sobrecarga de trabajo y problemas de organizaei@ los maestros.

Conclusién. Para contrarrestar las aprehensiones de los maestt su mayoria no realistas- y sus
posibles consecuencias negativas en la promocitosdsstudiantes dotados, parece necesario propor-
cionar a los maestros informacion realista sobsectsnsecuencias de las diversas medidas de edu-
cacion de los superdotados. Ademas, deberian imgeamétodos de diferenciacion interna en la for-
macién de profesores de secundaria, en las urdegiess asi como en la formacién avanzada de maes-

tros.

Palabras clave:Educacion para dotados, maestros, actitudes dedestros, enriquecimiento, aceler-

acion, diferenciacion interna.
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Introduction

In spite of enhanced scientific and public effaatsmprove gifted education in the last
decades - numerous measures and programs to prgiftete students have been developed
and documented worldwide since the 1980s (HelleP&leth, 2007; Olszewski-Kubilius,
2003; Preckel & Vock, 2013; Shavinina, 2009) - ¢hevidently are still a lot of difficulties to
implement some of these measures in the dailyrreuwdf German schools. Even the intensi-
fied discussion on inclusion recently led in Gerneglucational policy mostly ignores gifted
children and efforts to implement inclusion in Garmclassrooms are mostly restricted to
children with handicaps or learning disabilitiesoffan & Hinz, 2013; Heimlich & Kahlert,
2014; see also Vogt & Krenig, 2014).

Teachers play a crucial part in identifying gift&ddents, implementing and realizing
measures of promotion and recommending studentthése measures. Therefore, it seems
reasonable to assume that possible causes fordhBeealties might lie in reservations teach-
ers hold against certain methods applied in gi&#ddcation. A first inspection of empirical
results on teachers’ attitudes towards specifisibdgies of gifted education indeed reveals

some evidence for this assumption.

Many of the successful programs in gifted educati@t have been developed in the
last years combine elements of acceleration anidhenent, the two basic principles of dif-
ferentiation frequently applied in programs fortgdf students as well as in measures for indi-
vidualized differentiation (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2B Acceleration means that students pass
the normal curriculum faster than their peers. Jittlialized forms of acceleration in schools
are grade skipping and/or early admission to aetfaiels of schooling e.g. primary school,
college or university. In spite of the fact thae thffects of acceleration for students’ achieve-
ment and self-esteem found in empirical studiesnsieebe quite positive (Rogers, 1991; Lau-
trey, 2004), acceleration is still not very popudanongst parents and teachers. There is obvi-
ously a lot of fear of adverse effects on the ¢hkilts social and emotional adjustment, and
parents as well as teachers assume that accelatatbehts may have problems later (for a
discussion see Heinbokel, 2008; 2012).

Enrichment extends, supplements, and sometimesrepdaces aspects of the normal
curriculum. One objective of adopting enrichmentsees generally is to keep children with

their same aged peers and at the same time fo&tatevelopment of higher cognitive and
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affective processes (Coleman & Cross, 2005). Ettmerstudent works on problems or mate-
rials that are not part of the regular curriculumr@gular subjects of the curriculum are ex-
tended. Enrichment may happen as part of the sqitogramme in the regular class or dur-
ing special courses in the afternoon. There ame alkt of enrichment measures for gifted
children outside of school, as e.g. weekend coursesimmer camps (see Endepohls-Ulpe,
2009). For parents there is empirical evidence tiey favour enrichment measures over ac-
celeration (Rost]993; Hénbokel, 2008). Parents and teachers disapproveuneathat seg-
regate gifted children, like special schools, anefqy the adoption of measures that make it
possible to integrate gifted children in classethwheir same aged peefsp@rfeldt, Schilling

& Rost, 2004). For schools, enrichment measures can bedonsuming and expensive if
they try to organize and offer extra programmesndadves (e.g. the Schoolwide Enrichment
Programme by Renzulli and colleagues (Renzulli 8sR#994)), circumstances which, in the

eyes of teachers, might be disadvantages of eneohm

Actually acceleration and enrichment are compleargnisince saving time by accel-
eration provides learning time to meet the studantividual abilities and interests. Early
placement at university” - in German “Fruhstudiumis such a combination of acceleration
and enrichment, which was established for secondelnpol students at numerous German
universities in the last decade (Halbritter, 2004)e main principle of “Friihstudium” is that
students of grammar schools, or, in exceptionasasf secondary modern schools (in Ger-
man “Realschule”), who are highly motivated aneiasted and, in addition, performing very
well, get the chance to participate in universiyrses. Evaluations of German early place-
ment measures (Solzbacher, 2008; Endepohls-Uldd,a&2®) on the one hand show that they
are highly accepted by the students. On the dthad, though, these studies unfortunately
also reveal that a great number of schools andhéeado not seem to be very supportive to
their students concerning the measure. A studyeaohiers’ attitudes with respect to positive
or negative outcomes of the measure (Endepohls;2pE2) points out that teachers’ main
fears concerning early placement at universityespond to fears connected with measures of
acceleration in general: excessive intellectualemdtional demands for the students.

A controversial issue in gifted education is thesfion whether or not gifted children
should be instructed in homogenous groups witledifieers or in heterogeneous groups to-
gether with children of all levels of cognitive ks (Kulik and Kulik, 1992). Measures of
homogenous grouping are very popular, such as apsgchools for gifted children, after-

school clubs, study groups or pull-out programsd An spite of empirical results that group-
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ing does not have a positive effect on achieverregeneral, teachers seem to prefer teach-
ing homogeneous groups to teaching heterogeneassed (for an overview see Ullrich &
Strunck, 2008; Vock et. al, 2007).

However, adopting methods of instruction to proengitted children in heterogeneous
classes seems to be indispensable, because speaisiires for gifted students are not always
available due to financial and organizational latidns. A study on attitudes of German pri-
mary school teachers towards several methods emialt differentiation (Endepohis-Ulpe &
Thommes, 2014) demonstrated that teachers in dehekee positive attitudes towards
measures of internal differentiation as means ofrting gifted children at school. But nev-
ertheless, they also see difficulties in adoptiogne very effective methods of differentiation.
They are apparently in conflict between their krenige of how instruction should be in the
best case and anticipated work load when implemgritieir knowledge in their classes. If
even primary school teachers, who teach in thedt@sge of schooling in Germany where
children of all levels of abilities are instructeéd one classroom, have reservations against
methods of internal differentiation, it seems todmeeducated guess that German secondary
school teachers, who teach in a tracking systenrevpepils are gathered in homogeneous

learning groups, have even more reservations.

Objectives

Up to the moment there is still not enough inforioragavailable on the causes of diffi-
culties German teachers seem to have to suppampement measures of promoting gifted
students. Especially about secondary school tesichdiitudes towards basic principles of
gifted education like acceleration, enrichment differentiation little is known. There is
some evidence that anticipated consequences franmain areas might play a role for
teachers: positive or negative impact on studeatbievement and well-being as well as the
assessed work load for teachers (Endepohls-UlpE2)2®ience, objective of the presented
study was to analyze positive and negative aspEctecondary school teachers’ attitudes

against some of the most important measures of @ioghgifted students.

Method
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Participants

The sample consisted of 175 teachers (76 maléerfille; mean age 37, min 20, max
65). 111 teachers came from randomly chosen Gegranmar schools, the type of second-
ary schools which provide the highest level of sthgraduation in the German school sys-
tem. 64 teachers came from secondary modern sglzosthool type which is an intermediate
type between upper and compulsory level. Studenta this type of school who finish with
good results can change to a Grammar school aadthfee years acquire the “Abitur”, the
certificate which permits studying at universitynel'schools were all situated in the federal
states of North-Rhine-Westphalia and RhinelandtfPaite. Headmasters of the schools were
contacted and after having inspected the questiarthey gave their permission to distrib-
ute the questionnaires in their schools. Teachgaiicipation in the study was voluntary.
From the 64 teachers from secondary modern sch@@lgiere students who already worked
part time as supply teachers. This circumstancamgpthe low mean age of the sample. The
mean age of the subsample of Grammar school teaarees 42 (min 24, max 64), of the sec-

ondary modern school teachers 28 (min 20, max 51).

Measuring instrument

To measure teachers’ attitudes a questionnaire usad, which contained some
questions concerning personal data, two generadtigms about personal experience with
measures to promote gifted students and a patieoariticipated consequences of 4 measures
of gifted education - acceleration, enrichmenterinal differentiation and early placement at
university. The measures each had to be assess®d-step Likert-items with respect to pos-
sible consequences for students and teachers gbke ). These items were taken from a
guestionnaire that was originally developed for éissessment of the consequences of early
placement at university (Endepohls-Ulpe, 2012).e Tdur scales of this questionnaire were
constructed by factor analysis, three of them shgwacceptable scale reliabilities (Factor |
“Positive effects for studentsé = .87; Factor IFNegative effects for studentss = .79; Fac-
tor Il “Organizational and social problemsi:= .73). In spite of low reliabilityq = .49) Fac-
tor IV “Addtitonal work for teachers” was still tak for further analysis as the two constitut-
ing items logically fitted well together. Only itenwhich could be applied to all of the four
measures were taken from each of the four scaldsfjuestionnaire. As a consequence of
the reduced item number and the fact that the floeasures apparently were assessed very

differently, the factor structure of the originalestionnaire could not be replicated in this
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study. Thus, further analyses were done on the tiasiegle items representing the four fac-

tors (see table 1).

Table 1.Questionnaire items

Item Factor

The measure counteracts a lack of challenge. I
Students get motivated to participate in classragai I

The arising work load is too heavy for the student. Il
The measure bears the risk of excessive demandsefetudents. Il
Students run the risk to get ostracized in tha@sglgroups. Il
The whole thing is difficult to realize for orgaatronal reasons. 1]
The student’s leisure time will be excessively stioed by this measure. Il
The arising work load for the teacher is too high. \Y

Procedure

To make sure that teachers, who were not inforntemitameasures of promoting
gifted students could answer the questions, thetmumaire started both with a short intro-
duction to the objective of the study (examiningcteers’ attitudes towards several methods
of promoting gifted students) and with a short aerglion of each of the four measures that

had to be assessed.

Statistical Analysis

Teachers had to assess each of the four measupesnobting gifted students on the
same items. Thus, differences between the attittavesrds the four methods between teach-
ers with and without experience and teachers ofwloetypes of schools had to be tested by
2x2x4 ANOVA with repeated measurement (Bortz, 1998h type of secondary school and
experience with measures of promotion as betwebjedufactors, type of measure as inner
subject factor (repeated measurement) and meamsvaluitems concerning anticipated con-
sequences as dependent variables. Significancks leiv@aired tests between the four meth-
ods on each item were adapted by Bonferroni-cooe¢Bortz, 1999).

Results

154 - Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Pyogy, 1%1), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




Acceleration, Enrichment, or Internal Different@ti— Consequences of Measures to Promote Giftec@iédnticipated by
German Secondary School Teachers

Anticipated consequences Positive effects for students

Counteracting lack of challeng&here was a significant inner subject effect fas th
item [F(3,492) = 9.57p < .001;5° = .05]. For internal differentiation the assespeditive
effect M = 3.3,SD = .59) was significantly higher than for the thber measures (accel-
eration:p <. 01; enrichmentp <. 05; early placemenfi <. 001). Nevertheless, the anticipat-
ed positive effects with respect to counteractck laf challenge for all four measures were
high. No differences between teachers with andawitlexperience or teachers from different

school types could be shown.

Table 2.Means and SDs - Item: “Measure counteracts a ldathallenge.”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 3.08 .65 168
Enrichment 3.09 .56 168
Internal differentiation 3.28 .59 168
Early placement at university 2.95 .61 168

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhagaiea 1=totally disagree

Higher motivation to participate in classesssessed effects of the four measures dif-
fered significantly (F(3, 477) = 31.13p < .001;#2 = .18]. Paired tests showed that anticipat-
ed positive effects of internal differentiation aacteleration were the highest, followed by
enrichment. The motivating effect assessed folygdalcement at university was rated signif-
icantly lower than for the other measurps<(.001). There was a significant interaction dffec
between measure and type of sch&@B[ 477) = 8.59p < .001;4* = .05]. Teachers from
grammar schools rated positive effects of intedifé&rentiation to be significantly lower than
those of secondary modern schools, and the eidéearly placement at university to be sig-

nificantly higher.

Table 3.Means and SDs - Item: “Students get motivated ttigipate in classes again”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 2.9 .65 163
Enrichment 2.71 .79 163
Internal differentiation 3.05 .67 163
Early placement at university 2.28 .83 163

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhat disag=totally disagree

Anticipated consequences - negative effects folests
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Work load.For this item a significant inner subject effele(3, 486) = 27.68p < .001;
n? = .14] could be shown. Early placement at univgnsias rated to be associated with a too
heavy work load, higher than the other three meas(acceleration, internal differentiatiqm:
< .001; enrichmenip < .01). Work load for enrichment measures wasdrédebe slightly too
high, significantly differing from acceleration andternal differentiation < .001), for
which the work load for students was rated as dabép No differences between teachers

with and without experience and between teacher fdifferent types of school could be

found.

Table 4 Means and SDs - Item: “Work load is too heavy.”
Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 2.14 .66 166
Enrichment 2.25 .66 166
Internal differentiation 1.91 .59 166
Early placement at university 2.46 71 166

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhagjiiea 1=totally disgree

Excessive demandsor the notion that the measure could cause oagrdor the stu-
dents, there was a significant inner subject effie¢?, 480) = 34.99p < .001;#? = .17]. For
early placement, overstrain was assessed as pmsaibéreas for the other three measures
this was not the case € .001). For internal differentiation, excessiventhnds were rated to
be not very likely, even less than for acceleradond enrichment (acceleration< .01; en-
richment:p < .05). There was a significant interaction effec¢asure x type of schoolF[3,
480) = 6.86p < .001; 2 = .04]. Teachers from secondary modern schoolsahggnificantly
higher fear of excessive demands for students regpect to early placement at university as
teachers from grammar schools had. No generalrdiftees between teachers of the two types
of schools and teachers with and without experieoctd be found.

Table 5.Means and SDs - Iltem: “Risk of excessive demands”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 2.04 .53 164
Enrichment 1.87 .67 164
Internal differentiation 1.69 .56 164
Early placement at university 2.30 .68 164

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhagaiea 1=totally disagree
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Organizational and social problems.

Students’ leisure tim&here was a significant inner subject effect far tbar that the
measures could excessively shorten students’ &eisme (3, 486) = 43,37p < .001;7#2 =
.21]. Teachers saw this effect clearly for eargeiment (significantly higher than for all oth-
er measures (acceleration, internal differentiatpr .001; enrichmentp < .01)), whilst for
acceleration and internal differentiation lossedeidure time were hardly anticipated. For
enrichment, this effect was also rated to be sicanitly higher than for acceleration and in-
ternal differentiationg < .001).

Table 6 Means and SDs - Item: “Students’ leisure timk m@ excessively shortened”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 2.15 71 166
Enrichment 2.62 .86 166
Internal differentiation 2.15 97 166
Early placement at university 2.84 .83 166

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhagjiiea 1=totally disagree

There was a significant interaction effect ‘measurgype of school’ (3, 486 =
38.84,p < .001;%#2 = .19]. Teachers from secondary modern schoodsl ridte effects of accel-
eration, enrichment and early placement on theileisime as worse than grammar school
teachers did. But for internal differentiation, yhaid not see any negative effechd € 1.53),
whereas teachers from grammar schools clearlyMid 2.50).

Significant between subject effects could be fotordthis item. Teachers who were
experienced with measures of gifted education gdiyeanticipated less losses of leisure time
than teachers without experiené¢€], 162) = 5.03p < .05;#? = .02]. Furthermore, teachers
from grammar schools anticipated less losses thachers from secondary modern schools
[F(1, 162) = 5.26p < .05;42 = .02].

Risk to get ostracizedror the anticipated risk of getting ostracizedigaificant inner
subject effect could be showR(8, 483) = 21.16p < .001;,2 = .12) Concerns for accelerated
students were significantly higher (enrichmenteinal differentiationp < .001; early place-

ment: p < .01) than for students promoted by other measufer students in enrichment
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measures, teachers did not fear any risk to gea@sed, significantly less than for the other
three measures (acceleration, internal differdohatp < .001; internal differentiatiop <
.05).

Table 7.Means and SDs - Item: “Students run the risk toagtacized”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 2.64 .69 165
Enrichment 1.96 g7 165
Internal differentiation 2.19 72 165
Early placement at university 2.30 .82 165

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhat @isag=totally disagree

Difficulties to organize the measuréherewas a gnificant inner subject effect for
this item (3, 483) =45,25p < .001;4#2 = .21]. No organisational difficulties were angiated
for acceleration, less than for all other meas(pes .001), whilst the most difficulties in or-
ganisation were anticipated for internal differatiobn, more than for all other measures (ac-
celeration, early placememqt< .001; internal differentiatiom < .05).

Table 8. Means and SDs - Item: “Measure is difficult to ongze”.

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 1.86 .81 165
Enrichment 2.52 73 165
Internal differentiation 2.78 .86 165
Early placement at university 2.37 A7 165

Anticipated consequences - negative consequencesafiers

Work load for teacherd-or the anticipated work load for teachers, a $icpmt inner
subject effect could be showR(B, 483) = 79.90p < .001;%? = .33]. The anticipated work
load for internal differentiation was rated as dig&o high, significantly higher than for all
other measures (acceleration, early placenment:001; enrichmenp < .01). The anticipated
work load for enrichment also was rated as higherly placement at university and accel-

eration work load was not rated as to be high.

158 - Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Pyogy, 1%1), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




Acceleration, Enrichment, or Internal Different@ti— Consequences of Measures to Promote Giftec@iédnticipated by
German Secondary School Teachers

Table 9.Means and SDs - Item: “Work load for teachersos high”

Measure M1 SD N
Acceleration 1.97 74 165
Enrichment 2.68 .79 165
Internal differentiation 2.97 .75 165
Early placement at university 1.82 .86 165

14=totally agree, 3=somewhat agree, 2=somewhagaiea 1=totally disagree

There was a significant between subject effecttlier type of school teachers came
from [F(1, 161) = 8,23p < .01; »2 = .04]. Teachers from grammar schools in genextaidr
the work load for all measures to be higher thathers from secondary modern schools.
Likewise a significant between subject effect feadhers with and without experience with
measures of gifted education could be shoifi,[161 = 5.7p < .05;#2 = .03]. Teachers
without experience anticipated more work load ttlesse with experience but there was also
a significant interaction effect ‘type of schooéxperience’ [F(1, 161) = 13.27p < .001;7? =
.07] . Teachers from grammar schools without exgmee saw significantly more work load
than teachers from grammar schools with experiembdst there were only small differences
between teachers of secondary modern schools withitbout experience with measures of

gifted education.

Discussion and Conclusion

Looking at the positive and negative consequeneashers anticipated for the stu-
dents regarding the four measures of promotingd@jifitudents, internal differentiation was
clearly rated to be not only the most effective baogalso to be the one with hardly any nega-
tive consequences. Internal differentiation wasnsas highly counteracting a lack of chal-
lenge and as motivating students to participatdasses again. There were no fears concern-
ing too heavy workload or excessive demands faodestts, and fears concerning losses of
leisure time or a decline of social integration &enly small. The motivating effects of the
other three measures were also seen as high, batsnmigh as for internal differentiation.
Especially for early placement at university thieetf for an enhanced participation in classes
was rated as to be only moderate. But in contthstwork load for acceleration, enrichment
and notably for early placement at university wascgated as probably too heavy. For ac-
celeration and again to a high degree for earlgepteent excessive demands for the students

were foreseen. Especially for enrichment and galdgement there were also fears that stu-

Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Psjogy, 181), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41 - 159 -
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




Martina Endepohls-Ulpe

dents could have too heavy losses in leisure tintkastracism was anticipated to be very
strong for acceleration and early placement atersity.

The picture completely changes when we have a ddake anticipated consequences
of the four measures for schools and teacherfidreyes of secondary school teachers, inter-
nal differentiation apparently is very difficult wrganize and the work load for teachers is
rated as to be definitely too high. Enrichment aady placement at university are also rated
as to be difficult to organize whereas accelerasie@ms to be no problem with respect to or-
ganisation. Interestingly, teachers do not antteigao much work connected with students’
acceleration or early placement at university, foutenrichment they also fear that their own

work load could be too heavy.

Hence, looking at this general tendency of antiongapositive or negative conse-
quences in certain fields for students or teacheggets a bit clearer why secondary school
teachers are somewhat reluctant to implement messaf promoting gifted students.
Measures for which they anticipate the most bemnefiid the least dangers for students - espe-
cially internal differentiation, but also enrichmenare at the same time assessed as causing
heavy work load and organisational problems fonmtbelves. And inversely teachers see no
problems for themselves with respect to measuraeshwhey fear could have some very neg-
ative consequences for the students — especially gacement at university, but also accel-

eration.

Most differences between teachers of grammar sshaal those of secondary modern
schools can be explained by the fact that teaabfesecondary modern schools - due to the
circumstance that they teach pupils who are gegeaasumed to be only moderately achiev-
ing - are probably even further away from consilgtio implement methods of gifted educa-

tion than teachers of grammar schools.

Altogether the results reveal a somewhat discongagicture of German secondary
school teachers’ lack of skills and lack of infotraa with respect to gifted education. It can
be assumed that, like the German primary schoahe¥a interviewed by Endepohls-Ulpe
and Thémmes (2014), secondary school teachers lgyokaow that methods of internal dif-
ferentiation exist and are appropriate for pronwtgifted students, but they just have not

learned how to implement them in classes. Feats mispect to acceleration and early
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placement like overstrain or ostracism can be pmeted as an expression of well-meant con-
cern as to the well-being of their students, botyéver, empirical results of studies on the
consequences of these measures (see Heinbokel; Endepohls-Ulpe, 2011a,b; Sol-
zbacher, 2008) show that in most cases these wareenot justified. And finally, the notion
that there is no additional work for teachers whermlents skip a grade or participate in early
university placement programs is a fatal errordetus wish and need support when they skip
a grade or miss lessons at school in spite ofabethat most of them in the end manage these

challenges (Endepohls-Ulpe, 2011a).

Concluding it can be stated that German seconddnyos teachers seem to have some
mostly non-realistic apprehensions on measurestetigeducation which possibly have neg-
ative consequences on the promotion of gifted stisdd hus, it seems both necessary to pro-
vide teachers with realistic information on the sequences of various measures of gifted
education and to impart methods of internal diff@iegion also in teacher training at universi-

ties for secondary school teachers as well asvaraged teacher training.

References

Boban, 1. & Hinz, A. (2013)Der neue Index fur Inklusion — eine Weiterentwinglwder
deutschsprachigen Ausgabevww.inklusion-online.net/index.php/inklusion-ondih
article/view/11/11 (access Dec. 8, 2015).

Bortz, J. (1999)Statistik fur Sozialwissenschaftl@erlin: Springer.

Coleman, L. J. & Cross, T. L. (200Being gifted in schooWaco, Texas: Prufrock Press.

Endepohls-Ulpe, M. (2009). Teaching gifted and rdd children. In L.J. Saha & A.G.
Dworkin. International Handbook of Resarch on Teachers aedching.Volume i
(pp- 861-875). New York: Springer. DOI 10.1007/98%011-4942-6

Endepohls-Ulpe (2011a). Frihstudium — Acceleratiod Enrichment for Secondary-School
Students at the University of Koblenz-Landau. InRtoese Klassen & E. Polyzoi
(Eds.),Investing in Gifted and Talented Learners: An Intdgional Perspective. Selec-
ted papers from the 2009 WCGTC World Conferenag ineVancouver, Canadgp.
101-109). Winnipeg: Polar Bear Productions.

Endepohls-Ulpe (2011b). Early Placement at the &hsity — the Parents’ Perspective.
ECHA-NewsVol 25 (1). www.echa.info.

Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Psjogy, 181), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41 - 161 -
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




Martina Endepohls-Ulpe

Endepohls-Ulpe, M. (2012). Attitudes of German 3elayy School Teachers Towards Stu-
dents’ Early Placement at University. In H. Stoeg&r Aljlughaiman & B. Harder
(Eds.),Talent Development and Excellen@ap. 235-253). Miunster, Germany: LIT.

Endepohls-Ulpe, M. & Thommes, N. (2014). Chanced amnitations of Implementing
Measures of Differentiation for Gifted Children Rrimary Schools — The Teachers’
Part.Turkish Journal of Giftedness and Educafidr(1), 14-36.

Halbritter, U. (2004). Schiiler an Hochschulen —we&g aus der Langeweile. In Ch. Fischer,
F. J. Monks & E. Grindel (Eds.furriculum und Didaktik der Begabtenférderung
(pp. 284-292) Munster: LIT Verlag.

Heinbokel, A. (2008). Enrichment or Acceleration.Jl. Raffan & J. Fortikova, (EdsBrom
giftedness in childhood to successful intelligeimcadulthood. Proceedings (Selected
Research Papers) of the 11th Conference of Euro@zamcil for High Ability. Pra-
gue(pp. 81-88). The Centre of Giftedness.

Heimlich, U., & Kahlert, J. (Hrsg.) (2014)nklusion in Schule und UnterrichStuttgart:
Kohlhammer.

Heinbokel, A. (2012)Handbuch Akzeleration - Was Hochbegabten nidzinster: LIT Ver-
lag.

Heller, K.A., & Perleth, C. (2007). Talentférderungd Hochbegabtenberatung in Deutsch-
land. In K.A. Heller & A. Ziegler (Eds.Begabt sein in Deutschland. Talentférderung
— Expertiseentwicklung — Leistungsexzell@and 1(139-170). Berlin: LIT.

Kulik, J.A., & Kulik, C.-L.C. (1992). Meta-analytifindings on grouping program&ifted
Child Quarterly 36 (2), 73-77.

Lautrey, J. (2004). Les modes de scolarisatioredéants a haut potentiel et leurs effets [Mo-
des of schooling of gifted children and their efécPsychologie Francaiset9, 377-
352.

Olszewski-Kubilius, P. (2003). Gifted education gmams and procedures. In W.M. Reynolds
& 1.B. Weiner (Eds.),Handbook of Psychology, Vol 7, Educational Psycdilo
(pp.487-510), Hoboken: John Wiley & Sons.

Preckel, F. & Vock, M. (2013Hochbegabung. Ein Lehrbuch zu Grundlagen, Diagnosk
FordermdglichkeitenGottingen: Hogrefe

Renzulli, Joseph S., & Reis, Sally M. (1994). Resleaelated to the schoolwide enrichment
triad model.The Gifted Child Quarterly38, 1, 7-20.

Rogers, K.B. (1991). The relationship of groupimggtices to the education of the gifted and

talented. Storrs: University of Connecticut.

162 - Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Pyogy, 1%1), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




Acceleration, Enrichment, or Internal Different@ti— Consequences of Measures to Promote Giftec@iédnticipated by
German Secondary School Teachers

Rost, D.H. (1993) (Ed.)l.ebensumweltanalyse hochbegabter Kin@sittingen: Hogrefe.

Shavinina, L. (Ed.) (2009)The International Handbook on Giftedne&®rdrecht, the Net-
herlands: Springer Science & Business Media. DQI1Q07/978-1-4020-6162-2

Solzbacher, C. (2008Friuhstudium — Schiler an die Universitat. Eine amphe Studie
Deutsche Telekom Stiftung.

Sparfeldt, J.R., Schilling, S.R., & Rost, D.H. (200Segregation oder Integration? — Einste-
llungen potentiell Betroffener zu FérdermalRnahmiarhbchbegabte Jugendlichee-
port Psychologig29, 170-176.

Ullrich, H. & Strunck, S. (2008) (Hrsg.Begabtenférderung an Gymnasien. Entwicklungen,
Befunde, Perspektiveliesbaden: VS Verlag fur Sozialwissenschaften.

Vock, M. Preckel, F. & Holling, H. (2007)-6rderung Hochbegabter in der Schule. Evalua-
tionsbefunde und Wirksamkeit von Mal3nahmen. [Priomoof gifted children at
school. Results of evaluations studies and efficheyeasures]Gottingen. Hogrefe.

Vogt, M., & Krenig, K. (2014) Hochbegabung als Teéds inklusiven Gedankens — eine kon-
zeptionelle Perspektiverweiterung. In InternatioAalademy for the Humanization
Education (IAHE) (Hrsg.)Unterstitzung der Begabung — Entwicklung der Kreiii
(pp. 244-249). Education and Culture, TEMPUS. Wsteb

Electronic Journal of Research in Educational Psjogy, 181), 147-1631SSN: 1696-2095. 2017. no. 41 - 163 -
http://dx.doi.org/10.14204/ejrep.41.15173




