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Abstract 

Every student in Norway shall be provided for within an inclusive and equitable 

education adapted to the needs and predispositions of the individual student. This 

includes students with extraordinary learning potential. However, research on this 

group of students within the Norwegian context and educational system is scarce. We 

do not know much about the students’ experiences, what knowledge teachers have, 

how the education is adapted to the needs of each student, and how the educational 

system in Norway facilitates gifted students.  

This thesis investigates gifted education in Norway through a mixed-method approach 

with a quantitative descriptive survey with 339 teachers and inductive qualitative 

interviews with 17 students. The main research question is as follows: how do 

Norwegian gifted high school students experience school, and what knowledge do 

Norwegian teachers have about gifted students?   

International research shows that teachers may have misconceptions regarding gifted 

education, such as stereotypical views and characterization of gifted students, negative 

attitudes toward gifted education in general, or acceleration and ability grouping. 

Internationally, gifted students complain about education that is too slow, repetitive, 

and unchallenging and does not consider their individual needs. 

Although there is debate within the research community on definitions of giftedness 

and gifted education, there is consensus that gifted students require special 

accommodation and facilitation to develop their gifts appropriately.  

Article 1 in this thesis investigates teachers’ self-evaluated need for knowledge about 

giftedness and their characterization and description of gifted students. This study 

shows that teachers in Norway want more knowledge about giftedness, gifted students, 

and proper educational practices. The teachers display a positive view of gifted 

students, focusing on achievement in school and positive behaviors, except for 

disruptiveness. The teachers further report that they have gained their knowledge about 

gifted students mostly from their practice, rather than formal teacher education. 
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Article 2 explores how gifted students in Norway experience their education through 

an inductive thematic analysis of semi-structured interviews. The themes developed in 

the analysis reveal systematic challenges within the educational system; the joy of 

learning these students have; and problematic issues such as being disrupted, boredom, 

frustration with repetition, and a need for an adapted education.  

Article 3 utilizes a combination of results from the quantitative survey and the 

qualitative interview study when investigating how education is adapted for gifted 

students in Norway. Both teachers and students report similar enrichment strategies 

and systematic challenges regarding facilitation. There were differences in how the two 

groups talked about group work and acceleration. The students mentioned group work 

in mixed-ability groups, and the teachers wanted to utilize more homogenous groups. 

The students mentioned full-time acceleration and subject acceleration, while the 

teachers only reported acceleration in the form using books and assignments intended 

for a higher academic level.   

In this thesis, the results of the two studies and three articles are discussed in light of 

current research, theories regarding gifted education, educational history and the 

educational system in Norway, special education, and Foucault’s notion of power in 

genealogy. 
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1. Introduction, background, and research design 

I first encountered concerns about gifted education when I was studying for my 

bachelor’s degree in special needs education. I came across a newspaper article about 

a gifted girl who dropped out of school in Norway and moved to Denmark to attend a 

special school for gifted children. Her experience in the Norwegian educational 

system was so bad that she developed anxiety regarding school. What took me most 

by surprise when I read this article was that I had not heard about these children 

before, not even during my studies on students with special needs.  

All students in Norway have the right to an education adapted according to their 

needs and predispositions; this includes gifted students (The Education Act, 1998). 

However, the myth that gifted students manage on their own and do not require 

special attention has been and may still be prevalent in Norway (Idsøe, 2014). Gifted 

students who do not receive an education adapted to their needs may underachieve, 

develop disruptive behaviors, have social and emotional issues, lose their initial 

motivation for school, become bored and disinterested, and, in a worst-case scenario, 

drop out of school (Abu-Hamour & Al-Hmouz, 2013; Baker et al., 1998; Cross, 

2014; Idsøe, 2014; Subotnik et al., 2011). How are gifted students then 

accommodated in Norwegian schools, how do teachers adapt the instruction and 

curriculum, and how do gifted students experience their education? These are the 

main questions I had when I began this thesis. 

In this thesis, I examine gifted education in Norway from the perspectives of both 

teachers and students. I use “students,” not “pupils,” as the term for those attending 

comprehensive school throughout this thesis because this is the term used in the three 

articles included in the thesis. In Article 2, I also mention “teacher-students,” that is, 

those attending higher education to become teachers. Another term used is “pre-

service teachers.” Unless explicitly mentioned, the reader can assume that “student” 

refers to a child between the ages of 6 and 15 attending primary or secondary school. 

I have not included upper secondary school in my study. The goal of this doctoral 
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study is to obtain a better understanding of how we provide for gifted students in the 

Norwegian comprehensive educational system.  

In this chapter, I will briefly present the purpose of this study and the overarching 

theme of gifted education. I will first present the background for this study and then 

introduce the aim, research questions, and research design.    

1.1 Background 

Mankind has been interested in intellect, especially the categorization of different 

intellectual levels and types of genius, for a long time, from Hippocrates, who 

suggested the brain was the center of intelligence in 400 BCE, to Huarte, who wrote 

about differential psychology and advocated ability testing in 1575; Esquirol, who 

proposed several levels of intellectual disability in 1838; and Binet and Simon, who 

developed the Binet-Simon Scale in 1905, to name a few (Sattler, 2020). Jacques 

Inaudi, a poor boy from Italy, was studied for his remarkable skills in mathematics 

by, among other, Binet, who concluded that he had extraordinary mathematical 

ability but was average in other areas (Idsøe & Skogen, 2021).  

Lewis Terman wrote “The genetic studies of genius” and is considered by some to be 

the father of gifted education (Cravens, 1992; Terman, 1926). Terman further 

developed the Binet-Simon Intelligence scale into the Standford-Binet (Sattler, 2020), 

and he used this scale to study a vast pool of children with measured IQs of 140 or 

above (Terman, 1926). Terman defines giftedness as a cognitive construct based on 

the normality distribution of intelligence. He also describes a certain hereditary 

aspect, lending weight to the genetic component of IQ. Terman also emphasized that 

children with extraordinary abilities required extraordinarily stimulating education 

(Idsøe & Skogen, 2021).  



3 

 

 

Since Terman, studies on giftedness have spread from psychology and the cognitive 

approach to education, sociology, and questions about inclusion and equity in gifted 

education.  

In Europe, the different countries have different ways of adapting education to gifted 

students, from entire schools for the gifted to no adaptation (Mönks & Pflüger, 2005). 

In 1994, the European Union Parliamentary Assembly expressed that gifted students 

have a particular educational need for differentiation and adaption and that the 

various EU countries should implement strategies for adaptation and facilitation 

(Mönks & Pflüger, 2005). 

Frantz and McClarty (2016) show, in their study, that there are differences between 

countries related to egalitarianism versus meritocracy. Within the meritocratic 

doctrine, there are specialized gifted schools within the public education system. 

Nineteen of the 38 countries in their study have national legislation or gifted 

education policies. Twelve countries have gifted education policies only at the 

state/provincial or local levels, including the UK, the US, and Iceland. Seven 

countries have no legislation regarding gifted education; these include the Nordic 

countries of Norway, Sweden, Denmark, and Finland (Frantz & McClarty, 2016). 

The Nordic countries are considered egalitarian, and within this culture, Frantz and 

McClarty found three different approaches to gifted education. These three 

approaches provide differentiated or adapted education for all students, including 

gifted education within the umbrella of special education and inclusive strategies for 

including underrepresented groups in gifted education (Frantz & McClarty, 2016). 

Norway utilizes the approach of differentiated or adapted education for all students.  

Gifted education in Norway must be seen within the overall educational system. The 

overall aim is to provide an inclusive, equitable education adapted to the individual 

student’s needs. Nine out of ten Norwegian students in primary and secondary school 

attend their nearest public school, which implies that the population in public schools 

is as diverse as the rest of society. Adapted education is regulated through the 
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Education Act § 1-3, which states that education should be adapted to every student’s 

individual needs and predispositions. However, this is not an individual right for each 

student. Schools and teachers abide this principle through varied instruction for the 

diverse student population. If a student has needs and a predisposition that requires 

greater and more individual adaption, they have the right to special education, as seen 

in § 5-1. According to the National Directorate for Education and Training (NDET), 

schools cannot provide special education for students who learn more quickly than 

their peers and thus require greater adaptation. According to NDET, these students 

are covered by adapted education, in line with § 1-3 (NDET, 2014).   

Research on gifted education in Norway is scarce (Børte et al., 2016; Smedsrud & 

Skogen, 2016). Earlier research on gifted students has mostly been limited to smaller 

research projects or master’s theses, apart from Hofseth’s doctoral thesis from 1968 

and Smedsrud’s doctoral thesis from 2019. I present a more thorough literature 

review on gifted education in Norway in Chapter 2.6. In the following section, I will 

briefly present some results that have influenced this thesis. 

Arnold Hofseth wrote the first doctoral thesis on gifted education in Norway in 1968. 

He followed up with a book about gifted children in Norwegian schools in 1970, in 

which he concludes that the undifferentiated school works for the ordinary student, 

but not the gifted (Hofseth, 1970). Hofseth argues that the development of the 

educational system in Norway has primarily catered to the general population, then to 

those who had trouble keeping up, and that this development had not yet had time to 

proceed any further. Earlier research in Norway had not considered this group of 

students, and there is also the question of whether the vast international research is 

relevant to the Norwegian setting. Hofseth found a variation in maturity (or mental 

age) between five and seven years within the same class. Organizational 

differentiation for gifted students was, according to him, not in focus in compulsory 

education after the Second World War. Pedagogical differentiation within the 

classroom was also lacking time, resources, and knowledge from the teachers. A 

quote from a teacher illustrates this: “There is no need to feel bad about the clever 
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students. They can sit for a whole hour and enjoy coloring and making borders 

around an A, while the other students learn to read the letter” (Hofseth, 1970, p. 49). 

Hoseth found few signs of adapted education for gifted students in his study and 

argues for differentiation (Hofseth, 1970). 

After Hofseth, there was not much talk about gifted students in Norway; Damsgård 

and Opsahl argue that research and teacher education have not done enough to 

prepare their pre-service teachers to teach this group (Damsgaard & Opsahl, 2016). 

Smedsrud and Skogen showcase three case studies as current Norwegian research on 

gifted students in their book. These studies all show a lack of appropriate adaptation 

and differentiation, individual underachievement, and stigmatizing experiences 

(Smedsrud & Skogen, 2016). In the study by Damsgård and Opsahl, the informants 

look back on their education and their experience. Boredom is a prominent result, and 

negative experiences with finishing assignments early or the teacher’s attempt to 

adapt by giving them a book to read or work with or letting them draw by themselves. 

Some of the informants mentioned that it was best to pretend to be “normal” 

(Damsgaard & Opsahl, 2016). 

There have been debates on why giftedness and gifted students have been excluded 

from the research field and educational discourse. When Hofseth wrote his thesis, 

there was a growing interest in a “school for all,” including and assimilating children 

with special educational needs, but equality was based on results, not resources 

(Kvam, 2016). The students with good results were not those that needed resources. 

This may be one of the reasons the school system did not prioritize gifted education 

at this time. I will provide the reader with a more thorough introduction to 

educational history in Chapter 3. 

The myth that gifted students manage on their own has been quite prevalent. There 

are many misconceptions regarding gifted students and students with high or 

extraordinary learning potential, for example, that they are brilliant overall, in all 

subjects or fields, that they manage without special attention, or that giftedness 



6 

 

 

simply means receiving high scores and good grades (Subotnik et al., 2011). In this 

thesis, I seek to investigate some of these misconceptions. 

My interest in gifted education began as a bachelor’s student in special needs 

education. My background as a special educator may influence how I view this field, 

and it may make me more predisposed to problematize gifted education within the 

Norwegian educational system. As I mentioned earlier, giftedness is not considered a 

special educational need in Norway, but I still write this thesis within the paradigm of 

special needs education. This discrepancy opens up some interesting questions. I 

discuss whether gifted education should be categorized within special education in 

Articles 2 and 3, and I will continue this discussion in Chapter 6. My personal aim in 

writing this thesis is to learn more about education for gifted students in Norway, 

convey my results, and propose some potential changes within the educational 

system. 

Before I present the research questions and project design, I will provide the reader 

with a brief overview of recent white papers of interest to this thesis. 

1.1.1 Recent white papers 
In the official report from 2016, “More to gain. Better learning for students with high 

learning potential,” the authors first present the new terminology – students with high 

learning potential. The mandate for the report uses the term high-achieving students. 

On the other hand, the report stipulates that students with high learning potential may 

not necessarily be high achieving. Still, they have a significant potential for learning 

in one or more fields (NOU 2016: 14, 2016). High learning potential covers both high 

and extraordinary learning potential, and the authors define the high-learning-

potential group as 10–15% of the student population and the extraordinary-learning-

potential group as 2–5% of the population. 

The main message from the report is that, if the educational system is to achieve an 

education adapted for all students, three systematic realizations must be emphasized. 
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These three realizations are: (1) comprehensive education does not provide for 

students with high learning potential, making it impossible for them to realize their 

potential. (2) Schools are not utilizing the available space for pedagogical and 

organizational differentiation. (3) The educational system, both nationally and 

locally, requires a common knowledge ground for implementing improvement 

measures on short- and long-term bases (NOU 2016:14, 2016).  

The authors also report the need for more research and knowledge about students 

with high learning potential (NOU 2016: 14, 2016) and that results from research 

must be conveyed to schools, teachers, and municipalities across the country to make 

a difference in the education of students. The research summary complementing the 

official report points to several knowledge gaps in the research, among others 

research on teachers’ knowledge and attitudes toward gifted students, research on 

how the label “gifted” influences students’ experiences, and research on 

implementing differentiation strategies in school (Børte et al., 2016). In 2016, the 

government also reported that it would establish talent centers for high-achieving 

students in mathematics, science, and technology (Ministry of Education and 

Research, 2016).  

Another official report of interest is NOU nr. 8 from 2015, A school for the future 

(Fremtidens skole). In this report, Ludvigsen and authors explain that school subjects 

must be renewed to properly meet the future competence needs of our society. They 

propose four new areas of competence as a foundation for renewing the curricula: 

subject-specific competence, learning competence, communication and cooperation 

competence, and competence in exploring and creating (NOU 2015:8, 2015). In this 

report, they discuss the term “depth learning.” Developing competence is dependent 

on students being able to understand their knowledge and knowing how and when 

they can use their knowledge. Developing competence and knowledge assumes depth 

learning. Students must be able to reflect on their learning, actively participate in 

their learning processes, and evaluate their own progress. This also assumes an 

education that is differentiated and adapted to the individual student because each 
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student will have different needs in terms of what and how they can learn. To wade 

into the deep end in certain themes and subjects, the students must have the ability to 

choose. This also means differentiation according to the abilities of each student and 

ensuring variety in instruction and working methods (NOU 2015: 8, 2015).  

Another factor discussed in the report is progression between school levels and 

individual progression for each student. Teachers must assess their students’ 

knowledge and reflect on how their instruction provides for both the individual 

student and the student group (NOU 2015: 8, 2015). 

In 2019, the government issued a white paper concerning special education and early 

intervention (Meld. St. 6 (2019-2020)). The white paper emphasizes that students 

with high learning potential require adaptation to realize their potential properly and 

that education is not sufficiently facilitated for this group. In this white paper, the 

government considers making changes in the educational law concerning students 

with high learning potential and special education (Ministry of Education and 

Research, 2019). 

In December 2019, a governmentally appointed committee delivered its report 

suggesting a new educational law (NOU 2019: 23, 2019). This report proposes 

change the terms “adapted education” and “special education” to “universal 

education” and “individually adapted education,” respectively. The authors argue that 

the terms “adapted education” and “special education” are not suitable for the new 

Education Act. Universal education is related to universal facilitation, as used in the 

Equality and Discrimination Act (2017). According to the authors, the new term 

universal education is better suited to how adapted education is understood within the 

fellowship and quality era we currently reside in (see Jenssen & Lillejord, 2010). 

Universal education is thus an education that is the best possible, inclusive, available 

for anyone, and facilitated in such a way as to create a proper learning environment 

for all. Through an excellent universal education, the need for individually adapted 

education will be lessened. The official report proposes that gifted students require 
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adapted universal education but not individually adapted education (NOU 2019: 23, 

2019).  

1.2 The project design 

In this research project, I wanted to explore the phenomenon of gifted education in 

the Norwegian educational setting. The overarching research aim is to investigate 

gifted education in Norway through the perspectives of both teachers and students. 

Because research on this phenomenon in Norway is scarce, I set out to obtain an 

overview of or insight into the situation, rather than deep-diving into some of the 

more minor aspects of the phenomenon. Education requires both teachers and 

students, and I want to explore gifted education through both perspectives. Although 

these two perspectives are not sufficient to tell the entire story of gifted education in 

Norway, they will provide us with a larger picture than looking at either students or 

teachers separately. 

The thesis consists of quantitative and qualitative methods — a quantitative 

descriptive survey of 339 teachers and educators and a qualitative interview study 

with 17 students. The overall project design is a convergent mixed-method design 

(Creswell, 2015). The studies are not parallel; I performed the quantitative survey 

first and then the qualitative interviews. There is a sequential element in which the 

results from the survey influenced the development of the interview guide. In Chapter 

4, I will elaborate on the chosen method and form of analysis in this thesis.  

The first article (Lenvik et al., 2022) is quantitative and based on the teacher survey. 

The second article (Lenvik et al., 2021) is qualitative and based on the student 

interviews. The third article (Lenvik et al., 2022) is mixed, with results from both the 

teacher survey and the student interviews focusing on adaptation and facilitation in 

school. 
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The project design, timeline, and overview of the articles are illustrated on the next 

pages.  

 

Figure 1: Project design 

 

   

Note: square boxes mark quantitative method, and oval rings mark qualitative. The arrows mark sequential 

elements. 

Conceptualization 

Sample: teachers 

Sample: students Method: survey 

Analysis: QUAN  

Article 1 

Method: interview 

Analysis: QUAL 

Article 2 

Data integration: quan+QUAL 

Article 3, extended synopsis 

Timeline:  

Fall 2016 

 

Spring 2017 

Spring 2018 

Fall 2021 
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Overarching research aim: Investigate gifted education in Norway through the 

perspectives of both teachers and students.  

Article Method Results Sample Implications 

1 Quantitative: 

survey 

Descriptive results. 

Teachers want more 

knowledge about 

gifted students and 

display a mostly 

positive view of 

them.  

Teachers Teacher education 

should include more 

information about 

gifted students and 

giftedness.  

2 Qualitative: 

interview 

Gifted students 

experience an 

educational system 

that is not suited to 

their needs and 

predispositions.  

Students Changes within 

comprehensive 

education are needed 

to better 

accommodate gifted 

students in Norway.  

3 Mixed: 

survey and 

interview 

Education is adapted 

to gifted students 

through enrichment 

strategies. Both 

teachers and students 

mention barriers and 

systematic challenges 

regarding 

differentiation.  

Teachers 

and 

students 

Teachers require 

more knowledge 

about effective 

methods of 

differentiation. 

Systematic 

challenges must be 

addressed. 
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1.3 Research Aim and research questions 

The overarching research aim is to investigate gifted education in Norway through 

the perspectives of both teachers and students. The aim is two-fold; one section aims 

to investigate the experience of being a gifted student in Norway, focusing on the 

facilitation gifted students receive within adapted education. This is an explorative 

study. The other section aims to investigate what knowledge teachers have about this 

group of students and how they facilitate them. The main research question is as 

follows: how do Norwegian gifted high school students experience school, and what 

knowledge do Norwegian teachers have about gifted students? I use quantitative and 

qualitative methods to answer this research question.  

The thesis also aims to provide a historical perspective on the discussion of gifted 

education in Norway using the notion of power described by Foucault. This 

perspective supplements the three articles.  

The research questions in this thesis are further split between the three articles.  

Article 1: Quantitative  

1. Where do Norwegian teachers report they have gained knowledge about the 

gifted, and how do they self-evaluate their need for knowledge? 

a. How do the background variables of years of experience, experience 

with gifted students, and education level correlate with teachers self-

evaluated need for knowledge?   

2. How do Norwegian teachers evaluate the different characteristics of gifted 

students, and how do they describe the characteristics of gifted students?  

Article 2: Qualitative 

1. How are Norwegian gifted secondary school students experiencing their 

education?   

Article 3: Mixed 
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1. How is the education adapted to gifted students in Norway? 

2. Qualitative: How do gifted students experience adapted education? 

3. Quantitative: How do teachers report they facilitate education for gifted 

students? How do they report the use of differentiation, the available space for 

differentiation, and school’s prioritazion of differentiation for gifted students?  

4. Mixed: How does the thematic analysis of gifted students’ experience of 

adapted education confirm or differ from the survey results regarding how 

teachers facilitate their students?   

The first article is quantitative and aims to provide insight into gifted education in 

Norway using descriptive data derived from teachers. I seek to explore how teachers 

self-evaluate their knowledge about gifted students, how they evaluate different 

characteristics of gifted students, and whether background variables correlate with 

their need for knowledge. I am also interested in how many teacher-identified 

students there are in this selection. 

The second article investigates the students’ perspective through qualitative semi-

structured interviews and inductive thematic analysis. I interviewed 17 gifted students 

attending various secondary schools in the western and eastern parts of Norway.  

In the third article, I combine the teacher and student perspectives, focusing on 

adaptation and facilitation in school. I investigate how teachers say they adapt their 

instruction to gifted students, how gifted students experience the adapted education, 

and similarities and differences between these views.  

1.4 Overview of the thesis 

This thesis consists of seven chapters and three articles.  

Chapter 1 briefly presents the theoretical and societal framework for the thesis; I 

introduce the research design, research aim, and research questions in the various 

studies and articles included in the thesis. 
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Chapter 2 provides the reader with a literature review on research on teachers and 

gifted education, the experiences of gifted students, and gifted education in Norway 

and the Nordic countries.  

In Chapter 3, I describe the theoretical framework more thoroughly, with an emphasis 

on conceptions of giftedness. I introduce Foucault and the genealogy of education, 

focusing on the aspect of power, as well as providing the reader with an introduction 

to educational history in Norway regarding both ordinary education and special 

education. 

In Chapter 4, I present the methodological framework for this thesis. I describe the 

research paradigm and the quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods used in the 

thesis. I also describe the analytical methods and assessments regarding validity, 

reliability, generalizability, and ethics in all studies.  

Chapter 5 presents the reader with the main results from all three articles. Chapter 6 

discusses these results in light of the literature and theoretical framework presented in 

Chapters 1, 2, and 3.  

In Chapter 7, I sum up and provide the reader with implications based on this study 

and possibilities for further studies. 
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2. Current research 

In this section, I present a literature review on research regarding gifted students. The 

literature review is split into three sections. This literature review provides the reader 

with an understanding of gifted education internationally and in Norway, as well as 

what new knowledge this thesis presents to the field. 

2.1 Research on teachers and gifted education 

In this section, I will present a summary of research on teachers and gifted education. 

To search for literature, I used the databases ERIC, ProQuest, and APA with the 

following search strategies: (gifted* OR high ability) AND teacher AND (charact* 

OR profile OR view OR attitude), limited to English peer-reviewed journals. The 

search strategy provided a total 993 articles. Further selection based on title and 

abstract narrowed this number down to 75 articles I read in full. The excluded articles 

were duplicates, did not address both teachers and giftedness or gifted students, or 

were in another language. This summary is based on a final selection of 38 articles. 

The inclusion criteria were empirical research; peer review; teachers as research 

subjects; giftedness or gifted students as a topic; and research questions about the 

characteristics, attitude, conception, and facilitation of gifted students or 

differentiation for them. Articles from 1994 to 2021 were included, as were both 

qualitative and quantitative research.  

To briefly summarize the literature, it considers various characteristics of giftedness; 

stereotypes (especially gender and the disharmony hypothesis); teachers’ knowledge 

about giftedness; motivation to teach gifted students; and attitudes toward gifted 

education, equity, and differentiation. 
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2.1.1 Teachers’ conceptions of giftedness and the characteristics 
of gifted students 

This section will summarize the research on teachers’ conceptions of giftedness and 

the characteristics of gifted students found in the literature review.  

The characteristic most often chosen by teachers when describing gifted students is 

high cognitive ability. This was characterized using the words “sees patterns and 

connections,” “uses logic to solve problems,” “solves abstract reasoning problems,” 

“can transfer knowledge,” “excellence,” “potential,” “rarity,” “easy to learn,” and 

“multidimensional”  or an IQ definition (Kaya, 2015; Laine et al., 2016; L. Lee, 

1999; Miedijensky, 2018; Miller, 2009; Neumeister et al., 2007; Persson, 1998; 

Russell, 2018). Regarding personality characteristics, these students are often 

described as having a “spark” or an x-factor (Rohrer, 1995), independent, adaptive, 

motivated (Persson, 1998), open to new experiences, introverted (Moon & Brighton, 

2008), sensitive, mature, engaged, and non-conformist (Miedijensky, 2018). First and 

foremost, teachers use positive adjectives in their conceptions of and when describing 

gifted students (Kaya, 2015; L. Lee, 1999; Miller, 2009; Moon & Brighton, 2008; 

Neumeister et al., 2007; Persson, 1998). 

Teachers also seem to conceptualize giftedness and gifted students as having some 

negative social and emotional characteristics. These characteristics may include 

shyness, disruptiveness, a lack of social skills (Moon & Brighton, 2008), introversion, 

less emotional stability, less agreeability (Baudson & Preckel, 2013), being a social 

misfit, and social noncompliance (Geake & Gross, 2008).  

Laine et al. (2016) found that teachers in Finland describe giftedness as both fixed 

and malleable, depending on whether the researchers used quantitative or qualitative 

methods. Suppose teachers believe giftedness or high ability is malleable. This 

indicates a need for support and guidance in the students’ development, whereas if 

ability is fixed, support is less needed (Laine et al., 2016).  
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In some of the literature, the teachers mention creativity or related traits (Laine et al., 

2016; Miedijensky, 2018; Miller, 2009; Moon & Brighton, 2008; Neumeister et al., 

2007; Persson, 1998), while in other studies, creative traits and creativity were 

reported less frequently or missing from practice (Chan, 2000; Hunsaker, 1994). 

Based on the literature presented, teachers typically have a positive view of gifted 

students; some researchers even argue that the conceptualization of giftedness is too 

positive. It can paint a picture of an ideal or golden student (Persson, 1998). In a 

study in Mexico, the authors found that the highest subgroup within the nominated 

group of gifted students was the “socio-emotional gifted group,” who were nominated 

because of their ability to understand and relate to others, as well as expressing 

themselves. This group of students performs well in school, receives good grades, 

and behaves appropriately (Hernández-Torrano et al., 2013). However, there is also 

evidence of a more ambivalent view, especially concerning social and emotional 

characteristics. 

2.1.2 Teachers’ attitudes toward gifted education and stereotypical 
beliefs 

When studying teachers’ attitudes toward gifted education, many have used Gagnè’s 

“Attitude Scale towards Gifted Education” (Gagné, 2018). Research has found a 

generally positive attitude toward gifted education in Finland and Virginia (Laine et 

al., 2019; Megay‐Nespoli, 2001), a negative attitude in Greece (Polyzopoulou et al., 

2014), and an ambivalent attitude in Turkey (Kaya, 2019). 

Research on stereotypes and biases within gifted education and nomination for gifted 

programs has focused on the disharmony hypothesis, gender stereotypes, and racial 

and cultural equity biases.  

Concerning the disharmony hypothesis, which views gifted students as highly 

intelligent but socially maladjusted, research has been non-conclusive (Baudson & 

Preckel, 2013; Geake & Gross, 2008; Matheis et al., 2017; Preckel et al., 2015; Rizza 

& Morrison, 2003). Some research has found evidence for the prevalence of this view 
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among teachers (Baudson & Preckel, 2013; Geake & Gross, 2008; Matheis et al., 

2017, 2020), while other research has not or found evidence of such only for boys 

(Preckel et al., 2015). 

Gender biases may influence teachers’ nomination of gifted students. Some research 

has found evidence that girls are less frequently nominated (Endepohls‐Ulpe & Ruf, 

2006; Hernández-Torrano et al., 2013; Lavrijsen & Verschueren, 2020). Other 

research has found that teachers consider boys to be more maladjusted (Baudson & 

Preckel, 2013; Matheis et al., 2017, Matheis et al., 2020). Finally, some has found no 

evidence of gender bias (Hernández-Torrano & Tursunbayeva, 2016; Kaya, 2019; 

Siegle & Powell, 2004). 

Racial, cultural, and socio-economic status (SES) equity is vital in gifted education 

because, often, the majority culture (e.g., the white middle class) is considerably 

more represented than minority cultures in gifted programs (Miller, 2009; Moon & 

Brighton, 2008; Neumeister et al., 2007; Rohrer, 1995). Teachers perceive giftedness 

as being most in line with the majority culture, which does not consider students 

showing gifted traits in other ways, such as oral traditions, collaboration within a 

community, and affective characteristics (Miller, 2009; Neumeister et al., 2007). 

Moon and Brighton (2008) found that 27% of teachers in their study disagree with the 

item “the potential for academic giftedness is present in all socioeconomic groups in 

our society.” Furthermore, 22% disagree with “the potential for academic giftedness 

is present in all racial/cultural/ethnic groups in our society.” However, research in 

Kazakhstan found no evidence of racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic bias (Hernández-

Torrano & Tursunbayeva, 2016).  

2.1.3 Teachers’ knowledge about giftedness and gifted education 
In many studies in various countries, teachers report that they have little knowledge 

about giftedness and little experience with gifted students (Allotey et al., 2020; 

Heyder et al., 2018; Kaya, 2019; Matheis et al., 2017; Megay‐Nespoli, 2001; 

Sánchez-Escobedo et al., 2020).  
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In a qualitative study conducted in Sweden with teachers in a professional 

development program on gifted students in mathematics (MHAP) and differentiated 

education, the teachers explicate a right to be acknowledged for their knowledge 

about MHAPs and their duty to both assimilate knowledge and acquire new 

knowledge (Mellroth, 2021). Within the duty to assimilate knowledge, there is an 

assumption that teachers in general (those who are not a part of the professional 

development program) require more knowledge about gifted students, especially 

MHAPs. 

Megay-Nespoli (2001) studied whether a workshop intervention influenced pre-

service teachers’ use of differentiation and their attitude and beliefs. She found that 

the pre-service teachers in the intervention group had fewer stereotypical beliefs and 

were more interested in strategies for differentiation. Geake and Gross (2008) found 

that teachers who had completed an educational program in gifted education viewed 

gifted students’ cognitive and social characteristics more positively and had fewer 

negative beliefs. Heyder et al. (2018) found that teachers, in general, had little correct 

knowledge about intellectual giftedness. The largest misconceptions were related to 

results in school, regarding which 90 % answered the questions “if you show very 

high achievement, you are intellectually gifted” and “a few intellectually gifted 

children or adolescents do not perform so well in school” incorrectly. Other studies 

have found similar results, in which teachers are influenced by good grades and 

results in school when nominating or characterizing gifted students (Endepohls‐Ulpe 

& Ruf, 2006; Lavrijsen & Verschueren, 2020; Persson, 1998). 

2.1.4 Differentiation, ability grouping, and acceleration 
Ability grouping, acceleration, and differentiation are well-established methods for 

providing gifted students an education adapted to their needs and predispositions, but 

these methods do not necessarily translate into practice (Missett et al., 2014). 

Teachers may have a negative attitude toward gifted education in general 

(Polyzopoulou et al., 2014) or, more specifically, toward ability grouping or 

acceleration (Laine et al., 2019). In a longitudinal study, the authors found that 
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acceleration has no adverse effect on psychological well-being. A meta-study found 

that acceleration has a positive effect on achievement and gifted students benefit from 

flexible grouping within the class, across grades, and in special groups for the gifted 

(Bernstein et al., 2020; Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016).  

In a study in Ghana, ten teachers were asked about differentiation for gifted students, 

and the authors found misconceptions regarding differentiation, a “one size fits all” 

mentality, and reports that teacher education had not prepared the teachers for 

differentiation or gifted education (Allotey et al., 2020). 

Time and resources are often mentioned as barriers to differentiation (Brigandi et al., 

2019; Laine et al., 2019; Megay‐Nespoli, 2001; Mellroth et al., 2019), as well as 

teachers’ personality characteristics (Brigandi et al., 2019) and lack of knowledge 

about effective methods of differentiation (Allotey et al., 2020; Laine et al., 2019).  

Teachers’ motivation and self-efficacy regarding teaching gifted students may also 

influence how they differentiate and adapt their instruction. In a cross-country study 

with Germany and Australia, the authors found that teachers report less self-efficacy 

regarding teaching gifted students; this was especially true when they reported a more 

significant degree of maladjustment among gifted students (Matheis et al., 2017). 

To sum up, this literature review shows that teachers describe gifted students in a 

mainly positive way. Still, teachers can also be influenced by misconceptions, biases, 

and stereotypes, for example, the disharmony hypothesis or the assumption that high 

ability equals high achievement. Teachers, in general, have little knowledge about 

giftedness, gifted students, and effective strategies for differentiation. Teachers are 

also ambivalent about or hostile to gifted education, especially ability grouping and 

acceleration. Courses and professional development programs may increase teachers’ 

effective strategies; however, changing practice takes time. There are other barriers 

within the educational system that teachers have less control over (e.g., time, 

resources, and administration). 
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2.2 Qualitative research on the experiences of gifted 
students 

Teachers are an essential element of gifted education. Still, it is also necessary to 

consider the experiences of those who are or recently were gifted students in various 

educational settings. In this section, I will not provide a systematic literature review. 

In this thesis, one aim is to show the experiences of Norwegian gifted students, so I 

have chosen to showcase different experiences across countries in this section. The 

literature here is not the result of one literature search but several different searches. I 

have chosen a purposeful sample of eleven qualitative studies with gifted students in 

different educational settings to showcase different experiences and similarities. The 

studies are chosen based on their quality, differences, and contribution. Except for 

one study, all are quite recent.   

In a single-case study, a researcher interviewed one exceptionally gifted student. She 

verbally stated that everything was OK, but of the five themes the researcher 

developed, only one was positive (Brandišauskienė, 2019). The student considered 

herself different from her peers, and she had no close relationships with friends. She 

did not use a great deal of time in school and called herself lazy but still received 

good grades. In school, she is bored but remains because of the social atmosphere. 

She found her place in an art exhibition, saying “these are my people” 

(Brandišauskienė, 2019). Another case study with three high-ability AP students in 

Language and Composition found a similar result concerning feeling different than 

their peers (Schmitt & Goebel, 2015). These three students also commented that they 

preferred being with their intellectual peers in core subjects and teachers who showed 

professionalism and efficacy in teaching. The students seemed to lack differentiation 

and variety and had been told no by their teachers regarding individual studies. When 

asked how much time they were interested and engaged during school and classroom 

activities, they all answered a third or less than a third of the time (Schmitt & Goebel, 

2015). 
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In a study with 36 students focusing on how experiences influenced mathematics, the 

researchers found that the students had a positive attitude toward mathematics and 

perceived themselves as competent in this regard (Erdogan & Yemenli, 2019). Those 

students who had negative feelings complained about boring assignments, such as 

repetition and writing out their calculations. The students were fond of problem-

solving assignments, games, and brain teasers (Erdogan & Yemenli, 2019). 

A study with Latina/o students in AP and Honors classes discussed a lack of 

affiliation with their class. They were often the only Latina/o, and they strove to 

disprove some of the stereotypes about their community (Bjorklund Jr., 2019). The 

students felt that they were far behind the other students, despite receiving good 

grades. They also felt a lack of a relationship with their teacher and that their teachers 

did not work to create good relationships between students across race and culture 

(Bjorklund Jr., 2019). 

Not all gifted students manage to perform at school to their potential. In the following 

article, the author presents six high-ability but underachieving males’ experiences in 

an urban high school (Hebert, 2001). The author found that inappropriate curricular 

and counseling experiences and family issues were central factors in the 

underachievement of these young males. They often proclaimed that the classes were 

boring and did not match their learning styles and that they wanted more hands-on 

experiences. One of the informants stated that he did not want to read; he just wanted 

to do something (Hebert, 2001). They sailed through primary education without 

doing homework, which led to poor working habits and difficulties achieving with 

the same ease in high school. Being placed in classes not fitted to their ability or 

earlier educational experiences from primary school also contributed to their 

underachievement. The underachievement of these students seemed to result from a 

combination of educational, social, familial, and personal factors (Hebert, 2001). 

When considering how to differentiate and adapt instruction for gifted students, it is 

crucial to consider gifted students’ experiences with various educational practices. In 
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a study on Renzulli’s type III enrichment activities, the researchers found that 

students who chose a theme based on a long and continuous interest or as an aspect of 

their identity, were more pleased with the enrichment and continued their interest 

afterward (Brigandi et al., 2016). Those students who chose a theme based on a new 

interest lost their engagement during the project and viewed the enrichment activity 

as more strenuous and less appreciated (Brigandi et al., 2016). 

What kind of teachers do gifted students prefer? Eight-grade students reported they 

preferred competent teachers who control their classrooms and are helpful, 

enthusiastic, calm, and positive (Samardzija & Peterson, 2015). The students further 

described preferring written directions, working in groups (if they were ability 

homogenous), and discussions. They also preferred visual and kinesthetic learning 

styles, with some variation (Samardzija & Peterson, 2015). 

Sewell and Goings (2019) considered Black adults’ stories about gifted education in 

New York. They found that the gifted programs were primarily black or diverse in 

primary school, and the informants looked back at this period fondly. In middle and 

high school, the schools and GT programs became increasingly white, and they were 

one of the few black students in their programs. This lack of similar students was 

problematic, and the informants often found strength and community within extra-

curricular activities, such as choir, theater, and various clubs (Sewell & Goings, 

2019). 

Not all countries have pure gifted classes or even gifted programs, and in Chile, a 

study considered the experiences of gifted students in public schools. These students 

were most dissatisfied with the repetition and rigidity of the curriculum and 

evaluations (Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2020). These students wanted more open and 

problem-solving assignments, especially on evaluations. Boredom led to inactivity or 

a chance to create something new, such as a song. The students did not like group 

work, because the groups often contained members with mixed abilities (Gomez-

Arizaga et al., 2020). 
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Norway has no official gifted programs, and the opportunities for gifted students in 

Norway vary according to which school they attend and where in the country they 

reside. Smedsrud (2018) interviewed eleven students who were members of an 

accelerated ability group for mathematics. Their experiences indicate a lack of 

differentiation and challenges, especially earlier in primary school. The informants 

indicate that the pace of learning is too slow and that this learning has too little depth. 

The students were pleased with their current accelerated course; however, earlier 

accelerated practices resulted in more self-study because the students fell between 

school levels and teachers (Smedsrud, 2018).     

In the literature review regarding teachers and gifted education, there was some 

evidence of a gender bias, in which girls were considered less gifted, were less likely 

to be nominated, or were considered less maladjusted than boys. Guthrie (2020) took 

this to heart and specifically investigates the experiences of gifted girls. The girls 

expressed pressure to be perfect, obtain good grades, engage in extracurricular 

activities, have a wonderful social life, and be good daughters. They felt pulled 

between various expectations and found it challenging to be smart and a girl (Guthrie, 

2020). The girls often felt alone and isolated and downplayed their intellect to fit in 

socially. If they displayed an interest in STEM, boys would tease them (Guthrie, 

2020).  

Although every experience is unique for that gifted student, it is possible to point out 

certain similarities in the experiences reported in this section. There is a sense of 

isolation from peers; racial and cultural minorities are especially isolated in gifted 

programs. There is a need for various educational strategies (especially those not 

typically part of a gifted program), such as problem-solving, enrichment based on 

interest, and homogenous ability groups. The students want competent teachers who 

build relationships with them and facilitate relationships with other students.  
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2.3 Research on gifted education in Norway and the 
Nordic countries 

In the last section of this chapter, I will present literature on gifted education in 

Norway and the Nordic countries of Sweden, Denmark, and Finland. Because this 

research field is still relatively new in Norway, it is necessary to look beyond our 

borders. In the Nordic countries, there are similarities in educational policies and the 

overarching culture. These countries are considered egalitarian, rather than 

meritocratic, and foster gifted education through adapted education for all (Frantz & 

McClarty, 2016).  

As in Norway, Finland’s, Denmark’s, and Sweden’s educational acts do not mention 

gifted individuals. Denmark established an educational policy in 2011; in Sweden, 

there are no official policies for gifted education in comprehensive school, but 

Sweden has a policy for elite education in upper secondary school (Dodillet, 2019; 

Persson, 2010; Rasmussen & Lingard, 2018; Reid & Boettger, 2015). In Finland, the 

structure of educational differentiation from kindergarten further establishes that all 

children and students are educated according to their individual needs and 

development (Reid & Boettger, 2015; Tirri & Kuusisto, 2013). According to Persson 

(2010), in Sweden, the goal is to bring all students to a minimum level of knowledge 

needed to live well-functioning lives. All resources and special education are directed 

toward this end. A student reaching further than the minimum is left alone to fend for 

themselves (Persson, 2010). The Danish Talent Report recommended that teachers 

develop competence in differentiating upward and actively work to identify and 

develop students with exceptional learning potential (Rasmussen & Lingard, 2018). 

Teachers who participated in a professional development program on differentiated 

education in mathematics discussed how an assignment with an easy entry and 

possibilities for further challenges was an effective way to differentiate in the 

heterogenous Swedish classroom (Mellroth et al., 2019). The teachers further 

discussed their role in providing guidance and issues concerning resources, time, and 
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students with learning disabilities (Mellroth et al., 2019). In another study based on 

the same program, the teachers described their rights and duties concerning gifted 

students, especially their duty to convey their knowledge to other teachers and 

continually assess their students (Mellroth, 2021). 

Elementary teachers in Finland meet the needs of their gifted students through the 

differentiation of assignments and materials and fostering independent learning 

(Laine & Tirri, 2016). On the other hand, few teachers mentioned flexible grouping 

(7%) or adjusting the pace of learning (5%), mirroring the results concerning attitudes 

toward gifted education, in which the teachers were skeptical toward acceleration and 

ability groups (Laine et al., 2019; Laine & Tirri, 2016).  

Based on the results of an action research program on differentiation in mathematics 

for gifted students in Denmark, the author recommend differentiation through 

demands, time, assistance, topics, ways of teaching, educational resources, and goals 

to accommodate gifted learners (Mogensen, 2011). 

Pre-service teachers in Norway explain that gifted students should work on social and 

emotional competencies, such as relaxing, not being stressed, and managing failure 

(Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016). The pre-service teachers also mentioned working on 

both in-depth and broad knowledge as essential for their students. Teachers needed to 

have ambitions for their students and provide support for and acknowledge their 

talents (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016). Another study with pre-service teachers showed 

they acknowledge they need to differentiate for high-achieving students, the 

importance of a safe learning environment in which it is acceptable to be high 

achieving, and challenges in identifying student differences. Pre-service teachers also 

lack confidence in utilizing differentiation strategies for high-achieving students with 

high learning potential (Brevik et al., 2018). 

High-achieving students in Norway who participated in an intervention with ability 

groups in science exhibited, in general, an increase in the use of conversations and 
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practical work during the intervention (Knutsen, 2016). The students also considered 

their learning environment to be better in the ability groups; they received larger 

challenges and were more active in the class. However, some of the students were 

less pleased with the intervention. The researcher believed this to be the result of a 

teacher’s particular teaching style, which the students did not prefer (Knutsen, 2016). 

Other research in Norway has found that high-achieving students thrive less, receive 

less support, do not experience the learning environment as not optimal for them, 

receive fewer educational challenges, and report lower satisfaction than peers 

(Cosmovici et al., 2009; Damsgaard & Opsahl, 2016; Smedsrud et al., 2018; 

Wendelborg & Caspersen, 2016). 

Previous research on gifted education in Norway indicates a learning environment 

that is not optimized for gifted students. What kind of students do Norwegian 

teachers see as gifted? How are they characterized? Are they characterized similarly 

by teachers in Norway as compared to teachers in other countries? How is the 

education adapted and differentiated for gifted students in Norway? These questions 

have not been adequately answered in previous research. In this thesis, I seek to 

provide a preliminary answer to these questions. However, my studies are still not 

sufficient to fully answer these questions. My research points to further studies that 

are important in understanding gifted education better and implementing and 

developing educational programs and systems for gifted students in Norway. 
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3. Theoretical Framework 

In this chapter, I present various theoretical conceptions of giftedness, both those I 

have used in my studies and articles and other important conceptions, and I then 

provide a different perspective on giftedness and gifted education. I provide a brief 

overview of Foucault and the notion of power in the genealogy of education. This 

power aspect is important in understanding educational history and the evolution of 

special needs education in Norway. I use educational history and Foucault to provide 

the reader with a long-term historical perspective on gifted education in Norway.     

3.1 Conceptions of Giftedness 

Giftedness and gifted education are not easily defined and agreed upon as concepts. 

Conceptions vary, from the regular cognitive concepts and definitions that rely on IQ 

and scores surpassing a certain level to multivariate definitions considering other 

personal traits and attributes, such as motivation and creativity (Sternberg & 

Ambrose, 2021). One issue within gifted education is the various definitions and 

conceptions of giftedness. Although some scholars see this multitude as a perfect 

invitation to interdisciplinary research (see Ambrose, 2021), other scholars argue that 

we must rethink giftedness and gifted education as social constructs, as well as for 

gifted education without gifted students (Borland, 2021). 

In Norway, we define giftedness through high learning potential and extraordinary 

learning potential (NOU 2016:14, 2016). In the quantitative survey (Study 1) 

included in this thesis, I used the following definition to explain the term “students 

with extraordinary learning potential” to the teachers: Students with extraordinary 

learning potential are students with a strong need and potential in academic subjects 

like mathematics, reading/writing/language, science, technology, social science, or 

creative/esthetic subjects who can transform their potential into talent only if their 

needs are met in a rich and responsive learning environment (Idsøe, 2014, p. 16, my 

translation). This definition pertains to the variety of fields in which students can 
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have extraordinary potential. It also considers the need for help from surrounding 

environmental factors, such as teachers, schools, and peers, to develop potential into a 

talent. However, this definition does not suggest how teachers, schools, or scholars 

should identify students with extraordinary learning potential.  

In the second qualitative study, I interviewed 17 students with extraordinary learning 

potential. In this study, I define extraordinary learning potential as scoring in the 95th 

percentile or above on one subscale or more in the Weschler Intelligence Scale for 

Children (WISC-IV). Therefore, in this thesis, there are two definitions of giftedness. 

The first definition considers potential in various subjects and fields, but without a 

definite criterion, and the second definition has a definite cut-off at the 95th 

percentile. The use of two definitions could be an issue within the thesis because it 

could be unclear whether the two studies investigate the same phenomenon. 

However, because there is no clear-cut definition of giftedness and which students 

should receive gifted education in the international research field, this ambivalence 

could also be considered a strength. I chose these definitions because of the research 

strategies within each study. Using a definition with an IQ criterion in the survey of 

the teachers would not have been feasible, because the teachers do not know the IQ 

scores of their students. Using a vague potential definition in the interview study 

would problematize the inclusion criteria. How does one measure potential 

objectively unless one measures cognitive capacity (IQ) or ability through grade 

scores in secondary school? I could have chosen grades instead of an IQ 

measurement; however, such an approach would have had its own issues, such as a 

lack of underachieving gifted students. In the following subsections, I will discuss 

various conceptions of giftedness related to the definitions used in this thesis, 

including conceptions that differ from the chosen definitions.   

3.1.1 Harmony and disharmony 
As the literature review showed, the disharmony hypothesis is prevalent among 

teachers. In this section, I will describe both the harmony and disharmony 

conceptions in more depth.  
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In the harmony conception, gifted individuals have a high intellectual capacity. The 

threshold for high intellectual capacity is still up for debate. In Terman’s study, he set 

the threshold at 140 on the Standford-Binet scale (Terman, 1926). Others mention 

only the top 2–5% in terms of cognitive abilities, which, depending on what 

measurement is used, might mean an IQ of 125 and above, or the top 10% (Gagné, 

1995). Nevertheless, giftedness is considered an innate ability that must be revealed 

or recognized through cognitive assessment, and gifted individuals remain gifted 

throughout their lives, regardless of what they achieve in later years (Subotnik et al., 

2011). Gifted individuals are not only superior in terms of cognitive abilities but also 

surpass their peers in volitional, social, and emotional abilities. Various studies 

support this conception, e.g., Terman (1926); Francis, Hawes, and Abbott (2015); and 

Cross, Adams, Dixon, and Holland (2004). 

There is a concern for gifted children’s unique emotional fragility in the disharmony 

conception because they have innate sensitivities that are different from their peers 

(Subotnik et al., 2011). These sensibilities indicate a need for special programming, 

understanding, and socio-emotional support from schools and the environment. 

Shaywitz et al.’s (2001) study is a highly referenced article stating that highly gifted 

individuals (IQ 140–154) show behavioral issues on the same level as individuals 

classified as learning disabled. There was a significant difference between the highly 

gifted and the low-gifted groups (IQ 124–139), where the highly gifted showed a 

higher degree of behavioral issues. However, Shaywitz and colleagues only studied 

boys, and their results may not be transferrable between genders. Other studies have 

investigated asynchrony and the link between socio-emotional discrepancies and 

underachievement as a predisposition for behavioral difficulties (Blaas, 2014; 

Guenole et al., 2013, Guenole et al., 2015). Guenole et al. (2015) found that 

asynchronously gifted children have lower frequencies of social participation and 

weak self-concepts. Blaas (2014) argues that internal factors such as asynchrony, 

being twice-exceptional (gifted with a learning disability/physical 

disability/psychological disability), a weak academic self-concept, and perfectionism 
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are related to social-emotional difficulties and underachievement. Lie (2014) also 

argues that twice-exceptional students are in danger of underachievement and 

misdiagnosis. 

3.1.2 Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent 
In Article 2, I use Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent (Gagné, 

1995; 2004) as a framework for discussing the results of the inductive thematic 

analysis. Gagné distinguishes between gifts and talents. Gifts are untrained and 

spontaneously expressed natural abilities in at least one ability domain, such as 

intellectual, creative, social, perceptual, muscular, and motor control, placing the 

student among the top 10% of their age-matched peers (Gagné, 2010). Talent is a 

mastery of systematically developed knowledge and abilities in at least one field of 

human activity placing the student within the top 10% of relatable peers (Gagné, 

2004). 

Three catalysts influence the developmental process from gifts to talents. 

Environmental catalysts are the milieu, such as school or its cultural aspect; special 

individuals, such as parents, peers, and teachers; and provisions, such as enrichment 

programs, pedagogy, and acceleration. Intrapersonal catalysts are physical and mental 

traits of the person, such as goal management, awareness, motivation, and volition. 

Chance is the final catalyst, and chance affects both the environmental and 

intrapersonal catalysts, as well as gifts and developmental process (Gagné, 2010).  

The definition crafted by Idsøe (2014) that I used in Study 1 is, among others, based 

on Gagné’s DMGT. In Idsøe’s definition, a potential can only develop into a talent if 

the needs and predisposition of the student are met in a stimulating learning 

environment. Gagné reports this with regard to the developmental process. The 

environmental catalysts include influential individuals, such as teachers, and 

provisions established by the school, such as enrichment, acceleration, differentiation, 

and grouping with other ability-peers (Gagné, 2004). The environment can facilitate 

or hinder the proper development of a gift into a talent. Suppose the teacher is not 
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aware of the student’s potential in mathematics and is therefore not enriching the 

curriculum or accelerating the student. In that case, the initial gift in mathematics 

may not develop properly and become a talent. Of course, other vital individuals, 

such as parents and peers, may mitigate the lack of facilitation by the teacher, or the 

student may have another teacher later who recognizes the potential within. Even so, 

it is important to acknowledge how much time each child spends at school during 

their years in comprehensive school; teachers are therefore essential. 

In this thesis, I focus on gifts within the intellectual domain. Still, it is relevant to 

compare the developmental process between the intellectual domain and other 

domains, such as sport or music. If a child is considered gifted within music, for 

example, in piano, this child is likely placed in a talent development program at their 

music school. They receive individual tutoring from a piano teacher, practice and 

hone their skills, and enter musical competitions, and with the help of the 

environment, individuals, and provisions, they develop their initial potential for 

music into a talent for piano. A child with a motoric gift, for example, in skiing, will 

likely receive similar development to a child with a musical gift. Coaches that see this 

potential and hone it provide the child with opportunities for talent development at 

special programs, upper secondary schools that focus on sports, competition on the 

local and national levels, and various exercises to increase their skills. It is not 

difficult to picture these two children and their development from gift to talent. 

However, imagining the same for a child with a gift in the intellectual domain seems 

more difficult.   

In Article 2, I also include the Multifactor Model of Giftedness and the three-ring 

conception of giftedness (Mönks & Katzko, 2005; Renzulli, 2012). The three-ring 

conception of giftedness displays three interactive personal traits, above-average 

ability, task commitment, and creativity. The interaction between these three traits 

creates the conditions for a creative, productive process (Renzulli, 2012). In this 

conception, giftedness is not a fixed state of being but a developmental set of 

behaviors that can be applied to problem-solving. Above average ability can refer to 
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general ability; verbal, numerical, spatial, and memory abilities; and specific abilities 

in, e.g., ballet, music, or leadership. There is no definite criterion for above average 

in the three-ring conception. Renzulli (2012, p. 153) argues that this lack of a definite 

criterion is that, beyond a certain level of cognitive ability, achievement level is less 

dependent on performance and skills assessment and more dependent on other 

personal and dispositional factors. Task commitment traits, such as perseverance, 

determination, willpower, and energy, are nonintellectual. Renzulli calls it a refined 

form of motivation. Another way to describe it is conscientiousness. The last ring is 

creativity, such as curiosity, ingenuity, originality, and challenging conventions and 

traditions (Renzulli, 2012). 

The Multifactor Model of Giftedness (MMG) (Mönks & Katzko, 2005) builds on the 

three-ring conception of giftedness but further expands it with the environmental 

factors of school, home, and peers. These three environmental factors surround the 

individual and their traits. According to the MMG, these three factors must support 

the individual in developing their potential (Mönks & Katzko, 2005). If, for example, 

school is unsupportive, it will be difficult for peers and home to compensate for the 

lack of support from school. Constant unchallenging and boring assignments in 

school, with no support or adaptation, may destroy the initial motivation of the 

student. 

3.1.3 Vague conceptions or no conception 
Sak (2021) argues that all conceptions of giftedness are vague and that giftedness, in 

itself, is not a biological fact but a mentifact, a mental construction rooted in society 

that changes across generations (Sak, 2021, p. 372). Every conception of giftedness 

includes a threshold for giftedness, but these thresholds may vary, as we have seen 

previously. Additionally, some conceptions have no concrete threshold but use the 

even more vague term “high ability,” which, of course, suggests the following 

question: when do you go from ordinary to high ability? Sak proposes the “Fuzzy 

Conception of Giftedness,” which defines giftedness as “a set of developing 

dispositions interacting efficiently with stimulus conditions” (Sak, 2021, p. 376). 
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Developing dispositions are intellective (e.g., reasoning and working memory) or 

non-intellective (e.g., self-concept and motivation) and are internal characteristics of 

each person. The number of dispositions is unknown or infinite. Stimulus conditions 

are the physical, psychological, social, or economic aspects of the environment that 

can stimulate a person. As with developing dispositions, stimulus conditions are 

infinite, as these will be different for each person (Sak, 2021). 

Borland (2021) agrees with Sak about the vagueness of different conceptions of 

giftedness. Borland further argues that, if the research community in gifted education 

has not reached a consensus regarding the definition of giftedness, as it has not, it will 

likely never reach a perfect consensus. According to Borland (2021), giftedness is a 

social construct, similar to giftedness as a mentifact. Giftedness, as a social construct, 

varies across societies and cultures, and these different conceptions have different 

thresholds and connotations. A gifted person in one country or even a school district 

may not be considered gifted elsewhere, because they operate with a different 

threshold or conception of giftedness. Borland further argues that, instead of viewing 

giftedness existentially, in which the question is whether or not the child is gifted, we 

should instead see it as an educational undertaking. Gifted education should occur 

without gifted students (Borland, 2021). One issue with gifted education is racial, 

cultural, and socioeconomic equity, as displayed in the literature review. The term 

“gifted” may contain misconceptions and be best tailored to the majority culture. If 

gifted education occurs without gifted students, it may be easier to mitigate the issues 

concerning equity. 

The differentiation paradigm establishes that education is adapted to gifted students 

on an individual basis or that education, in general, should be adapted to each student 

on an individual basis. Advanced academics is another notion within the 

differentiation paradigm; it provides students who are unchallenged by the regular 

curriculum with more advanced, faster, deeper, and more rigorous instruction, 

regardless of their identification as gifted or not (Borland, 2021). If a student requires 
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something different, something more advanced, they should receive an education that 

is suited to them.     

3.1.4 Summary of conceptions of giftedness 
As seen in these subchapters, there are several definitions and conceptions regarding 

giftedness, and these different conceptions will influence gifted education in various 

ways. It is essential to discover what conception teachers and schools utilize for 

acceptance into gifted programs or even to acknowledge gifted students’ existence. Is 

the conception used in Norway well established, and is there only one conception? I 

present the conception used by the official report in Chapter 1.1.1, and I will discuss 

all the presented conceptions in light of the results from my study in Chapter 6. 

Education contains an aspect of power and to provide the reader with a proper lens 

for viewing power, I will now introduce Foucault. 

3.2 Archeology 

In Michel Foucault’s archeology, he discusses the importance of studying science 

through the lens of the time of origin. He proclaims that any given time, in each 

domain, sets constraints on how and what people think (Gutting, 2005). When seen in 

retrospect, these rules and constraints set a clear framework for how scientists 

thought about the world, and when we analyze their science, we must be aware of the 

framework they operated in. We are also operating through a framework of rules and 

constraints, but we cannot identify them, because they are implicit and embedded in 

our thinking. The future archeologist of knowledge will identify the rules that govern 

the thinking of our time. 

The archeologist of knowledge is not interested in a specific text as a document and 

does not attempt to interpret the deeper meaning of this text but, instead, searches for 

clues to the system’s general structure (Gutting, 2005).  
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I tried to explore scientific discourse not from the point of view of the 
individuals who are speaking, nor from the point of view of the formal 
structures of what they are saying, but from the point of view of the 
rules that come into play in the very existence of such discourse: what 
conditions did Linnaeus (or Petty, or Arnauld) have to fulfill, not to 
make his discourse coherent and true in general, but to give it, at the 
time when it was written and accepted, value and practical application 
as scientific discourse.  

     (Foucault, 1970b, p. xiv from Ball 2013, p. 5) 

Foucault’s later term “genealogy,” which he derives from Nietzsche, builds on the 

archeological method, but he goes beyond linguistic expressions and includes power 

as an important aspect. He saw archeology as a suitable method for describing the 

underlying conceptual systems, but to explain these systems, he needed something 

more. One of the crucial changes from archeology to genealogy was the claim of a 

direct and intimate link between knowledge and power. Foucault explained this 

through changes in thought that occur through the social forces controlling the 

behavior of individuals (Gutting, 2005).  

Genealogy is a way of historicizing the subject. The subject itself is not interesting 

per se, but the systems of ideas and historical practices surrounding and controlling 

the subject are the focus of interest (Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998). Foucault himself 

explains the situation like this:  

One has to dispense with the constituent subject, to get rid of the 
subject itself… to arrive at an analysis which can account for the 
constitution of the subject within a historical framework…. And this is 
what I would call genealogy… a form of history which can account for 
the constitution of knowledge, discourses, domains of objects etc., 
without having to make reference to a subject which is either 
transcendental in relation to the field of events or runs its empty 
sameness throughout the course of history.  

   (Foucault, 1980, p. 117 from Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998, p. 11) 

Foucault was not interested in explaining power itself, and the question of “what is 

power” was of no interest to him (Ball, 2013). Foucault was interested in the 
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“relations of power,” and he proclaimed that “there cannot be relations of power 

unless the subjects are free” (Foucault, 1981, from Ball, 2013 p. 32). Power is 

consistently enforced on something, and this something is usually the human body. 

When doing genealogy, you expose a body imprinted by history, making history 

visceral and displacing both the self and the subject (Ball, 2013). Power, in 

Foucault’s view, is focused in the actors that wield it. He illustrates this through the 

example of the sovereign king with the power to decide life and death for his subjects 

(Popkewitz & Brennan, 1998). In research, this power is interesting when viewing 

various groups. Who are favored, and who are not? People “own” this power, and this 

ownership can change from group to group to challenge inequities (Popkewitz & 

Brennan, 1998). 

3.3 Educational history in Norway 

“We cannot understand where we are and where we are heading without knowing 

where we have been” (Ravitch, 2000, from Volckmar, 2016, p. 12). 

We do not know much about education and upbringing in Norway before Christianity 

(Høigård & Ruge, 1963), but it is possible to draw certain conclusions based on 

archeological material. Children were brought up within the family, and the young 

learned from the elders by cooperating in various types of work. An old poem 

(eddakvad) entitled Rigstula displays the different upbringings of a child of a slave 

(trell), a child of a farmer, and a child of the Earl (jarl). Only the son of the earl has 

the opportunity to learn writing with runes (Høigård & Ruge, 1963). 

When Christianity became widespread in the tenth and eleventh centuries, it created 

an entirely new foundation for upbringing and education. For a Christian parent, it 

was not enough for their children to learn to work. They also needed to learn about 

the foundations of Christianity to save their souls from damnation (Høigård & Ruge, 

1963). Because the Christian faith was based on the written bible, this had huge 

pedagogical implications, and there was a need to educate young boys to become 
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priests. However, it was still the parents’ responsibility to raise their children within 

Christian beliefs, and only clergymen could read the Bible.     

In the twelfth and thirteenth century, education was concentrated on educating new 

priests at the three cathedral schools in Norway, in Nidaros (Trondheim), Bergen, and 

Oslo (more cathedral schools came later). A letter from the Pope in 1215 ordered all 

clergymen within a cathedral chapter to provide clerical education for the new priests 

(Høigård & Ruge, 1963). 

Luther blamed the Catholic church for not providing children and adults with a 

proper understanding of elementary Christianity, and one issue was that all biblical 

text was written in Latin. With the Lutheran reform in the sixteenth century, the Bible 

was translated into each country’s mother tongue. In Norway’s case, this was Danish 

(Høigård & Ruge, 1963). Luther also proclaimed that the caller (klokkeren) in each 

congregation was responsible for educating children about Christianity and that this 

education was mandatory.    

Education for all in Norway began with the proclamation of Christian Confirmation 

in 1736 and the law on schools in Denmark and Norway proclaimed by the Danish 

King Christian VI in 1739; it was decided that all children in Norway should receive 

education from 7 years of age in Christian knowledge and learn to read (Høigård & 

Ruge, 1963; Kvam, 2016). Two laws were established in 1739, the law for schools in 

the countryside and the law for Latin schools in Denmark and Norway. Even though 

these two laws arrived at the same time, they were not a part of a larger system 

regarding schools in Norway (Thuen, 2017).  

The Christianity school came about because of pietism and power brokers’ need to 

influence children’s Christian upbringing. The common folk were considered lazy 

and stupid, and it was the obligation of the state to ensure economic growth and 

prosperity and a richer spiritual life for all people (Volckmar, 2016). The Christianity 

school was a means to an end intended to usher children through the obligatory rite of 



39 

 

 

Christian Confirmation. When the youth had passed the final examination, they were 

welcomed into the communion service (Kvam, 2016). One needed to be a part of the 

communion to achieve certain rights, such as employment, buying property, 

marriage, and being a witness in the court. However, only Latin schools gave access 

to further education (Volckmar, 2016). 

This type of school was later referred to as a “standsskole,” a school that educated 

students but had no considerations of social mobility (Hommerstad, 2018). The 

children of officials went to the Latin school, which prepared them for university, the 

children of citizens went to a school that prepared them for trade and commerce, and 

the commoner children went to the commoner school, which only provided education 

intended to help pass the Christian Confirmation (Thuen, 2017). After 1739, the 

Cathedral schools tightened their student admissions. Children from lesser economic 

backgrounds were not admitted unless they were gifted, and the Latin schools became 

more and more exclusive. In fact, they became elite schools for the upper class 

(Thuen, 2017). 

Competition and ambition were appreciated in the commoner school, and the clever 

students received rewards in the form of positions of trust, monetary rewards, or 

books (Høigård & Ruge, 1963). 

The laws from 1739 and, later, 1827 were only regarding schools for all children in 

the countryside. There was no law ensuring a “commoner school” or public school 

for the cities. The Christianity school was quite different from village to village in 

terms of how many children attended. It also differed depending on whether you were 

from the worker class, the middle class, or the upper class. Each class had its school 

system, and only the upper and middle class could continue their educations after 

primary school. In the countryside, only 5% of children who were obligated to attend 

school skipped school, while in the cities, the number was 18%; in 1848, the law for 

public schools in the cities was established (Høigård & Ruge, 1963).  
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In 1850, the teachers used the clever students as a help with instruction. These 

students had small groups with other students, who they helped and moved from post 

to post during the instruction. This was called the Bell-Lancaster method, but it did 

not have a long life in education in Norway (Thuen, 2017). 

After 1814, the government wanted to build the new nation, and education was seen 

as part of the larger socio-economic scheme. It was said that schools should attend to 

and refine each genius, talent, and precondition that existed between the Norwegian 

coast and mountains (Thuen, 2017). 

In 1860, the government declared a new educational law. School was no longer 

merely an education in Christianity (Volckmar, 2016). Now, schools promoted a 

national consciousness through history, language and culture. This school was a 

“cultural commoner” school; the children should be made harmonious and functional 

but also critical and independent (Kvam, 2016). This new law opened the doors to a 

larger educational change and a new educational system in Norway (Thuen, 2017). 

In 1869, Hartvig Nissen proposed a law for higher education, which established the 

first three years in commoner school as required for all, as well as a 6-year middle 

school as a preparation for upper secondary school (Volckmar, 2016). The middle 

school replaced the Latin schools, and upper secondary schools developed a science 

line, as well as the Latin line. 

Ideas about the new public school serving democracy first saw light in 1889. This 

came about after parliamentarism was established in 1884 (Volckmar, 2016). The 

movement for a new public school had a “child friendly unitary school” (den 

barnevennlige enhetsskolen) as its goal. There was a political project to change the 

educational system and provide proper education to all children in Norway, not only 

those from the middle and upper classes (Kvam, 2016). Norway was the first country 

to establish a 5-year comprehensive public school, even though some private schools 

still existed (Thuen, 2017). Norway separated from the union with Denmark and 
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ratified its own constitution in 1814. Even though Norway was still in a union with 

Sweden, it now had its own government. The Norwegian state took responsibility for 

its schools and education for all. In 1911, public school was expanded to seven years, 

as well as a 3-year middle school. There was some discussion as to whether the 

comprehensive school should be the same for all or differentiated. Some argued that 

the schools should be for all but differentiated according to the needs and 

predispositions of each student (Volckmar, 2016). 

In 1907, the government established a different test for examen artium (needed 

examination before University) for students from the countryside and, in 1914, a 

four-year upper secondary school for children from the countryside. This “country 

high school” (landsgymnaset) was mostly an offer to the most gifted and diligent 

students (Thuen, 2017). 

In 1935, Norway passed a new law on upper secondary school, in which middle 

school became “realskolen” (realschule or science school) and a five-year upper 

secondary school was established in the cities. Realskolen was meant to be 

concluding, and it was differentiated in terms of courses, lines, and years (Thuen, 

2017). 

Using schools as a means to build society was a political project not just in Norway 

but also internationally. What set Norway apart from many other countries was that 

the public school was unitary, the same for all, and free. One of the goals was that the 

social togetherness in the school for children from different socioeconomic groups 

would create mutual trust and common understanding (Volckmar, 2016). 

After the Second World War, the major societal project was to provide jobs for as 

many as possible, enhance economic growth, improve the standard of living, and 

fairly distribute societal benefits (Kvam, 2016). Building a welfare state and 

universalism was important in ensuring similar opportunities and rights for all people 

(Thuen, 2017). Even so, those who competed further years of education beyond the 
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compulsory were mostly in the upper societal layer. Specifically, 72% of children of 

academics completed further education, while only 11% of farmers’ children and 6% 

of fishermen’s children did so. The consideration of the community was important 

but should not overshadow the individual student. Individualized education was an 

essential principle, in which the school ensures the free and harmonious development 

of all parts of a student’s personality, as well as the distinctive and special aspects of 

each student (Thuen, 2017). 

In 1949 and 1953, the Pedagogical Research Institute at the University of Oslo (PFI) 

developed different maturity tests. These tests were used to assess various factors 

related to intelligence, individual differentiation, and creating a more effective 

educational system (Thuen, 2017). Hofseth used this test in his thesis (Hofseth, 

1970). 

The government passed a law concerning various structures in school (lov om forsøk I 

skolen) in 1954. This law allowed attempts at a differentiated secondary school split 

into different lines in 1955. The student could choose between theoretical and 

practical lines (Volckmar, 2016).  

In 1969, a new educational law introduced nine years of obligatory primary schools 

as a national system. Social equalization was one of school’s primary goals in this 

period. The overarching aim was to create a society of people who could exist on the 

same terms and would be fit for essential processes, such as democracy (Kvam, 

2016). Here, we also see the vital aspect of normalization. Normalization was needed 

for equality, but not everyone was deemed normal and in need of this equality. Some 

were categorized as outside the norm (e.g., in need of special educational services). I 

will delve further into this in the next chapter. 

Earlier, students had been differentiated into different secondary schools, but now, 

the various lines and schools were all combined into a single secondary school, and a 

historical end to organizational differentiation occurred with the 
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“normalplanutvalget” in 1967. Organizational differentiation, with its different lines, 

had not achieved the results that the government wanted, because most students chose 

the theoretical line (Volckmar, 2016). However, the students still had to choose 

different courses within the subjects, and only the highest courses led to further 

education. Even so, it was possible for students who chose lower courses to stay on 

for an extra tenth year and thus take higher courses so as to be ready for upper 

secondary school. 

Equality was an important term. However, there were different ways of interpreting 

the meaning of the term. In 1970, the sociologist (and later minister of the church, 

education, and research) Gudmund Hernes wrote research articles about school and 

equality. He stated that schools did not make children equal; instead, they reproduced 

social differences. Children from higher social backgrounds performed better and 

received more help and support from teachers and parents (Kvam, 2016). Hernes did 

not want to focus on the equal distribution of resources; he wanted to focus on an 

equal distribution of results. To achieve this equality, the government needed to 

invest the resources differently. An equal distribution of results did not mean that 

everyone should receive the same end grade but that every student should achieve the 

minimum standard. The equality principle meant that every student was legally equal. 

Meritocracy was seen as problematic. In 1968, The parliamentary representative for 

the Christian party Jakob Aano said, “The cultivation of intelligence and knowledge 

is a huge danger for the future of our society, and we are headed towards a 

mercilessly intelligence overclass system, a meritocracy” (Thuen, 2017, p. 141, my 

translation). However, an effective and rational differentiation of students based on 

their preconditions meant that teachers needed proper knowledge about their students. 

Differentiation and testing were seen as two sides of the same coin, and it was 

considered fair to discuss differences in abilities if one was objective and rational 

(Thuen, 2017).  
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In 1974, the government published a new curriculum, M74, and this plan was 

intended to create a synthesis between the individual and social aspects. The 

community in the school and the individual student were interdependent on one 

another. In this plan, organizational differentiation, with different courses within the 

subjects, was canceled, the teachers were supposed to utilize pedagogical 

differentiation instead (Volckmar, 2016). M74 used the term “adapted education” in 

an individual context, in which the goal was that the individual was neither held back 

in their development nor demanded to accomplish more than they could achieve. 

However, “adapted education” was mostly seen as a term targeting students with 

disabilities (Thuen, 2017).  

New public management found its way into educational settings in the 1980s. 

Decentralization, quality, freedom of choice, competition, and results were important 

aspects of this new management. Education was important for production, as well as 

for competition in an increasingly globalized market. In 1987, a new curriculum 

(M87) was established as an inspiration for local municipalities, schools, and teachers 

in developing their own curricula and teaching plans (Volckmar, 2016). 

In 1986 and 1987, Hernes wrote newspaper articles that criticized higher education 

and the educational system in Norway. He said that higher education did not have 

proper ambitions and that the educational system did not provide students with proper 

knowledge and working habits. He wanted more training, more standardization, 

greater professional concentration in subjects, and higher standards for students. In 

1990, he was asked to become minister of the church, education and research; left his 

position as a guest professor at Harvard University; and began his work on reforming 

the educational system in Norway (Volckmar, 2016). 

The first component of this reform was R94, which established that all students have 

an individual right to three years of upper secondary school. The goal of this reform 

was twofold. First, it was intended to elevate the status of practical education, and 

secondly, it was intended to meet society’s need for qualified workers (Thuen, 2017; 
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Volckmar, 2016). The second reform was R97, which changed the school age from 

seven to six years and expanded compulsory school from nine to ten years. The 

national curriculum L97 was established as a regulation of the educational law, which 

meant that teachers and schools were bound to follow it. L97 contained both a 

general component and a component for specific subjects. The general section was 

ideological and described the schools’ double assignment, both helping each 

individual achieve proper self-realization and fostering humanity in a changing 

society (Volckmar, 2016). 

In 1998, Norway established a new Education Act, which is still the current law of 

education in Norway. This act confirms that all students have the right to an 

education according to their needs and predispositions, as well as the right to special 

education for those who need it (The Education Act, 1998).  

The first PISA examination arrived in 2001, and Norway scored just above average 

among the OECD countries, which came as a huge shock to Norwegian society. It 

was a general thought that Norway should score better than average, and this shock 

led to the development of the new curriculum and teaching plan Kunnskapsløftet 06 

(The Promise of Knowledge) (Volckmar, 2016). The general component of L97 was 

retained, but the subject curriculum was changed to better fit with the goal 

management principle. New national goals, in the form of competence goals, were 

developed in each subject, in addition to five basic competence skills. These basic 

skills were a part of all subjects and all levels. This change was better suited to 

national tests and a national quality assessment system. The term “unitary school” 

(enhetsskole) disappeared from the official language concerning school and education 

because it was believed that this type of school did not differentiate according to the 

diversity within the student population (Volckmar, 2016). Instead, the government 

used the term knowledge school. According to Thuen (2017), the new curriculum had 

ambitions to create a better school via better content, quality assessment, learning 

strategies, and individually adapted education.   
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In 2015, Ludvigsen and authors delivered an official report concerning education for 

the future, discussing competence areas and depth learning, among other issues 

(NOU 2015:8, 2015). This report paved the way for the new curriculum, which was 

published in 2020 (NDET, n.d.a). 

3.4 Adapted education and special education in Norway 

In the Norwegian educational system today, the overall aim is to provide an education 

that is inclusive, equitable, and adapted to the needs and predispositions of all 

students (The Education Act, §§ 1-1, 1-3). Adapted education is considered a 

principle and not an individual right for each student; it should be achieved through 

variation in instruction and materials (NDET, 2021). Inclusion is not just physical but 

means that every student has a natural place in the community, feels safe, and can 

participate in developing their education (Ministry of Education and Research, 2019). 

In Norway inclusive education is understood as individual integrity, and the inclusive 

process has its own value (Vik & Hausstätter, 2014). In L97 the term “integration” 

was switched to “inclusion”, which symbolized the ambition that education should be 

better adapted to all students who, for various reasons, experience difficulties (Haug, 

2022). In Norway inclusive education is understood as individual integrity, and the 

inclusive process has its own value (Vik & Hausstätter, 2014). In L97 the term 

“integration” was switched to “inclusion”, which symbolized the ambition that 

education should be better adapted to all students who, for various reasons, 

experience difficulties (Haug, 2022) 

Norway has ratified the Salamanca Statement, which emphasizes that educational 

systems must pay heed to the diversity in their student population and education must 

occur in inclusive environments, with room for all predispositions. Education for all 

must effectively be for all, especially those who are most vulnerable and in need 

(UNESCO, 1994). The Salamanca Statement further emphasize that every child has 

unique characteristics, interests, abilities, and learning needs and that education 
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systems should be designed so as to consider the diversity of these characteristics and 

needs. The guiding principle of the framework surrounding the statement is that 

schools should accommodate all children, including disabled and gifted children, 

various socioeconomic groups, minorities, and other disadvantaged or marginalized 

groups (UNESCO, 1994). 

An equitable education requires that all students have appropriate challenges and are 

not excluded based on their gender; age; talents; interest; or social, geographical, 

cultural, or language background (Nordahl et al., 2018). While equality often relates 

to equal distribution or sameness, equity refers to fairness and justice. Equal 

treatment does not necessarily provide an equitable result, and equity in education 

requires differentiation (Merriam-Webster n.d.; Nordahl et al., 2018). 

As discussed previously, Hernes described three forms of equality, formal equality, 

resource equality, and result equality. Result equality was the best because it meant 

that society needed to compensate for the differences in abilities and predispositions 

among students. This also meant establishing minimum goals that all students could 

reach (Eckhoff, 2001). 

Because adapted education is regulated in its own paragraph in the Education Act, 

this has led to the misunderstanding that adapted education is an individual right for 

each student. It is a high ambition but not something each student can require (Haug, 

2020a). Adapted education is a term first and foremost used in a political setting, with 

differing meanings, which of course brings difficulties both for education and 

research on education (Simonsen, 2022).  

There are two understandings of adapted education, the narrow one, with individual 

adaptation for each student, and the broad one, with high-quality general education. 

Jenssen and Lillejord (2010) argue that there are four different eras of adapted 

education, an integration era (1975–1990), an inclusion era (1990–1996), an 

individualization era (1997–2005), and a fellowship and quality era (2005–) (Jenssen 
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& Lillejord, 2010). We are currently in the fellowship and quality era, in which the 

individual aspect of adapted education has been diminished. In white paper nr 31 

(2007–2008), the government points to a previous understanding of adapted 

education, one leading to an individualistic focus. In this new understanding, there is 

a need to balance individualism with the needs of fellowship in each class (Jenssen & 

Lillejord, 2010). In the new curriculum from 2020, depth learning and progression 

are seen as important aspects of adapted education and require that the teacher knows 

their students well (Haug, 2020a). Even though the broad understanding of adapted 

education is the most commonly utilized now, some students require narrower 

adaptation. Gifted students may be considered in need of a narrower approach 

because the broad approach does not seem to fit their needs (Haug, 2020a; Olsen, 

2020). Special needs education, adapted education, and ordinary education must all 

be seen as aspects of the same general education, not as isolated from one another. A 

narrow form of adapted education could be utilizing special education.  

Special education is an individual right for students who cannot or will not obtain a 

satisfactory yield from ordinary education (The Education Act, § 5-1, 1998). Adapted 

education covers both ordinary education and special education. A student can 

receive adapted education in ordinary education or in the form of special education. 

Because adapted education within ordinary education is considered a principle and 

not an individual right, it may be difficult to conceive of how much adaptation each 

student can receive. The NDET explains that adapted education through variations in 

instruction and materials will cover the needs of most students. The NDET further 

explains that it is the teacher’s responsibility to develop instructions that allow all 

students to progress, be motivated, and experience self-efficacy in the various 

subjects. Through adapted education, space for depth learning will also be made 

available (NDET, 2021). Teachers must also adapt education for students with high 

learning potential, and the NDET clarifies that this means both students who have 

high achievement levels and those who can reach high achievement levels (NDET, 

2021). 
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Special needs education (as in the paradigm), or special education, has the 

overarching goal of preventing and helping to eliminate difficulties and barriers for 

children and adults in the educational system who have special needs (Tangen, 2012). 

Special education has in the later years received a lot of critique regarding the yield 

the students have, the content and methods are not properly adapted and the education 

itself is exclusive rather than inclusive (Haug, 2022). Since 1975 there have been 

eight white papers regarding special education, however the critique remains the 

same as it has been, and one can ask if there really have been any changes during the 

last 40 years (Haug, 2022). 

Special educational needs in children and adults can be understood both individually 

and within a societal approach. The individual approach sees the barrier and special 

need as primarily distinctive traits of a given person. Such barriers could be 

physiological or psychological diagnoses or deficiencies. In this view, we must do 

something with or for the individual to reduce this barrier. This could, of course, 

mean guidance for teachers and parents or measures directed at the individual. 

However, these difficulties are considered traits of the individual. This view has been 

at the forefront, both in special education and the rest of society. In later times, a new 

and more societal understanding emerged. This understanding sees barriers and 

difficulties as being due to challenges and demands in the surroundings and society’s 

lack of accommodation of the individual in question (Haug, 2022; Tangen, 2012). 

Thus, these barriers and difficulties can be viewed as individual traits, a combination 

of these traits, societal accommodation, or the lack thereof. For example, we typically 

see being deaf as a disability. Still, in a society in which everyone speaks sign 

language, those who can hear but cannot speak sign language face barriers and 

difficulties. Another example is being tall in a society made for short people, or vice 

versa. The barriers and difficulties we face are based on what kind of individuals the 

society accommodates. 

The first established educational offers for children with special educational needs in 

Norway were a school for the deaf in Trondheim (1825), “redningsanstalten på 
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Grønland” (savory school on Grønland) (1841), a school for blind in Christiania 

(1861), and a school for the mentally disabled in Christiania (1875). In 1881, the 

government passed an educational law for children with special educational needs. 

However, only those children with mild mental retardation could go to school, and 

quite a large group was still considered unfit for education (Befring, 2012). This law 

was, in reality, a coercive law that required all abnormal children to be registered. 

The schools used the Binet-Simon intelligence scale to differentiate between children 

meant for the special schools and children in need of child welfare services. Children 

with IQs under 90 were referred to as “slow”, those with IQ 55–35 were referred to as 

“imbeciles,” and those with IQs below 35 were referred to as “idiots.” 

The law for special educational schools (spesialskoleloven) was established in 1951 

with five categories of special educational needs; sight, hearing and speech, youth 

with adjustment difficulties, and mental retardation. Children with severe mental 

retardation were not considered part of this law, because they had been deemed 

ineducable (Befring, 2012).  

During the 1960s, there were critical voices regarding specialized and segregated 

special education schools. Concepts of integration, decentralization, and 

normalization were breaking into the relevant debates. In 1969, the Blom Committee 

received a mandate to develop a new law regarding special education (The Ministry 

of Education and Research, 1997). 

1975 marked a change in both general education and special education in the form of 

the new educational law. Now, everyone had the right to an education, no matter 

what kind of disability or special need they had. This law also marked the beginning 

of the end for special education schools. The organization of children with special 

educational needs should be based on their integration and inclusion in ordinary 

schools. In 1992, most special educational schools closed, and new special 

educational competence centers opened (Askildt & Johnsen, 2012). Regarding the 

reforms of L97, Hernes described the therapeutic ideology of special education and 
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how this ideology robbed students of their actual opportunities. Hernes meant that we 

must have the highest ambitions for students who are considered “weak” and it is one 

of the main goals of the educational system to find talent in each child (Volckmar, 

2016). 

Between 1984 and 1997, the percentage of students who received special education 

rose from 3% to 6.2%, with the largest increase being observed between 1984 and 

1992 (3–5.87 %) (The Ministry of Education, 1997). Today, the percentage of 

students who receive special education is approximately 8 %, and this number has 

remained stable over the last ten years (NDET, 2020.)  

In the 1990s, comprehensive school was criticized for not being able to handle the 

diversity in abilities and predispositions in ordinary classes. This was because of the 

dominant position of joint teaching in the same classroom, which was not 

differentiated and not appropriate for including students with special needs (Eckhoff, 

2001). In the late 1990s, some alternative offers arrived. These were officially 

attached to the ordinary school but had smaller groups in different settings specialized 

for students with, e.g., behavioral difficulties. These alternative offers, along with the 

critique regarding compulsory school, paint a picture of a Norwegian educational 

system struggling with inclusion. The diversity in one class may be so large that 

students are not working on the same assignments and, thus, have little in common. 

However, removing the difficult students is not in line with the egalitarian ideology 

of the comprehensive school (Eckhoff, 2001). 

Now, most of the children and adults with special educational needs receive their 

education at their local school. According to the NDET, 46% of students with special 

education receive their education mainly in regular classes, while 9% receive their 

education at special schools or classes (NDET, n.d. b). 

According to Nordahl et al. (2018), special education is exclusive and not functional. 

Students’ rights to participation and inclusion were not appropriately implemented in 
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schools. The authors propose a new system in which the resources in pedagogical and 

psychological centers (PPTs) are used more closely with schools and students and the 

individual right to special education is removed from the educational law (Nordahl et 

al., 2018). This proposed change has received critiques from various directions. 

Several consultative bodies have argued that this change will remove the rule of law 

for students in need of special facilitation (Ministry of Education and Research, 

2019).   

3.4.1 Genealogy of education 
Regarding education in general and special needs education specifically, power is a 

critical aspect. To perform an archeology of education without including power as a 

social force would be a huge limitation, especially if one wants to explain some of the 

changes that have occurred throughout the history of education and special needs 

education in particular. For this reason, we must address power in the historical 

excavation.  

Knudsmoen and Simonsen (2016) specify that, within the research tradition of special 

education in Norway, Foucault’s critical views have been underrepresented. They 

further argue that genealogy is an especially constructive critical lens via which to 

view special education. Foucault was interested in those outside the mainstream of 

society, such as lepers, the “mad,” and the “abnormal” (Ball, 2013). This interest is 

transferable to the theme of special needs education, which is education for students 

that do not fit within the normal guidelines of society or education. 

Ball (2013) explores the genealogy of education in England. In his analysis, we see 

that, in the late nineteenth century, schools become a new part of the state, both 

physically and empirically. The state took on the responsibility of training teachers 

and trained them to be experts in their fields and ethical exemplars. “They would 

bring the children of the urban masses under their moral observation” (Ball, 2013 p. 

41). As education became the state’s responsibility, the population became a resource 

the state had to nurture. This was intended to achieve social order, economic 
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prosperity, and social welfare. This new type of political rationality sought to increase 

the scope of power by tightening discipline for its subjects (Ball, 2013). The 

genealogy of educational policy is, thus, a history of the management of the 

population, one marked by specific conceptions of normality, 

classification/exclusion, and welfare. Ball views classification through grouping by 

performance as the erasure of difference (Ball, 2013). This erasure is tightly 

connected to normalization. Normalization is a standard that unifies practice, and in 

school, we see it through the distribution of ability. “Normalization becomes one of 

the great instruments of power at the end of the classical age” (Foucault, 1979, from 

Ball, 2013, p. 54). This normalization continues to affect schools. 

There are two main strategies of power according to Foucault, anatomy-politics and 

bio-politics (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016). Anatomy-politics aim to make the 

human body docile through normalized conduct and focus on body and biological 

processes. This strategy emerged at the start of the eighteenth century. At the end of 

that century, bio-politics came into view. In bio-politics, normalization is considered 

in terms of medicalization and diagnostics, especially concerning deviancy, disability, 

and impairment (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016). 

Norway established the first educational offers for children with special needs in the 

middle of the 1800s. In 1881, Norway passed an educational law for children with 

special educational needs. However, a large group was still deemed unfit for 

education because only children with mild mental retardation could attend school 

(Befring, 2012).  

This is part of Foucault’s modern episteme. In this episteme, one prominent aspect is 

what Foucault calls “new racism.” This new racism is a “biological caesura,” 

separating the degenerates and abnormal from the remainder of society to the benefit 

of all (Ball, 2013, p. 63). The government considered this morally through the help of 

eugenics and social Darwinism. The population would be better off when these 

“biological dangers” were taken care of through sterilization. Of course, there was no 



54 

 

 

need to educate these abnormalities. This approach would strengthen the species, and 

the responsibility was held by the state and its technologies of power. Therefore, 

“racism becomes a tool of the modern state” (Shein, 2004, from Ball, 2013, p. 64).  

 

Now, we consider every child educable, and there is no need for a biological caesura. 

However, the power aspect remains prevalent in education. When the least 

advantaged individuals are humiliated or stigmatized by being excluded from 

ordinary education, this is an abuse of power. Schools must continuously handle the 

diversity within the student population, and inclusive education has been the go-to 

response to handle the various dilemmas occurring for students that do not fit within 

the box (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016). 

For future research, it is important to grasp the cultural, social, pedagogical, and 

political contexts producing the discourse on special education from an ethical 

perspective. In doing so, it may be possible to identify the struggles and points of 

articulation of knowledge, power, and governmentality, unmasking the contingencies 

and consequences of educational systems and power-knowledge and demonstrating 

the ways in which power acts on individual subjects (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 

2016). 

I discuss power as an aspect of special education, ordinary education, and gifted 

education in Chapter 6.     
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4. Methodology 

I want to introduce this chapter with a sequence from Odysseus. One of the many 

dangers Odysseus had to pass in his journey back home to Ithaca was the passage 

between two cliffs that harbored the two monsters Scylla and Charybdis. Passing too 

close to Charybdis would be met with a massive volume of water. Scylla, on the other 

hand, would snatch sailors and swallow them. When Odysseus attempted to avoid 

Charybdis, he steered a trifle too near Scylla, who took six of his most able sailors 

and devoured them (Gallagher, 2008, p.1). 

These two monsters from Greek mythology are said to be the progenitor of the 

expression “between a rock and a hard place” because avoiding one of the monsters 

places you in danger of the other. Is this true for mixed methods as well? Is it possible 

to combine both methods sufficiently, or will steering these tricky waters involve 

dangers from both sides? Is it possible to be a true mixed-method researcher? Does 

being a true mixed-method researcher mean that one must align one’s research 

perfectly in the middle of the two “monsters,” qualitative and quantitative? How will 

I steer these dangerous waters?  

In this chapter, I will first present my overarching epistemology, ontology, and 

axiology; the methodological choices I have made; and the analyses I have used in 

my thesis. I discuss research validity, reliability, and generalizability related to the 

various studies. At the end of the chapter, I discuss researcher reflexivity.  

4.1 Mixed-methods research 

Johnson, Onwuegbuzie, and Turner (2007) give the following general definition of 

mixed-methods research: “Mixed methods research is the type of research in which a 

researcher or team of researchers combines elements of qualitative and quantitative 

research approaches (e.g., use of qualitative and quantitative viewpoints, data 



56 

 

 

collection, analysis, inference techniques) for the broad purposes of breadth and 

depth of understanding and corroboration” (Johnson et al., 2007, p. 123).  

The research design in this Ph.D. study is a convergent mixed-method design 

(Creswell, 2015) with two sub-studies, one quantitative and one qualitative, and three 

articles, one quantitative, one qualitative, and one mixed. The design is not parallel, 

because I did not conduct the studies simultaneously. It has a sequential element, in 

which the results from the first quantitative phase influenced the development of the 

interview guide in the qualitative phase. However, the design remains convergent 

because the studies are primarily separate. The merging or mixing of the data occurs 

in the integration phase, Article 3, and the extended synopsis. Another way to view 

this design is as a component design (Jang et al., 2008), rather than as an integrated 

design. The component design differs from the integrated design because the different 

methods remain discrete through data collection and analysis. The mixing occurs at 

the level of interpretation and inference. The study is explorative and descriptive, 

seeking to investigate gifted education from two perspectives. According to Creswell 

(2015), utilizing different analysis units is efficient when comparing different 

perspectives. Including quantitative and qualitative data and the perspective of 

teacher and student provides a broader view of gifted education in Norway.  

The rationale for choosing mixed methods as compared to a purely quantitative or 

qualitative approach a desire for breadth and depth in the same thesis. I utilize a broad 

perspective in the quantitative survey. The aim is to provide a descriptive insight into 

gifted education in Norway in leu of teachers’ and educators’ reports. The qualitative 

interview study allows me to more deeply examine the experiences that students with 

extraordinary learning potential have in Norwegian schools. However, choosing only 

a quantitative method would have allowed me to design a more sophisticated survey 

and analysis. In a purely qualitative approach, I could have chosen to interview 

teachers and students and provide a deeper investigation of the two perspectives. In 

the end, because my goal is to understand gifted education in Norway, I consider the 

mixed-method approach to be the best fit for this thesis.    
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According to the general definition, my thesis exists within mixed-methods research. 

However, there is the question of the actual mixing of the methods because the two 

studies are primarily separate. Is it enough to mix the results in the integration phase 

and still call the study a mixed-methods study? Johnson et al. (2007) present 

variations within the mixed-method field regarding how much and when the mixing 

occurs. Some scholars argue for strict definitions, in which mixing must be integrated 

into the entire design. Others only mention combining quantitative and qualitative 

methods for a study to be considered mixed (Johnson et al., 2007). Another question 

is whether the two studies and methods have equal status in the design. The studies 

each have a dedicated article, and the third article combines data from both studies. 

However, the sophistication of data analysis is more qualitative because the 

quantitative analysis is primarily descriptive and the mixed analysis is also on the 

qualitative side of the spectrum. Because the two studies are not equally valued 

analytically, we can conclude that the design is on the qualitative, rather than 

quantitative, side of the spectrum (Hesse-Biber, 2010). 

4.2 Epistemology and ontology 

Paradigms in mixed-method research are discussed extensively among mixed-method 

researchers (see, e.g., Biesta, 2010; Greene & Hall, 2010; Johnson, 2017; Johnson & 

Onwuegbuzie, 2004). One of the questions is dubbed the paradigm issue, as in is it 

possible to mix different philosophical stances and assumptions regarding reality. 

There are arguments for metaparadigm dialectical pluralism (Johnson, 2017), 

Deweyan pragmatism (Biesta, 2010), dialecticism, and American pragmatism 

(Greene & Hall, 2010). 

I approach mixed-method research from a pluralist view and assume not a single 

reality but multiple forms of interpreting and constructing reality and the knowledge 

of reality. I do not place this research entirely within the metaparadigm of dialectical 

pluralism (Johnson, 2017) but, rather, within a combination of dialecticism and 
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pluralism. This combination requires reflexivity and dialogue between the different 

perspectives I present in my thesis and values divergent and dissonant results (Greene 

& Hall, 2010; Johnson, 2017).  

Biesta (2010) argues that we must consider seven levels in mixed-method research, 

data, methods, design, epistemology, ontology, the purpose of the research, and 

practical research roles (p. 100). As for data, my research combines the use of 

numbers, in Study 1, and text, in Studies 1 and 2. The data collection involves a 

combination of survey and interviews. I previously explained that my design is a 

convergent mixed-method design (Creswell, 2015). Biesta (2010) argues for a 

distinction between interventionalist and non-interventionalist designs. My research 

fits within non-interventionalist design because both studies seek knowledge by 

observing a phenomenon, not through experiments or intervention. As for 

epistemology and ontology, I relate to constructivism and critical realism. 

Constructivism sees the world as a complexity full of different lived experiences from 

the point of view of those who live it (Schwandt, 1998; Timulak, 2015). Such 

analyses do not assume a single reality. Instead, multiple realities are constructed and 

produced through language, representation, and other social processes, which are still 

valid and authentic for the people experiencing them. Critical realism, on the other 

hand, proclaims that the nature of reality (ontology) cannot be reduced to our 

knowledge of reality (epistemology), and it deviates from both positivism and 

constructivism (Fletcher, 2017). According to the critical realist, reality is stratified 

into three levels: empirical, actual, and real. The empirical level is what we 

experience and interpret, such as an apple dropping from a tree onto one’s head. At 

the actual level, events happen regardless of whether they are experienced or not; the 

apple falls even if you are not sitting there. At the real level, causal structures and 

mechanisms exist, which act as forces on the empirical level; the law of gravity pulls 

the apple toward the ground. Critical realism seeks to explain social events through 

reference to the causal mechanisms that influence them (Fletcher, 2017). Combining 

these two paradigms, the constructivist paradigm explains the interpretations at the 
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empirical level, while critical realism seeks to go deeper and discover the underlying 

causal mechanism. Empirical realities are still accurate and authentic for the people 

experiencing them, but some causal structures and mechanisms influence and affect 

the experiences. 

When it comes to the purpose of the research, in terms of the distinction between 

explanatory and interpretive research (Biesta, 2010), my purpose falls somewhere in 

the middle, though more on the interpretive side. The study is explorative, and the 

primary purpose is to provide an insight into gifted education in Norway. Even 

though I consider some correlations in Study 1, overall, the purpose of the design is 

not merely to explain gifted education but to better understand Norwegian gifted 

education. Lastly, the functional role of my research is in line with the cultural role of 

research, seeking to provide practitioners, in my case teachers and educators, with 

new ways of understanding and seeing their practice (Biesta, 2010).   

I adopt a pluralist stand regarding axiology as well. I come from a background in 

special needs education, with notions of equality, equity, and social justice embedded 

in my professional roots. My research values and ethics still relate to these notions 

and a discourse standpoint, in which I value the conversation and different arguments 

we all bring to the table. As I argue for the needs of students with extraordinary 

learning potential, others will argue that these students do not require special 

attention. However, as an ethical researcher, I must value and listen to the arguments 

that other researchers and practitioners may have. I also must consider the 

perspectives of both students and teachers. When I argue for a change in the 

educational system to benefit gifted students, thus will also impact, positively or 

negatively, teachers and perhaps other student groups. Is it possible to argue for better 

benefits for one group if this will negatively impact another group? In the end, I 

cannot consider all potential results from my research or arguments, and I can only 

choose to argue for what I believe my research has to offer from my own ethical 

standpoint. After all, one potential result is no change at all. 
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I have now presented the reader with an overview of this thesis’s background, 

standpoint, and rationale. In the following sections, I will present each study, 

including methods and analyses.  

4.3 Study 1: Descriptive survey 

The first study in this thesis is a quantitative survey with descriptive data from 339 

teachers and educators. The data and results from this survey are used in Articles 1 

and 3 and provide insight into Norway’s gifted education based on the teachers’ 

responses. The results were used to enhance the interview guide in Study 2.  

In this section, I will present this study more thoroughly.  

4.3.1 Participants and recruitment 

Study 1 set out to explore gifted education using teachers’ responses and 

perspectives. I decided to limit the teacher pool to comprehensive education, as in the 

primary and secondary levels (1st to 10th grade). I initially wanted approximately the 

same number of teachers from the primary and secondary levels and recruited 

participants from combined schools. 

I contacted all combined 1–10 schools listed in the Norwegian Directorate of 

Education and Training through e-mail during spring 2017. The total number of 

schools contacted was 586. After three weeks, I called or sent another email to the 

schools that had not responded to the first inquiry. The schools that sent negative 

responses were not contacted again. After the second round of contact, 32 schools 

answered positively and sent the survey to their teachers. The response rate from the 

schools, in general, is abysmally low, with only 5% of the schools agreeing to 

participate. Of these 32 schools, 144 teachers answered; accounting for the total 

number of teachers at these schools, the teacher response rate is 20%. 
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I was not pleased with the number of 144 participants in the study and the low 

response rate from the schools that agreed to participate. Because these teachers had 

chosen to participate in their free time, I was worried about an interest bias on the 

part of these teachers (Gorard, 2001). I decided to recruit more participants in another 

fashion.  

I changed the inclusion criterion from combined schools to all schools at the primary 

and secondary levels and contacted the governmental head of education in several 

municipalities in Norway and asked if they were willing to participate in this study. I 

received positive replies from two — one in eastern Norway and one in western 

Norway. The eastern region provided eighteen participants, and the western region 

provided 177 participants from fifteen schools. The response rate from the western 

municipality was 63%. However, unfortunately, the schools in the western 

municipality were mostly primary schools, so there is an overrepresentation of 

teachers at the primary level (63%). The selected sample is a convenience sample 

(Gorard, 2001), and we cannot generalize the findings to all Norwegian 1–10 

teachers. See Article 1 for descriptive statistics on the 339 participants in the survey.  

There is also an overabundance of female teachers (77 %). Eight out of ten teachers 

have a regular teaching degree, a four-year bachelor’s degree with or without an extra 

year. The teaching degree has since been changed to a master’s degree. Over half of 

the teachers in our study are contact teachers. 

I cannot say that the result of the study is relevant to all teachers in comprehensive 

schools, but I can point at trends and indications of interest that should be further 

explored in later research. 

4.3.2 Pilot and instrument  

Before collecting participants, I performed a pilot test with 48 teachers to validate the 

survey questions. I conducted the pilot in two stages, first by contacting one 

secondary school with 44 teachers and inviting four teachers I knew personally. The 
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participants in the pilot answered the survey and provided feedback on the questions. 

Feedback included comments such as, “I am not sure what you mean by this 

question” or “I appreciate this question being open-ended, as that made me reflect 

more on where I have generated knowledge about gifted students.”  

After the pilot and reading all the feedback from the teachers, I made changes in 

wording and formatting. I have not included the informants from the pilot in the final 

survey. 

I collected the data using a web-based survey provided by SurveyMonkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com). With the help of my supervisor and technical help from 

Ole Johan Eikeland, I constructed the survey design using 25 questions ranging from 

background questions to specific questions regarding gifted students. The total survey 

design is included as an attachment. The research questions for the survey were as 

follows:  

How much knowledge do Norwegian teachers report they have, and where do they 

report they have gained this knowledge?  

How do Norwegian teachers evaluate the various characteristics of gifted students, 

and how do they describe the characteristics of gifted students? 

How do the background variables of years of experience, experience with gifted 

students, and education level correlate with teachers’ knowledge and 

characterization? 

How many teacher-identified gifted students are there, and are there any gender 

differences?  

I could have used the frequently used “Attitudes Scale Towards Gifted Education” 

(Gagné, 2018). However, because I did not just want to consider attitudes but, rather, 

characteristics and differentiated education, I chose to develop a new survey. 

Developing a new survey also provided me with a learning opportunity. I developed 
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the survey using the relevant literature on gifted education, e.g., that on 

differentiation (Gagné, 2015; VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016) and characteristics 

of the gifted (Ackerman, 1997; Betts & Neihart, 1988; Cross, 1997; Idsøe, 2014; L. 

Lee, 1999; Lie, 2014) and other relevant literature (Renzulli, 2012; Shaywitz et al., 

2001; Subotnik et al., 2011) within a Norwegian scope. 

The “characteristics of giftedness” scale consists of 15 characteristics that the 

teachers agreed or disagreed with on a five-item Likert range (totally agree – totally 

disagree). This scale is simplified and does not represent all types of gifted students. 

We focus on the characteristics developed from the Norwegian expert literature 

(Idsøe, 2014; Idsøe & Skogen, 2011; Lie, 2014). Pre-service teachers use cognitive 

and socio-emotional characteristics when describing students with high learning 

potential (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016). The 15 characteristics represents various 

cognitive and socio-emotional aspects, in line with previous research in Norway, and 

the open-ended question where teachers can write what they believe characterizes 

gifted students mitigates some limitations with the limited scale.  

4.3.3 Ethical considerations 

The Norwegian Centre for Research Data (NSD) has approved this study (see 

attachment). To answer the survey, all participants had to read the information letter 

at the beginning of the survey, included in the attached survey. The information letter 

stated that participation is voluntary and that there will be no collection of personal 

information to identify a specific participant. I collected indirect personal information 

from IP addresses. However, because most of the teachers answered the survey 

during their worktime, the IP addresses are related to their school and not considered 

personal information. Even so, the IP addresses are deleted from the final material. 

The other indirect personal information relates to gender and education. These and 

other descriptive data are only presented in their quantified form, and it is not 

possible to recognize any single teacher in the material. In Article 3, I use a few 

quotes from the teachers to illustrate the various themes. These quotes are translated 
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from Norwegian to English to provide anonymity and are presented without gender, 

teaching level, education, or other identifying information. By answering the survey, 

the participant completed an informed act of consent.  

4.3.4 Validity and reliability 

To enhance validity, I completed a pilot test before collecting the data. I included a 

definition of giftedness at the beginning to enhance the validity.  

When analyzing the “characteristics of giftedness” scale, I performed a Cronbach’s α 

to test the scale’s internal consistency. The Cronbach’s α had a value of .75, an 

adequate result (Pallant, 2016), and indicated that some items may require additional 

clarification. I also performed an exploratory factor analysis using Principal Axis 

Factoring, also known as the Principal Factor Method (Rencher & Christensen, 

2012). It is common to use an exploratory factor analysis when there are no 

established expectations regarding how the factors will cluster, as compared to 

confirmatory factor analysis, which is used to test hypotheses (Henson, 2010; 

Rencher & Christensen, 2012). Because this scale was new and not previously tested, 

an exploratory factor analysis seemed the most fitting. The Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin 

Measure gave a result of .739, which is adequate for this scale (Pallant, 2016). 

Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity was significant at .000, and we can assume the null 

hypothesis that there is equal variance across the group. 

After examining the eigenvalue criterion, Cattell’s scree plot, and a parallel analysis, 

we indicated a three-factor solution. A parallel analysis (Monte Carlo) is an accurate 

method of factor extraction, according to Rencher and Christensen (2012). Inspecting 

the three-factor solution in detail, every variable connected to the third factor, except 

“extroverted”, was more closely connected to the first or second factor. This result 

led us to decide on a two-factor solution. The factor analysis is in appendix 1. 

Initially, the factor analysis was meant to be a part of the first article, however, 

comments from a journal reviewer made us rethink the use of the factor analysis in 

the article. We wanted to see if the factor analysis picked up on different constructs of 
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gifted students in the teachers’ answers, and it indicates that there might be two 

different constructs, a positive and a negative. As the reviewer was skeptical to the 

analysis it was removed from the article, but is included in the thesis as an appendix 

(1). The conclusion from the factor analysis is that there might be an indication of 

two or more constructs within the scale, however, the scale needs further 

development before this question can be answered properly.  

As explained previously, the participants are considered a convenience sample, and 

hence, we cannot generalize the results to the entire population of teachers in primary 

and secondary school. 

4.3.5 Analyses 
I performed all the statistical computations in this study in SPSS 25. The data from 

Study 1 are analyzed and presented in Articles 1 and 3.  

Article 1 presents descriptive frequencies and bivariate analyses (Pearson and 

Spearman’s Rho) with background variables to establish any significant correlations. 

This also includes paired t-tests to analyze gender differences in the reported number 

of gifted students per teacher. In Article 1, I also present a quantitative content 

analysis (Neuendorf, 2017) of the data from two open-ended survey questions: 

“Where have you gained knowledge about gifted students?” and “How would you, in 

your own words, describe gifted students?” 

In content analysis, the data are split into smaller units for interpretation, and the goal 

is to produce a numerical count of key categories and a summary of these categories 

and concepts (Neuendorf, 2017). In developing the coding scheme used in the content 

analysis, I used the literature consulted in developing the survey and a preliminary 

review of the answers. The coding scheme was then input into SPSS 25, and all 

answers were re-read and coded accordingly. 

In Article 3, I present data from the survey question “What kind of facilitation would 

you, as a teacher, give to students with extraordinary learning potential?” This data is 
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analyzed with a mixed-method approach, in which the codes from the qualitative 

interviews (Study 2) are used in deductive thematic analysis. I present this analysis 

more thoroughly in Chapter 4.5. 

In Article 3, I also present descriptive frequencies on five questions regarding 

differentiation and adapted education. 

4.4 Study 2: Interview 

The second study in this thesis is a qualitative interview study with 17 gifted students 

in secondary school. The data from this study are presented in Articles 2 and 3. This 

study is explorative and inductive. 

4.4.1 Participants and recruitment 
The participants in the second study are 17 gifted students who attend different 

secondary schools in western and eastern Norway. They are between 12 and 15 years 

old, with a mean age of 14. Six are female, and eleven are male. The sample could be 

considered both a convenience sample and a purposeful sample (Gorard, 2001).  

The participation criteria were attending secondary school, nomination by a teacher 

or parent, and a WISC-IV score at or above the 95th percentile. Initially, 18 

participants agreed to join the study, but one withdrew before the interviews. 

To recruit the informants, I utilized various strategies. I contacted “Happy children,” 

which is a parental network for parents with gifted kids. I used social media 

(Facebook). I contacted a talent center in math and science and all the secondary 

schools in my home municipality. I recruited informants through all these strategies.  

One of the inclusion criteria was a high WISC-IV score. I tested 13 of the 17 

informants. The other four participants had been tested previously, and I could view 

and verify the test results. The gifted group is not homogenous and does not 

necessarily have a homogenous profile. I decided that a score at the 95th percentile in 
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at least one subscale on the WISC-IV was sufficient to be included, which meant that 

they could have high scores in some subscales and lower scores in others. The WISC-

IV is a cognitive measurement test with four subscales, Verbal Comprehension (VC), 

Perceptual Reasoning (PR), Working Memory (WM), and Processing Speed (PS). 

The participants had scores in the 95th percentile, first and foremost, in VC or PR, 

which means they have an exceptional learning potential in language, reading, or 

writing (VC) or logical fluid reasoning and visual-spatial skills (PR). Some 

participants had homogenous profiles, with high scores in all subscales, while other 

participants had more heterogenous profiles, with high scores in some scales and 

lower scores in others. Because the test results are considered sensitive personal 

information, they are not available to readers and are only presented generally.  

4.4.2 Semi-structured interview 
My goal with this qualitative study was to understand the various experiences that 

Norwegian gifted students have. To achieve an open and inviting dialogue with the 

participants, I chose a semi-structured interview guide (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). 

The interview guide had some established questions but was open to following the 

major and interesting points that the participants shared. I developed the interview 

guide from the following main research question: how are Norwegian gifted 

secondary school students experiencing their education? I utilized previous research 

in the field (Bracken & Brown, 2006; Gómez-Arízaga & Conejeros-Solar, 2013; S.-

Y. Lee et al., 2012; J. Peterson et al., 2009; J. S. Peterson & Ray, 2006; Samardzija & 

Peterson, 2015) and results from the quantitative survey (Study 1), for example, 

whether teachers recognize their talents or not. The interview guide is available in full 

as an attachment (Appendix 3).  

The topics in the interview guide were experience and strategies in school, adapted 

education, family and friends, underachievement, social-emotional issues, and 

involvement in education. A topic I could have included was whether or not the 

students had experienced the different best practices presented by Gagné (2015). This 

topic should be included in further research.  
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I interviewed the participants in spring 2018. I traveled to their homes or schools and 

met with them in settings they had chosen and were comfortable in. The interviews 

were recorded on a recording device, and I took some notes on my computer during 

the interviews. Some participants had a parent present during the interview, and in 

some cases, the parent also answered some questions. I marked the responses of 

parents in the transcript and did not use them on their own in the analysis. The 

interview duration varied from 16 minutes to 1 hour and 20 minutes. The shortest 

interview was the last one. This participant answered all questions but was a great 

deal less talkative than some of the other participants. 

The total data consist of 303 pages of transcripts with a Times New Roman size 12 

font and 1.5 line spacing.  

4.4.3 Ethical considerations 
The Norwegian Centre for Research Data has approved this study (Appendix 2). 

Because this study has participants aged from twelve to fifteen, I asked for consent 

from both the informants and their parents. They received a written information letter 

about the study and gave their informed written consent (Traianou, 2015). The 

information letter is available in the attachments (Appendix 3).  

To preserve the participants’ privacy, I have removed all names and places when 

discussing themes and quotes. I informed the participants that they could withdraw, 

even after the interviews. I have been in contact with some participants to member 

check the results and themes. None of the participants have shown a need or desire to 

withdraw from the study.  

Children, as participants, are considered more vulnerable and require more protection 

than adult participants (Traianou, 2015). I have synthesized the results so as to create 

a combined story, rather than sharing the individual narratives. Even so, I share 

individual quotes that emphasize essential issues. The individual quotes are translated 

from Norwegian into English, which provides an additional layer of anonymity, and 
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there are no ages, genders, or names associated with the quotes in the articles. Quotes 

in the articles are referred to with the genderless pronoun they/them.   

4.4.4 Thematic analysis 
I used thematic analysis when analyzing the qualitative data from the interviews and 

follow the six steps listed by Braun and Clarke (2006) in inductive thematic analysis. 

Thematic analysis may consist of various forms of analysis, from using a deductive 

schematic to an inductive analytical form, in which the data drive the codes, themes, 

and results (Braun & Clarke, 2006). My methodological standpoint is constructivism 

and critical realism, meaning that I value various lived experiences and do not assume 

a single reality. Still, I also want to consider the causal mechanisms that may affect 

each informant’s experiences. Hence, I am not reporting each individual’s lived 

experience or individual narrative but, rather, broader themes.  

I decided on an inductive thematic analysis as the best fit for the research question 

and design. I will now present the six steps and how I followed them in the analytical 

process. 

Step 1 

A close 

reading of 

transcripts 

Step 2 

Generating 

initial codes 

Step 3 

Searching 

for themes 

Step 4 

Reviewing 

themes 

Step 5 

Defining 

and naming 

themes 

Step 6 

Producing 

the report 

 

In Step 1, I transcribed all the interviews ad verbatim, including small pauses, sighs, 

laughter, and other sounds. I reread each transcript several times before coding to 

obtain a general feel for the material and the stories the students tell. My supervisors 

also read the transcripts. In Step 2, I coded the material using NVivo 12 pro (QSR 

International), a computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software program (Silver 

and Lewins, 2015). I organized the data by question and interview, so I had the 
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individual answers to each question in the same document and could look at 

similarities and differences between each informant. After coding by question, I 

reread each interview in full and coded again, looking for new codes and factors I 

overlooked in my first session. This coding method was sensible because it first gave 

me a bird’s eye view of the material and then a more in-depth look at each informant. 

The different coding sessions resulted in 98 codes in total. The codes and themes are 

presented in Articles 2 and 3.    

In Step 3, I searched for themes. Again, the bird’s eye view of the material was 

relevant to and necessary for establishing the various themes. Some codes were easily 

grouped, such as codes related to schoolwork (extra assignments, groupwork, 

homework, and writing), while other codes remained separate until I had drawn 

conclusions regarding the broader themes. In Step 4, I discussed each theme with my 

supervisors and the co-authors of the qualitative article. I wrote summaries of each 

theme, examined them for commonalities, and searched for the overarching story 

these themes represented. In Step 5, I reviewed, described, discussed, and named the 

themes with my supervisors. This report is Article 2.  

4.4.5 Researcher positionality 
As a qualitative researcher, it is essential to establish my positionality, 

predispositions, and potential biases (Becker, 1967; Finlay & Gough, 2003).  

My interest in gifted education began as a bachelor’s student in special needs 

education at the University of Oslo. I remember reading a newspaper article about a 

gifted student in primary school and all the issues and difficulties that the student 

faced simply because of being gifted. I remember this sparked a genuine interest in 

me; it resonated with me. Of course, it would be dreadfully dull to start school in first 

grade and learn your ABCs if you already knew how to read and write. I began to 

wonder why I had never heard about these issues, not as a bachelor student in special 

needs education or previously. The spark grew; I wrote my bachelor’s thesis, my 

master’s thesis, and now, my doctoral thesis on this phenomenon. 
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I am not new to the phenomenon of gifted education; however, with a degree in 

special needs education, I may view this phenomenon differently than other 

researchers with, for example, a pure teaching background. This can be considered 

both a strength and a weakness. As shown in Chapter 3, special needs educational 

history is marked by the ideas of the normal and the abnormal, or those outside the 

norm. Special needs education considers the individual, social, and environmental 

aspects of education. However, there is always a degree of problematization. My 

background may make me more prone to see problems where there are none, and it 

also may help me discover issues in the system that others overlook. Hopefully, by 

being aware of this potential bias, I can help counteract it by being reflective and 

discussing the themes and results with other researchers with different backgrounds. 

In Study 2 and Article 2, I present the perspectives of students, and thus, the research 

adopts the lens of students and should be read accordingly. I have not interviewed the 

various teachers of the participating students, and they might disagree with how the 

students portray their education and teaching.  

In Study 1 and Article 1, I utilize teachers’ perspectives; however, as this study is 

descriptive and broad, it provides the reader with an overview rather than the 

individual perspectives of each teacher. In Article 3, I use both perspectives, and I 

seek to incorporate the perspective of the educational system as a whole.   

4.4.6 Transparency, validity, and reliability 
To provide the reader with information about the quality and credibility of my 

research, I will provide the measures I have used in this regard. One inclusion 

criterion for participation in the study was a WISC-IV score on the 95th percentile or 

above. The WISC-IV is a cognitive measurement with an average reliability score of 

.97 on the full scale, as well as .94 on VC and .92 on PR, in the original version 

(Wechsler, 2003). In the Norwegian translation, the r scores are .98 on VC, .92 on 

PR, and .97 on the full scale (Wechsler, 2009). In terms of validity, the WISC-IV is 

an established tool for measuring cognitive ability, and it is a validated test for 



72 

 

 

measuring intellectual giftedness. In the validation of the WISC-IV, they gave the test 

to a clinical group with intellectual giftedness. They found that the gifted group 

scored substantially higher on VC and PR than age peers but only moderately higher 

on WM and PS (Wechsler, 2003). These results imply that the participants in my 

study show intellectual giftedness in one or more subscales. However, it also limits 

the scope and excludes participants with other forms of giftedness and other 

definitions of giftedness (see Chapter 3). 

I coded every interview individually; however, one of my supervisors also coded a 

segment of the data, resulting in similar codes. I did not calculate inter-rater 

reliability, because we utilized coding meetings and discussions instead to check for 

reliability and agreement among myself and my two supervisors (co-authors of the 

articles). As for the thematic results, I performed member checking with participants 

by inviting them to a session at which I presented the themes and findings. Those 

who joined the session agreed that the themes represented them and their experiences. 

I also returned to the material to look for disconfirming evidence (Creswell & Miller, 

2000), and I achieved data saturation in the coding (Fusch & Ness, 2015). 

I will now more closely examine the establishment of validity during the interviews.  

4.4.7 Validity as Dasein and research praxis 
Dasein is a concept from the philosopher Heidegger. In Heidegger’s theory, Dasein 

means the self as a subject, without the baggage and presuppositions associated with 

the notion of the subject. Dasein is a combination of the words Da and Sein, which 

means there and being, but taken together, the most literal translation would be 

existence. However, Dasein is more than merely existence or the subject; by breaking 

away from baggage and presuppositions, we can truly see the subject in its being as a 

subject (Buchanan, 2010a). 

In terms of reality or how we think about reality or ontology, Heidegger tells us that 

we must differentiate between two kinds of questions: the ontic question about the 
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properties of being and the ontological question about ways or modes of being 

(Dreyfus & Wrathall, 2007). In qualitative research, we are interested in the 

ontological question, not the properties of our research subjects but, rather, the ways 

and modes of being our subjects have in the world. In this thesis, I use constructivism 

and critical realism as an ontological lens to explore the ways and modes of being a 

gifted student in secondary school. 

Heidegger describes understanding as showing the possible or available range of 

ways to be, the can-be or ability-to-be, which he calls Seinkönnen (Dreyfus & 

Wrathall, 2007). All these possibilities are constrained and not indifferent. Heidegger 

shows us that all human beings are constituted as beings because we inhabit a shared 

world. Later, we structure this shared world by ourselves and by others. When we ask 

the question, “Who am I,” or as a qualitative researcher asks, “Who are you?” it is 

important to note that, in the everyday existence, my essence and the essence of my 

research subject are not dictated by myself or by themselves but by others (Dreyfus & 

Wrathall, 2007). How my research subjects explain their modes of being a gifted 

student are, therefore, not merely dependent on how they see and understand 

themselves but also how others, such as me as a researcher, see and understand them. 

This combined understanding is the critical part of Dennis’s (2018) thoughts on 

validity. 

When the research subject and I have a shared understanding of the stories and 

experiences, we also understand the essence of being in these stories. This shared 

understanding helps validate the feelings and experiences of the research subjects. 

This form of validity is vital, first and foremost, in my second study and second 

article, as well as in the third article and my thesis. My goal is to better understand 

gifted education in Norway; thus, it is essential to establish validity in my 

understanding of my interview subjects’ modes of being in the world. Establishing 

validity through various means is essential for the reader to ascertain the 

trustworthiness of my research. 
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Dennis (2018) talks about validity in research praxis. “Praxis” is the Greek word for 

“doing.” It is used in critical theory to show purposive and purposeful human activity, 

meaning that the activities have a specific goal and a tangible outcome (Buchanan, 

2010b). According to Leavy (2015), research praxis consists of four elements, genre, 

methods, theory, and methodology. Research praxis is the purposeful activity of 

doing research, the specific goal of answering a research question, and the tangible 

outcome of producing results and findings that answer the research question (Leavy, 

2015). My research praxis consists of gifted education, quantitative and qualitative 

methods, theory on giftedness, and pluralist methodology, with both constructivism 

and critical realism.  

When Dennis (2018) talks about validity as Dasein, she explains it as self-knowledge, 

certainty, how the researcher identifies herself with/in the research process, and 

praxis (p. 110). Dennis sees praxis as a part of Dasein, and it is self-reflective and 

linked to the nature of being. Later, Dennis (2018) uses Dasein to indicate the quality 

of self-understanding and how the “self” is at stake during the action one takes as a 

researcher. For the researcher to establish herself as a valid, worthwhile person, there 

is a need for an Other to recognize and approve that the researcher is such a person. 

The same is true for the research subject. The research subject also requires an Other 

to recognize and confirm that they are a valid worthwhile person. The researcher and 

the research subject can participate in the research activity, thus confirming and 

validating one another.  

Dennis (2018) provides examples of how she validated the research subject through 

five modes of praxis: praxis as intentional and personal interest, praxis as listening 

past the facts, praxis as joining together, praxis as collaborative insight, and praxis as 

alongsideness in exploration. I will only present praxis as intentional and personal 

insight here, but I also established praxis through listening past the facts and 

alongsideness in exploration. 
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Regarding praxis as intentional and personal interest, Dennis (2018) explains that, by 

showing interest in what the research subject says, the researcher cares for their 

stories more profoundly than just as a means of answering a research question. The 

researcher can document interest by asking follow-up questions not indicated in the 

protocol or engaging in non-verbal encouraging statements, such as nodding or 

cheerful sounds [uh-huh, yes, yeah, wow]. In the following quote, I will show how I, 

as a researcher, established interest in one of the stories told by a student (Marie is 

not the participant’s actual name).  

Marie: Okey… eh, ehm. Yes, I could tell you about today. We had a 
substitute teacher in science, and we never had this teacher before. We 
felt that he was very ehm strict in like a military way almost. Astrid: 
Okey? Marie: Like, it was like we should stand very straight at the start 
of class and greet him, and then, he wrote us on the board on a scale 
from like beneath expectations, expected, surpassing expectations, 
excellent, like. Astrid: He wrote all the students? Marie: No, just, no 
the whole class in general. Astrid: Okey. Marie: Ehm, and then it was 
very much like you have ten seconds to pack your stuff and ten seconds 
to go to recess and such, so I think everyone in class experienced it very 
differently from what we have had previously. Astrid: In a positive or 
negative way? Marie: No, ehm, I don’t know. For me, a bit negative, I 
think, since he was very unnecessary strict really, but I think it was; 
people thought it was a bit funny as well, in a way. Astrid: Well, it was 
something completely different, at least. Marie: Yes! [laughter]. 

In this quote, Marie talks about a weird experience with a substitute teacher in 

science. She and the rest of the class felt that the substitute was very strict, almost 

military. I react to the story with an “Okay?”. My mimic and non-verbal gestures 

asked, “What is this? Tell me more.” She continued with her story. I asked follow-up 

questions and, in the end, wrapped up the story she told by confirming that it was 

something quite different. Regarding my research question, this story was not that 

interesting. In terms of establishing a connection and showing my interest in Marie, 

this story was important. I show her, with my questions, my facial response, and my 

non-verbal response, that I am interested in her and her stories. She responds to my 

interest by telling me more and confirming how I wrap up her story in the end. I 
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validate Marie and her stories by showing interest and showing her that she matters to 

me as a research subject and person.  

Another example of validation through intentional and personal interest is found in 

the following quote from an interview with Adrian (not his real name).  

Astrid: Have you ever experienced being so engaged in an assignment 
that you have forgotten time and place? Adrian: Yes, several times. 
Astrid: When has this happened? Adrian: For example, when I’m 
working with Rubic’s cube. [laughter]. Like, on the bus. Astrid: Have 
you ever missed your stop? Adrian: No, that has not happened. Astrid: 
But you feel that you are so focused that you do not notice what 
happens around you? Adrian: Mmh. Astrid: Has that ever happened at 
school? Adrian: No [shakes his head vigorously]. Astrid: No. 
[laughter]. Adrian: It has not happened at school.  

In the extract above, I ask Adrian about an idea called absorbed coping, in which one 

is so absorbed in what one is doing that the rest of the world slips away from sight. 

Adrian has experienced this when he is working with a Rubic’s Cube. When I ask 

him if he has experienced this at school, he becomes almost comically serious, and I 

cannot help but laugh. Previously during the interview, Adrian told me that there 

were issues with how the teachers adapted and facilitated his education. The idea that 

he would achieve a state such as absorbed coping at school seems ridiculous when 

one considers the entire interview in full. I validate what Adrian has told me earlier 

by showing interest and understanding the essence of what he tells me in this extract. 

Adrian would likely enter into a state of absorbed coping at school if he received the 

adapted education he needs. However, with regard to his story, the notion of him 

being absorbed at school seems laughable. We have a shared connection at this 

moment; Adrian knows that I am interested in him and his stories, and the fact that I 

laugh confirms our relationship. 

Some of the praxis variants (Dennis, 2018) are not that prevalent in my material. 

However, I found statements and passages in each interview in which I established 

interest in the participants and their stories. In these passages, it is clear that the 
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participants feel validated as both a research subject and a person of interest. I am not 

merely interested in the stories directly related to my research questions, but I am 

interested in what makes my participants tick. I am interested in how my participants 

are being in the world and how we can have a shared understanding of their 

existence. In our shared experience in research practice, I validated their being in the 

world, and they validated me as a worthwhile researcher and person. 

4.5 Mixing and integrating results 

In Article 3, I combine the data from Studies 1 and 2 regarding facilitation and 

education adaptation. The central mixed research question for Article 3 was “To what 

extent does the thematic analysis of gifted students’ experience of adapted education 

confirm or differ from the survey results regarding how teachers facilitate their 

students?” 

To answer this research question, I utilized the codes from the inductive thematic 

analysis as a deductive coding scheme for the open-ended survey question “What 

kind of facilitation would you, as a teacher, give to students with extraordinary 

learning potential?” The codebook created from the deductive coding is available in 

the attachment (Appendix 1). Some of the codes from the students were not prevalent 

in the teacher material, and I also had to develop some new codes that did not fit any 

of the student codes. In the codebook, I differentiate between the deductive student 

codes and the inductive teacher codes.  

Article 3 only combines some of the data from the two other studies; however, in the 

synopsis, I will consider and compare the data from both studies and all three articles. 

The data and results will then be integrated, compared, and discussed to examine both 

similarities and potential divergences and dissonance. This combination will, in the 

end, provide the reader with a summary of and insight into gifted education in 

Norway. 
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5. Summary of the articles 

In the previous chapter, I describe the methodological choices made to ensure that my 

research is reliable, valid, and ethically sound. This chapter provides the reader with a 

summary of the three articles, highlighting the results from the two studies and the 

mixed results. 

5.1 Article 1 

Lenvik et al. (2022). Teacher’s perspective on extraordinary learning potential in 

Norway: A descriptive study with primary and secondary teachers.  

In the first article, the quantitative survey and teachers’ reports are in focus. The 

article presents descriptive results from a quantitative survey with 339 teachers. The 

article aimed to provide an insight into teachers’ perspective on education for gifted 

students in Norway. 

The rationale for this article was that there is a gap in the Norwegian research 

literature regarding teachers and giftedness (Børte et al., 2016) and teachers are the 

most crucial factor in providing students with the differentiation and adaptation they 

need to reach their potential.  

The results show that Norwegian teachers want more knowledge about giftedness and 

facilitation for gifted students. In this study, the teachers report they gained their 

knowledge through their own experience, not necessarily through their teacher 

education. Fourteen percent report they had no knowledge about giftedness and gifted 

students. There was a small negative correlation (r -.11, p = 0.5) between experience 

measured in years and answers to the question “To what degree do you agree or not 

that you need more knowledge about gifted students?” teachers with more experience 

were less likely to agree with this statement. On the “characteristics of giftedness” 

scale, the teachers mostly agreed with positive characteristics such as performing well 

in school, being inquisitive, being willing to learn, showing advanced language, and 



79 

 

 

being diligent. However, almost half agreed that gifted students can exhibit disruptive 

behavior. The content analysis of the teachers’ descriptions shows codes related to 

cognitive and emotional traits such as intelligence, curiosity, high subject knowledge, 

and fast learning, as well as behavioral traits such as boredom, hardworking, 

problematic behavior, independence, and need for individual adaptation.  

Three out of four teachers report that they have, at some point, had a student with 

extraordinary learning potential. On average each teacher has had six gifted students, 

with three girls (mean 3.24, SD 3.95) and three boys (mean 3.64, SD 3.65). 44 % of 

the teachers claim they have gifted students currently, and they report on average two 

students each (one boy, one girl). I performed paired samples t-tests to evaluate the 

gender difference for reported boys (M 1.42, SD 1.20) and girls (M 1.34, SD 1.36; 

t(91) = 1.82, p = .41, two-tailed) which was insignificant (total boys M 3.64, SD 3.65; 

total girls M 3.24, SD 3,95; t(164) = 1,81, p = .07, two-tailed). 

Because this article provides results from a convenience sample, it is impossible to 

generalize the results to all teachers in primary and secondary schools in Norway. 

However, this article still contributes essential information about education for gifted 

students in Norway. Teachers require knowledge about giftedness and facilitation for 

gifted students to provide the differentiation that these students need. Teachers must 

consider all the characteristics of gifted students, not only the positive and 

performative ones. Even though each teacher statistically should have one gifted 

student at any given time, only 44 % of the teachers believe they currently have gifted 

students. This result might indicate that some gifted students go unnoticed in Norway. 

It seems giftedness should be considered a topic of higher value in Norwegian teacher 

education. 
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5.2 Article 2 

Lenvik et al. (2021). “We want to be educated!” A thematic analysis of gifted 

students’ view on education in Norway. Nordic Studies in Education, 41(3), 219–238. 

https://doi.org.10.23865/nse.v41.2621    

In the second article, I present the results of the qualitative interview study and 

thematic analysis. This article aimed to explore gifted education in Norway through 

the student perspective. The main questions for this article were related to how these 

students experience school and the educational provisions they receive. I was also 

interested in potential differences between primary and secondary school, the 

students relationships with teachers, and their preferred teachers.  

The results of the inductive thematic analysis are presented in terms of three main 

themes: The Educational System, The Joy of Learning, and Problematic issues 

Concerning School and Learning. The central phenomenon was that the educational 

system in Norwegian schools is not adequately prepared for or invested in gifted 

students. The system is not a good fit for the informants, and it is necessary to change 

the policy in this regard.  

In Theme 1, The Educational System, the analysis shows systematic issues related to 

teachers, school, adapted education, and educational law. Teachers can be a 

promotional or inhibitory factor in gifted students’ education, especially their 

knowledge, attitude, and differentiation. The students prefer professional teachers 

who are knowledgeable and know to convey their knowledge, maintain control and a 

peaceful environment, and differentiate the curriculum. The students want more 

differentiated groups but consider this to be problematic in the Norwegian 

educational system. There is also a systematic issue concerning acceleration and 

facilitation, especially in primary school.  
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In Theme 2, The Joy of Learning, the analysis revealed various learning methods in 

school. The informants convey how they enjoy learning new things, especially logical 

subjects and overlapping projects that combine different subjects and elements. 

In Theme 3, Problematic Issues Concerning School and Learning, the analysis shows 

various problematic issues that disturb gifted students’ learning. These issues may 

include disruptions from other students, frustration with repetition, becoming bored 

and frustrated, and not receiving proper adaptation and facilitation. In their boredom, 

these students may display disruptive behaviors in the form of daydreaming or 

physical disruptions. 

The students are only reporting on their own experiences, and there could be other 

students in Norway with vastly different experiences from the ones presented in this 

article. Still, it contributes valuable information about the situation of gifted students 

in Norway. The results indicate a need to consider the systematic challenges with 

gifted education in Norway, especially concerning differentiation, acceleration, and 

adaption.  

5.3 Article 3 

Lenvik et al. (2022) Adapted education for gifted students in Norway: A mixed-

methods study. 

In this article, I combine the two studies focusing on facilitation and adaptation for 

gifted students. I use a subsample of the teacher survey composed of teachers who 

answered “Yes” regarding whether they had gifted students currently (N = 132). I use 

a mixed-method approach with descriptive results from the quantitative survey, the 

qualitative results from the interview study, and combining the qualitative results 

from students with the teachers’ responses to the open-ended survey questions 

regarding adaption in school. The overarching research question was “How is 
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education adapted for gifted students in Norway?”, with quantitative, qualitative, and 

mixed sub-questions. 

The results show that teachers in our selection agree that they use differentiation in 

their instruction, that it is possible to differentiate instruction, and that gifted students 

require adaptation beyond ordinary education. 

From the inductive thematic analysis of the qualitative interviews with students, we 

developed three themes, adapted education, the teacher as a promoter or inhibitor, 

and barriers regarding facilitation. These themes display the various instruction 

strategies students have experienced. Furthermore, they show the kind of teacher the 

students prefer and how teachers can be inhibitors if they do not facilitate 

appropriately. The themes also reveal various types of barriers and challenges in 

education. 

From the deductive thematic analysis of teachers’ responses to the open-ended survey 

question, we developed four themes, individually adapted education, instructional 

practices, the supporting teacher, and systematic challenges. These themes show how 

teachers adapt the education they provide, as well as how teachers vary their 

instruction, support, and motivate their students, and experience systematic 

challenges for adapted education. 

In the mixed analysis, we found both similarities and differences between the teacher 

and student themes. Both groups reported similar enrichment strategies within 

adapted education and barriers and systematic challenges regarding facilitation. There 

were differences in how the two groups described group work and acceleration. The 

students mentioned group work in a mixed-ability group, and the teachers wanted to 

utilize more homogenous groups. The students mentioned full-time acceleration and 

subject acceleration, while the teachers only reported acceleration in the form of 

using books and assignments from a higher level.  
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6. Discussion 

This section combines and discusses the results from both studies and all three 

articles, combined with the theories, educational history and notion of power 

presented in this synopsis. The aim is to synthesize the results to achieve a systematic 

perspective. 

6.1 Different definitions and characterizations of gifted 
students 

As mentioned in Chapter 3, I use two different definitions of giftedness in this thesis: 

the “potential” definition (Gagné, 1995, 2010; Idsøe, 2014) and an IQ-based 

definition with a cut off at the 95th percentile. The rationale for using these two 

definitions is explained in Chapter 3.  

In Article 1 and the results for the “characteristics of giftedness” scale, we see that 

teachers typically agree with the positive characteristics listed and have a positive 

view of giftedness. Their attitudes are not measured, so we cannot say whether they 

have positive attitudes toward gifted education, as, for example, the teachers in 

Finland have (Laine et al., 2019). However, their positive characterization of gifted 

students seems to be more in line with the harmony hypothesis than the disharmony 

hypothesis, in contrast with teachers in Germany and Australia (Matheis et al., 2017). 

Persson (1998) argues that teachers in Sweden view gifted students as golden or ideal 

students. There are similar tendencies among Norwegian teachers as well.  

The characteristic that the teachers most often agree with is “performs well at 

school.” This result coincides with the misconception that high ability equals high 

achievement and may mean that underachievers are in danger of being overlooked as 

gifted in Norway. This result aligns with previous research in which teachers focus on 

achievement (Endepohls‐Ulpe & Ruf, 2006; Heyder et al., 2020; Lavrijsen & 

Verschueren, 2020). 
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Underachievement is an issue in gifted education internationally (see, e.g., Hebert, 

2001). The material in this thesis cannot indicate the prevalence of underachievement 

among gifted students in Norway. However, underachievement may be an issue, 

especially because one of the factors in underachievement is a lack of differentiation 

and adaptation in school. In Articles 2 and 3, the results show a lack of proper 

differentiation and systematic issues with acceleration and facilitation for gifted 

students in Norway. In Article 2, the results show that a lack of differentiation can 

result in boredom and disruptive behavior among the gifted students in the study. 

There are also indications that gifted students are less motivated and do not perform 

as well as they think they could when assignments are considered boring and 

unchallenging.  

In the literature review, there were indications of biases, for example, biases related 

to gender. I do not have data that indicate a gender bias in Norway. There was no 

significant difference in the quantitative survey between how many gifted boys and 

girls the teachers had had experience with. In Study 2, however, there were eleven 

boys and six girls. This reflects a gender difference in terms of nomination for this 

study. I did not include gender as a variable in nomination, because I did not want to 

exclude some gifted boys because fewer girls had been nominated. This may still 

indicate that the result in this study is more expressive of the boys’ perspective than 

the girls’. We do not know the differences in how gifted boys and gifted girls in 

Norway view and experience their education. This should be explored in further 

research. 

The research field of gifted education is considered new in Norway, although, as we 

saw in the introduction, Hofseth wrote a thesis about gifted students in 1968. 

Education for the gifted in Norway may be more undeveloped than new. Because 

there are no official programs or policies for gifted education, I have not considered 

racial, cultural, or socioeconomic equity within gifted education in this study. The 

lack of an official definition of giftedness in Norway also means that Norway has the 

opportunity to elude the stereotypical views and biases regarding giftedness by going 
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directly to a definition of giftedness without gifted students (Borland, 2021). Suppose 

Norway, instead, utilizes the differentiation paradigm and differentiates according to 

the needs and predispositions of each student, one not based on a definition of 

giftedness that may exclude students with diverse backgrounds. In that case, there 

will be an opportunity to enhance education for all students. This paradigm would 

also fit with the egalitarian views prevalent in Norway (Frantz & McClarty, 2016). 

However, is this differentiation paradigm possible within the educational system in 

Norway? 

6.2 Giftedness within the Norwegian educational history  

In this section, I will use the historical review provided in Chapter 3.3 as a scope for 

gifted education in Norway. 

The educational history of Norway shows how Norway went from education for the 

few to a compulsory Christianity school for all and, ultimately, to an egalitarian 

tradition aiming to provide an inclusive, equitable, and adapted education for all 

students, regardless of their needs, abilities, and predispositions (Høigård & Ruge, 

1963; Kvam, 2016; Nordahl et al., 2018; Thuen, 2017).  

General education was made available to the people in the eighteenth century. 

However, not everyone was deemed educable. There was clearly power in education 

and determining who could or could not receive an education. The educational 

system in this century had no room for social mobility, because there were different 

schools for the different socioeconomic levels of society (Hommerstad, 2018). Only 

those attending Latin schools could go on to further education, and these schools 

became more and more exclusive, representing elite schools for the upper class 

(Thuen, 2017). Children from lower socioeconomic groups had almost no chance of 

going on with higher education, unless they were discovered as gifted. 
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In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, certain methods of targeting clever or 

gifted students, using competition and rewards or the Bell-Lancaster method, 

emerged (Høigård & Ruge, 1963; Thuen, 2017). However, these methods did not 

consider what gifted students needed.  

With the new public schools created in 1889, the government wanted to provide 

proper education for all children in Norway, independent of their social class or 

standing. Again, the issue of power is apparent. The state took responsibility for 

schools and education and established a comprehensive five-year public school, and 

the state needed to nurture its garden (Ball, 2013; Kvam, 2016). A few years 

previously, in 1881, the government passed a special educational law, with 

segregated schools for children with special needs, though a large group was still 

considered unfit for education (Befring, 2012). The Binet-Simon Scale was used to 

weed out those children who were considered “imbeciles” or “idiots”. However, there 

are no references to this scale being used to identify those on the opposite side.  

In the beginning of the twentieth century, compulsory school (5 years) was 

considered the same for all, but secondary and upper secondary school were 

differentiated into lines or schools. There were different upper secondary schools for 

children from the city or countryside, and only the most diligent students went to 

these schools. “Realskolen” was established in 1935 and intended to be concluding, 

with students who wanted further education attending Latin schools (Thuen, 2017). 

Here, we see how organizational differentiation through different courses and lines 

remained a prominent aspect of power. Even after the Second World War, those who 

attended education beyond the compulsory were mostly sons of academics or part of 

the upper societal layer (Thuen, 2017). 

The 1954 law regarding trials in schools (lov om forsøk I skolen) allowed attempts at 

various types of organizational differentiation in school, and secondary school was 

split into different lines. In this period, the schools and school psychologists also used 

the maturity test developed by PFI for individual differentiation and creating an 



87 

 

 

effective educational system (Thuen, 2017). However, this attempt did not have the 

desired results (Volckmar, 2016). Organizational differentiation into different lines 

was ended in 1967, but differentiation between courses or levels in each subject 

remained.  

One interesting aspect in this period was a discussion of equality in school, with 

equality of results being the goal. A minimum goal was set, and all students were 

intended to achieve this result. Hofseth wrote his thesis at this time, but because his 

results showed that the gifted students achieved proper results (even if they weren’t 

truly enjoying school or developing their potential) (Hofseth, 1970), there was no 

need to advocate for this group. Regarding equality of results, their needs were being 

met, and it was deemed more important to focus on those students who were falling 

behind and not achieving the necessary results. Another important point is the 

discussion of meritocracy and the fear of a “mercilessly intelligence overclass 

system” (Thuen, 2017). It seems that catering to the needs of gifted students would 

lead to a meritocracy. As a continuation of this thought, M74 cancelled all forms of 

organizational differentiation in secondary school and utilized adapted education as 

individual pedagogical differentiation. Frantz and McClarty (2016) view the 

difference between meritocratic and egalitarian cultures as an important distinction, 

and organizational differentiation for gifted students in segregated schools or groups 

is prominent in the more meritocratic cultures. 

In the 1970s, Hernes discussed equality. In the 1980s, he was more concerned with 

the lack of ambition in Norwegian higher education, and when he became Minister 

for Church, Education, and Research in 1990, he reformed the entire educational 

system (Kvam, 2016; Thuen, 2017; Volckmar, 2016). In view of gifted education, the 

new L97 curriculum gave less freedom to teachers to differentiate as they deemed 

necessary.  

The new “knowledge school” in 2006 had ambitions to create a better school by 

providing better content, quality assessment, learning strategies, and individually 
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adapted education (Thuen, 2017). Both the teachers and students in my study are a 

part of this school type and follow this curriculum. Even though this school type was 

created with great ambitions, especially in the form of individually adapted 

education, my results indicate that this has not been the case for the gifted students in 

Norway. Neither students nor teachers have experience with individual adaptation in 

the form of individual plans or interventions. Of course, some would argue that 

providing more difficult assignments or books from a higher level could be seen as 

individually adapted education. The problem is that this is only a small part of a 

larger picture and does not follow the best practices for gifted students (Gagné, 

2015). The closest this situation comes to individual adaptation is skipping a grade or 

completing accelerated classes.  

If we draw a historical line, we can see that different types of differentiation have 

been tested in the Norwegian system. Organizational differentiation into different 

schools, lines, or courses failed because they either were too exclusive or did not 

provide properly for student diversity. Of course, the debate over inclusive schools 

ultimately led to demands for an end to segregation, or organizational differentiation. 

Pedagogical differentiation requires a great deal from each teacher, maybe too much. 

Hofseth (1970) found a 5–7-year difference in maturity between the students in one 

class. There is no reason to think this difference is less now. Haug (2020a) identifies 

at least a 4-year gap in first grade, and this gap only widens as the children grow. Is it 

possible to demand that each teacher differentiate individually with such a huge gap?  

An egalitarian tradition means that everyone should receive the same opportunities; 

however, what a person makes of their opportunities is up to them. As I discuss in 

Article 3, this egalitarian tradition may be considered a barrier to gifted education in 

Norway because it hinders the use of some of the proper educational tools for gifted 

students (Gagné, 2015). It may be the result of a fear of going back in history to a 

time when higher education was for the elites. The egalitarian view determines that 

education is for all. Everyone, regardless of their cognitive or learning potential, has 

the right to the same education. 
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Finland is also considered egalitarian, and teachers in Finland display a negative 

attitude toward educational practices such as acceleration and ability grouping (Laine 

et al., 2019). In Sweden, Persson (2010) argues that egalitarian Swedish education 

aims for every student to achieve to a minimum level, while those with the ability to 

achieve much more are left alone to fend for themselves. With regard to discussions 

of results equality, we see the same in Norway.  

The differentiation paradigm, as well as Renzulli’s three rings, Mönks and Katzko’s 

MMG, and Gagnè’s model, all argue that gifted students require educational 

provisions to help develop their potential (Borland, 2021; Gagné, 2004; Mönks & 

Katzko, 2005; Renzulli & Renzulli, 2010). Outside of school, in sports or music, for 

example, there are countless opportunities for musically or physically gifted students 

to hone and develop their potential. Why is it so much more difficult for school and 

academic potential? Of course, there are different values and histories concerning 

school and extracurricular activities. Schools value community and building 

companionship across ability and socioeconomic levels, creating mutual trust and a 

common understanding (Volckmar, 2016). Inclusive education requires that everyone 

has a place in their local school and is provided for. Even so, the educational system 

may be able to learn something from sports, for example, and it is possible to work on 

both the general inclusive part and talent development at the same time.    

The differentiation paradigm (Borland, 2021) argues for a practice that differentiates 

individually for those students who need differentiation. Gagnè (2015) presents the 

best practices for differentiation in gifted education: density, difficulty, depth, and 

diversity. Density is the most important, meaning that the curriculum is condensed 

and accelerated. In Article 3, we see that both teachers and students have the most 

experience with differentiation through difficulty and depth, while acceleration 

strategies, such as density, are lacking or result in self-study for the student. 

Organizational differentiation is problematic, and the Norwegian educational law 

prohibits permanent ability groups (The Education Act, § 8-2, 1998), probably 

because of the negative history of organizational differentiation. As the results from 
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Sweden and Finland display, negative attitudes toward ability groups are mirrored in 

other Nordic countries (Laine et al., 2019; Persson, 2010). It may be challenging to 

achieve the differentiation paradigm and proper individual differentiation in Norway. 

Frantz and McClarty (2016) show different versions of gifted education within 

egalitarian traditions, including giftedness within special needs education. Is that 

possible in Norway?      

6.3 Gifted education within special education 

Before I consider gifted education within the tradition of special needs education, we 

must look back at the history of special education and the aspect of power. 

Students with special educational needs are said to be included in their local school, 

but we still talk about them using special wording. These students receive something 

different from the norm; they are in a field for “special specialists” (Ball, 2013). They 

are not part of the mainstream, and even if they are in the same classroom or the same 

school, they are still seen as outcasts or somewhat different from the others. They 

may be included, but that does not mean that the schools are inclusive.     

When viewing this through a genealogical lens, we see the concept of power. There is 

power in education and creating knowledge, and therefore, there is power in deciding 

who can be educated and who cannot. As mentioned above, the genealogy of 

education is marked by ideas of normality and classification/exclusion. Special 

education contributes, in large part, to ideas of both normality and 

classification/exclusion. Who do we consider normal, and who is classified as 

“abnormal,” atypical, or extraordinary and thus in need of special education? In 

addition, who may have special educational needs but still be excluded from such? 

The words we use to describe those in need of special education are also related to 

power. These words are socially formed, through experiences, and they are a part of 

reasoning constructed through history through the effects of power (Popkewitz & 
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Brennan, 1998). Power is evident in both the language concerning special needs 

education and actions taken both locally and systematically. Defining someone as 

having a special educational need could be very stigmatizing for them, especially if 

this would mean they were separated from their peers and taught in different rooms. 

Students in special education have a “special” need, even if their need is the same as 

every other student, that is, to be educated according to their predispositions. 

Defining something as abnormal is always problematic. We have, fortunately, left the 

outdated historical view of “biological caesura” and “cleansing” the species. We 

agree that everyone has the right to an education on their terms and that a special 

educational need is accommodated through special education, at least regarding those 

attending ordinary education and those with “approved” special educational needs. 

As of now, gifted students do not have an approved special need.  

Schools are also a place where observation, training, and treatment are used to change 

behavior or mold a body or mind. Within education, discipline is a normalizing 

practice, for example, by making the body docile and ready to learn (Knudsmoen & 

Simonsen, 2016). In later days, neuropsychiatric diagnoses have more often been 

used to explain negative behavior in school. This behavior is then understood as an 

individual problem that can be medicated. Using Foucault, it is more natural to see 

the negative behavior from a student perspective. Norms, problematization, 

marginalization, and exclusion are the results of a diagnostic practice, rather than a 

wish to protect the student in an inclusive setting (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016). 

In research on special education in Norway, Foucault and his theories have not been 

prominent (Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016). However, Steinsholt (2011, from 

Knudsmoen & Simonsen, 2016) considered Foucault’s critical view on discipline and 

normalization. He knits the critical view together with the individual’s position as a 

learner, the context of ordinary education, special education, and the notion of 

“satisfactory yield.” What really counts as satisfactory, and who has the power to 

decide when the yield is not satisfactory? This is relevant for gifted students, who do 

not have a satisfactory yield but are still not considered in need of special education. 
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If we look back at the history of special needs education in Norway, we see that 

power through exclusion and classification is important. At first, this power was in 

deeming who could be educated and who could not be. Now, everyone is educable by 

law, and everyone has a right to attend the school in their neighborhood. Power is 

nevertheless still significant, and classification is still prominent. Students are 

classified based on grades, educational needs, diagnoses, gender, restlessness, 

shyness, outspokenness, and many other formal and informal classifications. Gifted 

students may or may not be classified as gifted; as seen in chapter 3, there are 

different conceptions of giftedness, and these will influence whether a student is 

considered gifted. In the survey, we provided the teachers with a definition of 

giftedness; however, they may have had other definitions in mind when answering 

the questions or identifying their gifted students. Underachievement may be an issue, 

especially if a teacher, first and foremost, considers giftedness in the form of high 

achievement, as is prominent in Article 1. High or extraordinary learning potential 

(NOU 2016:14, 2016) may be difficult to identify without considering achievement. 

As the results from Article 1 show, this is especially the case if teachers lack 

knowledge about giftedness and associated traits and characteristics beyond high 

achievement.   

Traditionally, the individual focus is prominent in special needs education (Tangen, 

2012). There can be much talk about challenges and problems, both in the system and 

when discussing a student. I have academically “grown up” in this tradition because I 

have both a bachelor’s and a master’s degree in special needs education. Does this 

mean that I have a “problem-based” view of the educational system? Does this shape 

my view of gifted education? I may see the problems and challenges clearly, but not 

the eminent solutions. Another issue regarding my relationship to special needs 

education is that I may be too tightly connected to this paradigm. Maybe, my 

relationship blocks me from seeing the challenges in a different light. However, it is 

also important to problematize the experiences of gifted students because they have 

educational needs that are not being accommodated. The qualitative literature review 
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paints a problematic picture regarding education for gifted students. The summary 

shows a need for various educational strategies, such as problem-solving, enrichment, 

and homogenous ability groups. The qualitative results from my interviews display 

the same results. Norwegian gifted students have the same needs as international 

gifted students. Adopting a “problem-based” view may provide me with a discourse 

that is necessary for explaining the issues within education for gifted students in 

Norway. 

Another issue with my relationship to this paradigm is history. Special needs 

education history shows how “the imbeciles, the idiots, the mentally ill” (to use the 

wordings from a different time) and all those deemed uneducable, after decades of 

atrocities such as sterilization and demonization, finally gained their right to be 

educated like everyone else. However, equity is still an issue within special education 

because not everyone with special educational needs receives the same quality of 

education as students in ordinary education (Nordahl et al., 2018). The gifted have 

not faced this history, although they have received their share of stigmatization. Is it 

right, considering this history, to include the gifted within the special needs education 

paradigm? The gifted have not been excluded from education, but they might be 

excluded from an education adapted appropriately to their needs and predispositions. 

Educational history also shows that, even though there were trials with organizational 

differentiation, these were not specifically aimed at gifted students. In fear of 

returning to education for the elites or creating a new intellectual overclass, the 

education for gifted students has been ill-managed. The history of gifted education is 

a history of a group that has been viewed as able to manage independently and fend 

for themselves. However, history has proven that this is not the case. This group also 

requires unique accommodation based on their special educational needs (e.g., Cross, 

1997, 2014; Gagné, 2015; Subotnik et al., 2011).  

One of the problems with not including the gifted in this regard is that, if they do not 

receive accommodation for their educational needs, they are in danger of becoming 

underachievers, troublesome, or disruptive and developing social and emotional 
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difficulties. They are also in danger of being bullied (Cross, 2014; Damsgaard & 

Opsahl, 2016; Smedsrud, 2018; Subotnik et al., 2011). Another problem is that they 

may not achieve to the best of their abilities without accommodation. All these 

factors are considered part of the tradition of special needs education. If schools do 

not attend to gifted students’ educational needs, because they are not considered in 

need of special education, they may come to need special education due to this lack 

of accommodation. Gifted students may also have learning disabilities, physical 

disabilities, or psychological disabilities and be considered twice-exceptional (Lie, 

2014). Twice-exceptional students have the right to special education to 

accommodate their disabilities but not their gifts (NDET, n.d.b). Is it possible to 

facilitate properly while not considering all the needs of the student?  

Of course, not all gifted students will require special education. The gifted group is 

heterogenous, and while some students manage quite well, other do not. The teachers 

in my survey agree that gifted students require more than ordinary adapted education. 

This might mean special education or simply a more individually adapted education. 

Even though the students in my qualitative study had many similar experiences, there 

were also differences. Some managed quite well, enriched their own assignments, or 

attended accelerated courses. Others had more negative experiences with disruptive 

behavior and almost dropping out of school. These extremities would not require the 

same type of intervention or adaptation.  

Today, approximately 8% of the student body receives adaptation through special 

education (NDET, n.d.b). However, there are also many other students in school who 

have a need for individual facilitation who are not considered part of those in need of 

special education. Some scholars argue that up to 20% of the student population is in 

need of individual facilitation (Haug, 2020a; Hausstätter, 2012). This indicates that 

gifted students are not the only group of students who require more specialized 

adaptation.  
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Another important factor is the line between ordinary and special education. They are 

part of the same story and interdependent on one another. Special education is not 

just for those attending special schools anymore, and high quality in ordinary 

education lessens the need for special interventions through special education (Mjøs 

et al., 2020). This means that gifted students who attend schools with high-quality 

ordinary education will be more likely to have their needs met than those who do not. 

The political aim of reducing the amount of special education (Mjøs et al., 2020) is 

also important when considering who is in need of special education. One issue is the 

conflicts between different imperatives and understandings of both what constitutes 

high-quality education and how to achieve it (Haug, 2020b). Adapted education can 

be considered within a broad or narrow perspective, where the narrow perspective is 

more individualistic (Haug, 2020a; Olsen, 2020). Which perspective schools and 

teachers are utilizing will then influence what kind of adaptation and facilitation 

gifted students receive.     

According to both my survey with teachers and the interviews with students, it is 

clear that gifted students require some kind of special pedagogical facilitation. 

However, whether this should be a part of special education, ordinary broad adapted 

education, or a narrower form of adapted education is not clear from my material. 

Previous studies in Norway have not provided a clear answer to this question. The 

answer will depend on the quality of ordinary education, how local policies and 

national policies adjust to interventions for gifted students, and the individual 

teacher’s ability to adapt material to and facilitate for their students.  

6.4 Upcoming changes and the road ahead  

How can we approach the results of this thesis concerning educational law and 

systematic challenges? As Haug states, “It is impossible to avoid policy,” and with 

that, he refers to both the national policy and the local policy of each school, 

including how they prioritize (Haug, 2020b). Haug further explains that national 
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support, policy, and priorities are essential in developing inclusive education. This is 

also true for gifted education.  

One option is to expand special education to include gifted students. The Education 

Act § 5-1 states the following: Students who do not have or cannot get satisfactory 

yield from the ordinary educational offer have a right to special education. 

According to the law, it seems that gifted students have a right to special education 

because they are so far ahead of their peers that they do not obtain a satisfactory 

yield. However, the NDET (2014) has specified that gifted students do not have the 

right to special education, because special education is meant to provide for those 

who are behind.  

The Education Act of 1998 is now up for revision. In the proposition for a new 

Education Act, the official report argues for a change in both the terminology and 

content regarding both adapted education and special education (NOU 2019: 23, 

2019). The act proposes changing adapted education to universal education and 

special education to individually adapted education. The authors argue that universal 

education is more in line with how adapted education is considered now, variation 

within instruction, and a “whole group” approach. Previously, adapted education was 

considered to be more individual adaptation (Jenssen & Lillejord, 2010). Would 

universal education be better for gifted students than adapted education? According 

to the authors of the official report, gifted students are not considered in individually 

adapted education but, rather, one of the groups that requires adaptation within 

universal education (NOU 2019: 23, 2019). There is less individualism in the current 

understanding of adapted education; however, the differentiation and adaptation that 

gifted students need acquire a certain degree of individualism. Accelerative practices, 

skipping grades, or a personally accelerated pace are not variations for the entire 

class. Is it possible to provide the individual differentiation that gifted students 

require within adapted or universal education? Is the current understanding of 

adapted education hindering appropriate adaptation for gifted students? Within 

special education, the individual approach to education is more prominent, which 
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could be another argument for some gifted students being accommodated within 

special education, not adapted education.  

I am not convinced changing from adapted education to universal education will 

provide better adaptation for gifted students. However, it is impossible to predict 

exactly how the new education act will function and what changes it will bring to the 

entire educational system. One thing is certain, though; the new education act 

provides ample opportunity to make changes for the better for gifted students.  

Both students and teachers in my study point to systematic challenges with ability 

grouping as a form of organizational differentiation. The literature review showed 

negative attitudes toward ability grouping. Other researchers argue that ability 

grouping has a minimal effect on students’ achievement (e.g., Hattie, 2009). 

However, ability grouping positively affects gifted students, and flexible grouping 

based on formative assessment, acceleration, and accounting for prior knowledge and 

ability has apparent positive effects (Hattie, 2009; Missett et al., 2014). Permanent 

ability groups are not allowed within the educational system in Norway (apart from 

students in special schools or permanent groups) (The Education Act, § 8-2, 1998). 

Based on the results derived from both teachers and students in this thesis, it seems 

that flexible grouping based on ability is not used, although this is permitted. This is 

not even done in group work, because the gifted students complain about being 

assigned to mixed-ability groups in which they do “the lion’s share” of the work. The 

official report concludes that flexible grouping is a missed opportunity that schools 

and teachers should utilize more often (NOU 2016:14, 2016). What changes do we 

need for schools and teachers to be able to utilize flexible grouping? Do schools need 

more knowledge about the available resources and possibilities, or do they need 

knowledge about utilizing these possibilities? My results show that gifted students 

experience repetition, too slow a pace, unchallenging assignments, and boredom. The 

educational system is not considering their prior knowledge and abilities and 

differentiating accordingly.  
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Acceleration is also a systematic challenge, especially when it becomes self-study for 

the student. Teachers may have negative attitudes toward acceleration (Bernstein et 

al., 2020; Laine et al., 2019), often based on the misconception that accelerated gifted 

students will have social issues in their new class. However, acceleration does not 

necessarily mean skipping a grade; accelerative practices may include compacting the 

curriculum or individually accelerated practice (Gagné, 2015). There is a need to 

investigate how to better utilize accelerated practices within the Norwegian 

educational system and expand the notion of what acceleration is. 

The official report regarding the future of schools in Norway argues for depth 

learning (NOU 2015:8, 2015). Depth learning is one of the D’s that Gagné (2015) 

discusses as part of the best practice for gifted students. The new curriculum based on 

this report was published in 2020, so how this change toward depth learning will 

affect gifted students is not known. However, the report argues for individual 

progression, which indicates a certain form of individual adaptation. Will the local 

and national policies follow the intentions in the official report?  

When I argue to change the system, I may be a bit strict. Maybe, the system itself is 

not what we need to change but, rather, how teachers and schools understand and 

maneuver through the system. There are possibilities for acceleration, differentiation, 

and flexible grouping within the system. There are some constraints concerning the 

directorate’s limitations on special education and the current interpretation of adapted 

education. However, there are options for utilizing the system to a higher degree. 

Time and resources are considered barriers, but are they truly the barriers to a 

differentiated education? Might one of the barriers be the current understanding of the 

system as a more strict, limited, and narrow system than it is? This poses the 

following question: does this thesis provide a new understanding of the educational 

system in Norway, or is it reproducing our current perceptions? There is no clear 

answer to the question of how to provide for gifted students within the Norwegian 

educational system. This issue is complicated and requires that all levels work 

together. However, I point to some possibilities for change, for example, utilizing 
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acceleration strategies, providing enrichment opportunities, flexible grouping, and 

more individualized adaptation for gifted students in Norway.  
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7. Implications and further research  

7.1 Concluding remarks 

In this thesis, I set out to explore gifted education in Norway, with the goal of 

emerging at the other side with a better understanding of how we provide for our 

gifted students. My conclusion is that teachers are doing what they can within their 

understanding of the system, although they have some misconceptions (such as that 

“high ability equals high achievement”) and limited knowledge about proper 

educational practices and possibilities within the system for gifted students. However, 

because gifted students are not prioritized within special education and adapted 

education is, first and foremost, considered with a “whole group” approach, there is 

still much more to do to provide gifted students with an education that is adapted 

appropriately. 

As I conclude this thesis, I must acknowledge that there is still much more to learn 

about gifted education in Norway. In this chapter, I will present some implications 

based on the results of this thesis and suggestions for further research.  

One implication of this thesis is that there is a need for changes in and within the 

educational system to better provide for gifted students in Norway. There is a need 

for more information and knowledge about giftedness, gifted education, and 

educational strategies such as differentiation and acceleration within teacher 

education. However, my results are obtained from convenience samples and may not 

be generalizable across the entire country. I do propose some changes, such as 

including giftedness within special education or adopting the differentiation 

paradigm. Still, I cannot conclude, purely based on my results, that these are the 

changes that will benefit gifted students the most.  
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7.2 Further research 

Does the teacher education provide future teachers with enough knowledge about 

differentiation and giftedness? The results of this thesis indicate that it does not. The 

results suggest that teacher education should be changed to include more information 

on effective educational practices and handling stereotypes and misconceptions 

concerning giftedness and gifted education. Also, knowledge about how to maneuver 

through the system is important as well. However, regular teacher education has been 

changed from a four-year bachelor’s degree to a five-year master’s degree during the 

span of this study. Hopefully, this means that some of these changes are included in 

the new master’s degree. This should be investigated in further research.  

What this thesis has not considered is, among other equity issues in gifted education 

in Norway, how do we work toward a gifted education that is inclusive of minority 

groups? What issues lie within the system for gifted students with other cultural and 

language backgrounds? Nor has it considered differences between genders. Is it the 

same to be a gifted boy and a gifted girl in Norway? What differences might there be 

in this regard, and are there misconceptions and stereotypes about specific genders 

among Norwegian teachers? Another interesting question would be “what are the 

special needs of gifted students?” Do gifted students have substantially different 

needs than other students? Would a gifted and non-gifted sample answer differently 

on questions regarding their need for adaptation and facilitation in school?  

I have included the aspect of power in this thesis; however, there is still more to 

discuss and explore on this issue. How does power influence education in Norway? 

What groups are underserved because of issues related to power?  

Disruptive behavior was evident in both studies. Almost half of the teachers agreed 

that gifted students might be disruptive, and the students mentioned how being bored 

and unchallenged led to disruptive behavior. The results of this thesis cannot reveal 

how prevalent disruptive behavior is or what kind of disruptive behaviors gifted 
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students display. This should be investigated in further research, as well as how to 

mitigate this behavior. 

Talent development within various fields would be an exciting study in further 

research. Why is it easier to talk about talent development in music and sport? Could 

those in charge of the development of academic talent learn something from talent 

development in other areas, as well as how to apply these policies within a 

Norwegian discourse? Is the notion of practice evident in other areas applicable to 

education and academic talent? As I write this, I am also watching the Olympic 

Games unfold in Tokyo. In this area, no one debates the necessity of developing the 

potential of each performer. On the other hand, just some days previously, during the 

International Mathematical Olympiad, one participant from Norway managed to win 

the Silver medal, and another the Bronze medal, which I have seen or heard no 

mention of in Norwegian newspapers (International Mathematical Olympiad, 2021). I 

must say I find that interesting, a bit sad, but hardly surprising. Why are the attitudes 

so different toward outstanding academic performance as compared to performance 

in sports? 

Based on the results of this thesis, we see systematic challenges concerning 

acceleration in education. However, we have no data on the prevalence of 

acceleration through skipping grades or starting school earlier. Are the accelerated 

students in Norway pleased with this provision? In what scenarios are students 

prohibited from accelerative practices? How can we better accommodate those who 

require subject acceleration?  

It would also be interesting to look beyond our borders and combine research from 

the other Nordic countries. Do these countries have similar barriers for gifted students 

in education, and if not, what are the differences?  

Although this thesis marks the end of my Ph.D. journey, we are still at the starting 

line of the marathon of gifted education in Norway; there is an almost infinite amount 
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to learn and investigate further. I am ready to continue investigating and learning 

much more about gifted education, talent development, and proper interventions for 

gifted students. 

Finally, I want to thank the reader who has followed and read this thesis all the way 

through. I hope I have managed to convey some of the knowledge I have gained 

through this study and provided an increased interest in the education of gifted 

students.  
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Teachers’ perspective on extraordinary learning potential in Norway 

1 

Teachers’ perspective on extraordinary learning potential in Norway: A 

descriptive study with primary and secondary teachers. 

In countries with no clear policy regarding gifted students, teachers are vital. Norway is 

such a case. Teachers might have stereotypical views and need knowledge about gifted 

students to appropriately facilitate them. This article aims to give descriptive insights 

into teachers’ views and perceptions of students with extraordinary learning potential 

(gifted) in Norway. To examine this, we used a survey of primary and secondary school 

teachers (N = 339), exploring teachers’ self-evaluated need for knowledge, how 

teachers evaluate different characteristics, and the teachers’ open-ended descriptions. 

We also report descriptive statistics from the survey. The results indicate that the 

Norwegian teachers wanted more knowledge about gifted students; they reported 

positive characteristics like performing well and being hardworking and intelligent but 

also being bored and, to some degree, displaying disruptive behavior. Here, 74% of the 

teachers reported they had experiences with teaching gifted students. One implication is 

including giftedness as a topic in teacher education. Our study points to important areas 

for further research—for example, more in-depth research with Norwegian teachers on 

their view and characterization of gifted students. 

Keywords: gifted identification; teachers; high ability; student characteristics 

Introduction 

Teachers are essential in gifted education. As Tirri (2017) stated, “Teachers are the key agents 

in identifying and nurturing all kinds of talent” (p. 211). Internationally, a lot of research has 

supported the needs of gifted students but has shown differences across educational systems 

and that teachers are not always providing the necessary support and facilitation (Renzulli, 

2012; Sekowski & Łubianka, 2015; Walsh & Jolly, 2018). If gifted students are not provided 

for, they may develop socioemotional difficulties, negative attitudes toward school, and even 

drop out (Subotnik et al., 2011). Many policy-level strategies can help teachers identify gifted 

students, and policy does matter by providing structure and guidance (Gubbins et al., 2021; 

Haug, 2020b; Hodges et al., 2021). Unfortunately, not all countries or municipalities have 
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policies regarding gifted students. In these situations, the teacher becomes even more critical 

in identifying their students’ needs. What happens when there are no national policies to help 

teachers, and how do teachers view gifted students and their educational needs? The current 

article illustrates this by exploring teachers’ views on education for students with 

extraordinary learning potential in Norway through a descriptive survey. In the survey, we 

used the term extraordinary learning potential; the present article will use both extraordinary 

learning potential and gifted students. 

The Case of Norway 

In the current article, we focus on compulsory education, which, in Norway, consists of 

primary education from first to seventh grade and lower secondary education from eighth to 

tenth grade (The Norwegian Education Mirror, 2019).  

Gifted students are considered a new field of interest in Norwegian educational 

research. A research summary has pointed to the need for more research about Norwegian 

teachers in education for gifted students (Børte et al., 2016), and Norway published its first 

official report on education for gifted students in 2016 (NOU 2016: 14, 2016), establishing 

the new terms high learning potential and extraordinary learning potential. The report stated 

that giftedness is not essential in Norwegian teacher education and that Norway has no clear 

uniform policy regarding gifted students. The educational policies in Norway focus on 

inclusive and adapted education for all students (The Education Act, 1998). Accordingly, 

gifted students also need facilitation to enhance their potential (NOU 2016:14, 2016).  

If giftedness was not a topic teachers learned about during their teacher education, 

then teachers might lack knowledge about identification and facilitation in adapting their 

instruction to the needs of gifted students. Teachers may utilize different types of 

identification methods through assessment, such as ability tests, rating scales, or performance-

based assessments (Cao et al., 2017). In Europe, the most widely used criteria for 
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identification are aptitude tests or performance tests (Sękowski & Łubianka, 2015). However,  

ability tests are rarely used in Norway, and there are no rating scales (NOU 2016: 14, 2016).  

High learning potential is estimated to constitute 10–15% of the student population, 

while extraordinary learning potential comprises 2–5% (NOU 2016:14, 2016). In Norway, 

there are currently around 636,000 students in compulsory education, and the student-to-

teacher ratio is approximately 16 (The Norwegian Education Mirror, 2019). If 5% of the 

student population has extraordinary learning potential, that constitutes 31,800 students, so 

each teacher should statistically have one gifted student at any given time.  

Teachers in Norway must follow the principle of adapted education and equitable 

education (The Education Act, 1998, §§ 1-1, 1-3), which requires differentiation according to 

a student’s needs and predispositions. However, this principle is not an individual legal right 

(Haug, 2020a; National Directorate of Education and Training [NDET], 2021). The national 

requirements for teacher education define adapted education as variation through different 

assignments, material, intensity, organization, teaching aids, and methods. Teachers must 

adapt the instruction according to the diversity in their classes (Ministry of Education and 

Research, 2010).  

Students who do not have a satisfactory yield from ordinary education have the right 

to special education (The Education Act, 1998, § 5-1). However, according to the NDET, 

gifted students are not covered by the right to special education. They have a satisfactory 

yield and should receive adaptation within ordinary education (NDET, 2014).  

A qualitative study with focus group interviews of 322 preservice teachers in Norway 

found that the teachers acknowledge the need to differentiate students with high learning 

potential. However, teachers found it hard to design and conduct differentiated instruction 

(Brevik et al., 2018; Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016).  
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Nordic research on gifted students and giftedness 

In a qualitative Swedish study, Mellroth (2021) analyzed the discussions of 12 teachers in a 

professional development program. Mellroth found that the teachers were prepared to teach 

their highly able students in mathematics by providing differentiation and challenging 

assignments. The teachers also had the competence to recognize these students. On the other 

hand, in a quantitative survey, Persson found that gifted adults (N = 287) retrospectively saw 

Swedish schools as hostile and unsatisfactory (Persson, 2010). As in Sweden, gifted students 

in Norway are in regular classrooms, not in any special programs; hence, the general teacher 

needs knowledge about giftedness, potential, detection, provisions, and the dynamic 

relationship between potential, support, and motivation (Mattsson & Bengmark, 2011).  

Laine (2010) studied the Finnish public discussion of giftedness, finding a diversity of 

conceptions. Laine further asked if this diversity could influence how gifted children are 

identified in school and whether those participating in the public discussion discuss the same 

phenomenon. In Norway, new terminology has been established (high and extraordinary 

learning potential). However, it might be unclear what this terminology means and how to 

identify these students.  

 

Teachers’ characterization of gifted students  

When identifying gifted students, teachers in Norway must rely on their knowledge of 

giftedness, different characteristics, and performance assessment. However, teachers can be 

stereotypical in their characterization of gifted students and value excellence, potential, rarity, 

behavior, and innate ability (Lee, 1999; Rizza & Morrison, 2003). Gender biases may also 

influence characterization; some research has found evidence that girls are less frequently 

nominated for gifted programs (Endepohls‐Ulpe & Ruf, 2006; Hernández-Torrano et al., 
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2013). Level of experience and teacher training have been found to influence teachers’ 

responses (Rizza & Morrison, 2003).  

Persson (1998) studied Swedish teachers’ (N = 232) conceptualizations of giftedness, 

finding that teachers failed to understand the social-emotional aspect of giftedness, instead 

focusing on the ideal student, the “paragon of virtue”. Students characterized as such act as 

leaders, never give up, are inspiring, and act as teacher assistants when the need arises 

(Persson, 1998). This is not an image of all gifted students, and it is important to recognize 

that gifted students might underachieve and not perform according to their potential or the 

expectations of their teachers (Reis & McCoach, 2000). As Smedsrud (2018) stated, there is a 

misconception that gifted students must be high achieving. Mattson found that Swedish 

headteachers (N = 34) emphasized creative ability, logical ability, and motivation in the 

conception of gifted students in mathematics (Mattsson, 2010). Norwegian preservice 

teachers have characterized students with high learning potential as a heterogenic group with 

requirements regarding subject knowledge and cognitive and socioemotional needs (Brevik et 

al., 2018).  

Finnish teachers have characterized gifted students using cognitive, creative, and 

motivational features (Laine et al., 2016). A Spanish study found that the teachers nominated 

students with high scores in verbal and numerical areas for gifted programs, choosing 

students who exceled in social intelligence, showing that they were more likely to nominate a 

student displaying positive behavior than one with disruptive behavior (Hernández-Torrano et 

al., 2013). 

The literature indicates that extraordinary learning potential or giftedness is a new 

topic in educational research in Norway. Teachers in Norway are required to adapt education 

according to the diversity in their classes. Previous research has found that Norwegian 

teachers find it difficult to differentiate their instruction for gifted students (Brevik et al., 
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2018; Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016). Teachers require knowledge about gifted students and 

characteristics to help identify their students’ needs; however, they might have different 

biases.  

Aims of the study 

The current article aims to provide insight into how teachers perceive education for students 

with extraordinary learning potential in Norway, here by using descriptive data from primary 

and secondary school teachers. We sought to explore where teachers reported gaining 

knowledge, their self-evaluated need for knowledge about giftedness, and how they evaluated 

different characteristics. We were also interested in how many teacher-identified students 

there were in our selection because this is a new term and an understudied topic in Norwegian 

educational research. The following research questions guided the present article:  

1. Where do Norwegian teachers report that they have gained knowledge about gifted, 

and how do they self-evaluate their need for knowledge?  

a. How do the background variables of years of experience, experience with 

gifted students, and education level correlate with teachers’ self-evaluated 

need for knowledge? 

2. How do Norwegian teachers evaluate the different characteristics of gifted students, 

and how do they describe the characteristics of gifted students?  

The rationale for the current study is twofold. There is a gap in the Norwegian 

research literature regarding teachers and giftedness (Børte et al., 2016). Teachers are also the 

most crucial factor in Norwegian compulsory education for providing gifted students with the 

differentiation they need (Smedsrud et al., 2018; Tirri, 2017). The current study was a 

prerequisite for developing an interview guide for a qualitative interview study and 

identifying possible research gaps for further research.  
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Because extraordinary learning potential is a new term in Norway and might be 

unclear to teachers, we used the following definition in the survey: Students with 

extraordinary learning potential are those students with a strong need and potential in 

academic subjects like mathematics, reading/writing/language, science, technology, social 

sciences, or creative/esthetic subjects and who can transform their potential to talent only if 

their needs are met in a rich and responding learning environment (Idsøe, 2014, p. 14, our 

translation). This definition also defines giftedness and gifted students. We did not focus on 

one subject area but instead on gifted students in all subjects.  

Materials and Methods 

Participants 

In total, N = 339 teachers in Norway participated in a web-based survey. We recruited the 

participants in two cycles. The first sample consisted of n = 144 participants from a national 

inquiry of all combined grade 1 to 10 schools in Norway. Only 32 schools answered and sent 

the survey to their teachers, with a total response rate of 20%. After the first cycle, we 

contacted municipalities and received replies from one in Eastern Norway and one in Western 

Norway. The one in the east provided 18 participants, and the one in the west provided n = 

177, with a response rate of 63%. The total sample is considered a convenience sample 

(Gorard, 2001), so we cannot generalize the findings to all Norwegian 1–10 teachers.  

Pilot  

We conducted a pilot test with 48 teachers to evaluate the survey questions. The pilot 

participants answered the survey and gave feedback on the questions. After the pilot, we made 

some minor changes, such as changing the wording and formatting. We did not include the 

informants from the pilot in the final survey.  
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Instrument 

We collected data using a web-based survey provided by SurveyMonkey 

(www.surveymonkey.com). We designed the survey specifically for the current study, with 

25 questions split into five different areas: (1) background questions, (2) questions on 

teachers’ self-evaluated need for knowledge of gifted students and where teachers have 

received knowledge, (3) identification and characteristics of gifted students, (4) adaptation or 

differentiation of education, and (5) experience with gifted students. The survey consisted of 

dichotomous questions, Likert-scale questions, and open-ended questions. We developed the 

survey from the literature on gifted education, for example, on differentiation (Gagné, 2015; 

VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016), on characteristics (Ackerman, 1997; Betts & Neihart, 

1988; Cross, 2002; Idsøe, 2014; Lee, 1999; Lie, 2014), and other relevant literature (Renzulli, 

2012; Shaywitz et al., 2001; Subotnik et al., 2011) but with a Norwegian scope.  

The “characteristics of giftedness” scale consisted of 15 different characteristics that 

the teachers agreed or disagreed with on a five-item Likert scale. We developed the different 

characteristics from the Norwegian expert literature concerning cognitive and socioemotional 

characteristics and differences between high-achieving and gifted students (Idsøe, 2014; Idsøe 

& Skogen, 2011; Lie, 2014). The scale has been simplified, hence not representing all 

possible characteristics. We focused on the characteristics developed from the Norwegian 

literature. Preservice teachers have been shown to use cognitive and socioemotional 

characteristics when describing students with high learning potential (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 

2016). We ended up with the 15 characteristics representing various cognitive and 

socioemotional aspects, in line with previous research in Norway (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 

2016; Idsøe, 2014; Idsøe & Skogen, 2011; Lie, 2014). The open-ended question, where 

teachers could write what they believed characterizes gifted students, mitigated some 

limitations with the limited scale.  
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Analyses 

Descriptive frequencies and bivariate analyses were primarily used to establish any significant 

correlation with background variables. We analyzed the internal consistency of the scale 

“characteristics of giftedness” using Cronbach’s α. We used the open-ended questions as a 

supplement to the other survey data. We used quantitative content analysis to analyze the 

open-ended questions regarding teachers’ descriptions and where teachers have gained 

knowledge about gifted students (Neuendorf, 2017). See Table 1 for an example of the 

content analysis. Table 4 provides all the codes and frequencies. We performed all statistical 

computations using SPSS 25.  

 
Table 1  

Coding Example 

Quote Unit Code 

Ability to reflect, see contexts, 

and understand subjects on a 

much higher level than their age 

peers. Learning is substantially 

faster than the average student. 

Large inner drive and motivation 

for acquiring new knowledge.  

 

Ability to reflect, see context, and 

understand on a higher level 

Intellect 

 

Learning is faster 

 

Learn fast 

 

Large inner drive and motivation 

for acquiring new knowledge 

 

Motivation 

Joy of learning 

 Ethical considerations 

The Norwegian Center for Research Data (NSD) approved this study. To answer the survey, 

all participants had to read the information letter at the beginning of the survey. The 

information letter stated that participation was voluntary and that no personal information 
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would be collected for identification. By answering the survey, the participants completed an 

informed act of consent. 

Results 

The teachers were from different parts of Norway and teach first to tenth grades. Two-thirds 

identified as female (n = 261). According to the teachers’ self-evaluation, almost half (44%) 

believed they currently had students with extraordinary learning potential. More than 7 out of 

10 (74%) believed they had experience teaching these students. The participants had a mean 

experience of 14 years (SD: 10.5). For other descriptive results, see Table 2.  
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We have organized this section according to the research questions. First, Where do 

Norwegian teachers report they have gained knowledge about extraordinary learning 

potential, and how do they self-evaluate their need for more knowledge?  

Table 2  
Descriptive Statistics 

  

 N % 

Total 339 100 

National survey 144 43 

Eastern municipality 18 5 

Western municipality 177 52 

Gender   

Female 261 77 

Male 78 23 

Education   

Bachelor (4 years) 138 41 

Bachelor (4 +1 year) 139 41 

Master (5 years) 8 2 

Master (5 +1 year) 18 5 

Other 36 11 

Teaching level   

Primary school 213 63 

Secondary school 85 25 

Across all grades 37 11 

Administration 4 1 

Public school 310 91 

Private school 29 9 

School size   

<100 students 68 20 

100–199 students 85 25 

200–399 students 142 42 

>400 students 44 13 

Contact teacher   

Yes 187 55 

No 152 45 
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The teachers answered an open-ended question about where they had received 

knowledge or information about gifted students. This question was open ended because we 

did not want to limit the teachers to our predispositions, and it allowed the teachers to 

elaborate. The quantitative content analysis generated eight categories: experience (44%), 

education (27%), literature (18%), no knowledge (14 %), media (13 %), courses (6 %), 

parents/student themselves (5%), and other (3%). Fourteen percent claimed they did not know 

about giftedness and gifted students. Further, even though almost a third mentioned their 

teacher education, the teachers also reported that they did not see it as a vital part.  

Because teachers must adapt or differentiate education for all students, it is necessary 

to know if they used differentiation and if the educational system would allow for 

differentiation. Nine out of ten teachers agreed that they differentiated, and eight out of ten 

agreed that there was space for differentiated instruction in Norwegian schools.  

Further, the questionnaire asked the teachers to what degree they agreed (Likert scale 

1–5) that they needed more knowledge about gifted students and adaptation. Nine out of ten 

teachers said they needed more knowledge and information in this area. To investigate a 

possible relationship between the background variables (research question 1a), we performed 

a Pearson correlation between experience measured in years and the question, “To what 

degree do you agree or disagree that you need more knowledge about gifted students?” The 

correlation was significant, with a small negative correlation r = -.11 (p = .05), indicating that 

the more experienced teachers were less in agreement with the statement that they needed 

more knowledge about gifted students. However, because the correlation was small, whether 

it should be further interpreted is unclear. The other background variables had no significant 

correlations.  

 The second research question was, How do Norwegian teachers evaluate different 

characteristics of gifted students, and how do they describe gifted students?  
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We analyzed the “characteristics of giftedness” scale and looked at the teachers’ descriptions 

to answer this question. All answers were on a five-item Likert scale. A total of 288 

respondents answered the questions. See Table 3 for the descriptive results. We tested the 

scale’s internal consistency using Cronbach’s α, which gave a result of .75. This result was 

adequate (Pallant, 2016) but indicated that some items needed further clarification. The 

internal consistency indicated that the characteristics in the scale were related to each other; 

however, we analyzed them separately to determine which characteristics the teachers agreed 

with most.  
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The teachers mostly agreed on the positive characteristics; eight out of ten agreed that 

gifted students performed well and were inquisitive. Three out of four agreed that gifted 

students were willing to learn and showed an advanced language. The teachers were 

more diverse in terms of the students’ negative characteristics. Two out of ten agreed 

that gifted students can be irritating, while almost half (46%) agreed that they might be 

“know-it-alls” and that they might show disruptive behavior (48%).  

The survey asked the teachers to describe gifted students using an open-ended 

question (n = 268). The quantitative content analysis developed 19 different codes (see 

Table 4). There were differences in the teachers’ answers; some were long and detailed, 

and some were relatively short. The maximum number of codes was 9, the minimum 

was 1, and the mean was 2.93. The codes were related to cognitive traits in the student 

such as intelligence, creativity, and curiosity or behavior in school, such as 

hardworking, motivated, and problematic behavior. Some (10%) teachers mentioned 

that gifted students were diverse, making it difficult to sum it up in a few sentences.  
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Table 4 

Characteristics Developed from the Teachers’ Descriptions (n = 268) 

Character trait N % 

Cognitive attributes   

Intellect 91 34 

Need individual adaptation 79 30 

Subject knowledge 63 24 

Different 53 20 

Learn fast 50 19 

Joy of learning 47 18 

Curious 17 6 

Creative 10 4 

Behavior in school   

Boredom 84 31 

Problematic behavior 52 19 

Perform well in school 39 15 

Motivated 33 12 

Hardworking 28 10 

Fast 28 10 

Diverse group 28 10 

Independent 25 9 

Challenging 25 9 

Active 19 7 

Underachiever 13 5 

Note: Max codes 9, min 1. Mean 2.93. SD 1.43    
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Because statistically speaking, each teacher should have one student at any time 

with extraordinary learning potential, we were interested in how many teacher-

identified gifted students there were in our material. Three out of four teachers reported 

that they had experience with gifted students. Approximately each teacher has had six 

gifted students (the total reported number was 1,253 from 214 teachers, M 5.94), 

averaging out to three girls and three boys. Those who had gifted students (44%) at the 

time of taking the survey reported two gifted students each, one boy and one girl. We 

performed paired samples t-tests to evaluate the gender difference for reported boys (M 

1.42, SD 1.20) and girls (M 1.34, SD 1.36; t(91) = 1.82, p = .41, two-tailed), which was 

insignificant (total boys M 3.64, SD 3.65; total girls M 3.24, SD 3.95; t(164) = 1.81, p = 

.07, two-tailed).  

 

Discussion 

Norwegian teachers have been almost unanimous in their request for more knowledge 

about gifted students in our study. Mostly, the teachers have gained knowledge through 

their own experiences, and they did not report teacher education as an essential part. 

Tirri (2017) stated that teachers are key agents in developing talent. Furthermore, 

teacher education is the key to producing teachers with proper knowledge about 

students with extraordinary learning potential and how to facilitate them appropriately. 

Teachers need knowledge about different characteristics, tools for identification, 

adaptation in school, and differentiation. However, our results show that 14% of the 

teachers reported having no knowledge about gifted students. Almost 90% said they 

needed more knowledge. According to Norwegian official report (2016: 14, 2016), 

giftedness is not essential in teacher education. We also saw the same tendency in our 

results. Mellroth (2021) found that the teachers they interviewed stated a duty to acquire 
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knowledge about gifted students and the duty and right to disseminate their knowledge 

to other teachers. In line with this, there seems to be a need to include giftedness as a 

course in Norwegian teacher education (Brevik et al., 2018). Teacher education should 

provide teachers with the necessary knowledge to identify gifted students and provide 

for them in school.  

Experience with gifted students 

Statistically speaking, each teacher should have around one gifted student at any given 

time. However, only 44% of the teachers in our study reported they currently had one or 

more gifted students, and 74% reported they have had a gifted student during their 

career. This result might indicate that some gifted students were not recognized as 

gifted by their teachers because of limited knowledge or a more limited conception of 

giftedness. This result might also be a consequence of a lack of consensus regarding 

what constitutes extraordinary learning potential and the lack of uniform policies in 

Norway (NOU 2016:14, 2016; Smedsrud, 2020).  

 

Characterization of gifted students  

The Norwegian teachers characterized gifted students mainly in a positive light. The 

characteristics they agreed most with were “performs well at school” (82%), 

“inquisitive” (79%), and “willing to learn” (76%). In their open-ended descriptions, the 

most used characteristics were “intellect” (34%), “boredom” (31%), “need for 

individual adaptation” (30%), and high “subject knowledge” (24%). As so, Norwegian 

teachers primarily identified gifted students as intelligent, high achievers, curious but 

bored, and needing individual adaptation. This result is in line with previous studies 

from Sweden (Mattsson, 2010; Persson, 1998) Australia (Lee, 1999), the USA (Rizza & 

Morrison, 2003), and Finland (Laine et al., 2016).  
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 The student characterized by the teachers seems to be the golden student every 

teacher wants. This student is willing to learn, intelligent, diligent and hardworking, 

learns fast, and performs well. One problem is that this is not always the case. There is 

no absolute relationship between extraordinary learning potential and school 

achievement; gifted students might underachieve (Betts & Neihart, 1988; Rubenstein et 

al., 2012; Subotnik et al., 2011). In our study, the Norwegian teachers thought about a 

gifted student as mainly a high-achieving student. We saw this when looking at the 

frequencies, primarily of “performs well” and “diligent.” When combining “totally 

agree” and “somewhat agree,” 82% of the teachers agreed on the characteristic of 

performs well, and 58% agreed on diligence. These results indicate that the teachers 

focused on results, meaning underachievers might go unnoticed. If teachers do not 

recognize that gifted students might underachieve, these students could potentially lose 

out on beneficial interventions and facilitation in school (Reis & McCoach, 2000).  

Disruptive behavior 

An interesting result is that 48% of the teachers agreed on the disruptive characteristic, 

and in their descriptions, 19% described problematic behavior. It seems disruptive or 

problematic behavior is something that many of the teachers were experiencing. This 

result goes against other research, for example, a Spanish study indicating that teachers 

nominated students with positive behavior, not disruptive behavior (Hernández-Torrano 

et al., 2013).  

 

Limitations of the study 

Because the response rate was so low in the national sample, we feared that those 

teachers who initially answered the survey were only those interested in the field, which 

might give skewed results. Gorard (2001) mentioned how using only those volunteering 
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to participate in a survey can bias a study. This bias was less of an issue in the second 

sample. The first author traveled to the schools that participated, and the teachers 

answered the survey during their working hours.  

Although the current study obtained answers from teachers from the entire 

country, more than half of the teachers were from the same area, limiting the 

generalizability of the study. There was also missing data because not all teachers 

answered all the questions, especially the open-ended questions. However, we received 

answers from two-thirds of the teachers to the open-ended questions. Overall, the 

current study has provided valuable insights into teachers’ views on gifted education in 

Norway.  

 

Implications and further research 

Teachers are essential for how gifted students develop their potential (Gagné, 1995; 

Renzulli & Renzulli, 2010). To manage the (maybe impossible) requirement of meeting 

every student’s learning needs, teachers need to know what characterizes different types 

of gifted students and how they can differentiate their teaching. According to the results 

of our study, the teachers wanted and needed more knowledge about giftedness and 

gifted students. They displayed a mostly positive view of gifted students and 

characterized them as intelligent, performing well in school but bored, and, to some 

degree, displaying disruptive behavior. Even though each teacher statistically should 

have one gifted student at any given time, only 44% of the teachers believed they 

currently had gifted students. This result might indicate that some gifted students go 

unnoticed in Norway. It seems that giftedness should be considered a topic of higher 

value in Norwegian teacher education.  
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Because this was a relatively small study, there is a need for more in-depth 

research on this phenomenon in the Norwegian context. Areas for further research could 

be more in-depth research with teachers on their views, characterization, and 

conceptualization of giftedness or gifted students. Because the terminology and 

conception regarding giftedness are vague, it is crucial to investigate how teachers 

conceptualize this phenomenon.  

Further research should explore how Norwegian teachers adapt and differentiate 

their instruction for gifted students. It is necessary to investigate differentiation because 

there are some established best practices (Gagné, 2015), but Norway has no mandate 

regarding proper adaptation other than the overarching principle of adapted education 

for all students (Haug, 2020a; Olsen, 2020).  
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ABSTRACT
Norwegian educational policy focuses on inclusive, equivalent, and adapted education for 
all. We followed procedures for an inductive thematic approach to explore the educational 
experiences of seventeen gifted students (age twelve – fifteen). The inductive thematic 
analysis revealed three key themes: the educational system, the joy of learning, and 
problematic issues concerning school and learning. Our results are discussed in light 
of educational policy and Gagné’s Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent, and 
indicate that the Norwegian educational system does not meet these gifted students’ 
needs at either the individual or systemic levels. This study is vital for gaining a better 
understanding of the Norwegian perspective as well as the wider Nordic setting. 

Keywords: gifted education, primary school, secondary school, inductive thematic analysis, 
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Being a gifted student in a heterogeneous class is not necessarily an easy task. Interna-

tional research has shown that gifted students who are not part of a gifted program may 

develop issues related to behavior, drop out of school, or just give up on education and 

school altogether (J. R. Cross & T. L. Cross, 2015; T. L. Cross et al., 2014; Subotnik et al., 
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2011). Gifted students report feelings of otherness from their peers, apathy for school, 

that school is an obligation or “prison,” a need for sufficient challenges and differ-

entiation, and the importance of their teacher (Borovay et al., 2019; Brandišauskienė, 

2019; Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2020; McGrath, 2019; Samardzija & Peterson, 2015; Smith 

& Goebel, 2015; Yavuz et al., 2016). This inductive qualitative study aims to explore the 

educational experiences of seventeen gifted students in Norwegian secondary schools. 

The gifted students report on their secondary school education and retrospectively on 

their primary school education. 

Educational provisions for gifted students
There are three primary educational provisions for gifted students: segregation, 

acceleration, and inclusion (Rasmussen & Lingard, 2018). Segregation and accelera-

tion involve identifying gifted students and providing for them in segregated or accel-

erated classes. Acceleration can also entail skipping grades or entering comprehensive 

school earlier than peers.

Acceleration is often viewed as harmful to the students’ psychological and social 

well-being, both by teachers and parents (Bernstein et al., 2020; Dare & Nowicki, 

2019; Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). However, a longitudinal study of educational 

acceleration concluded that acceleration did not negatively affect psychological 

well-being (Bernstein et al., 2020). Gifted students benefit from grouping within the 

class, across grades in particular subjects, and by unique grouping for gifted students 

(Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). Acceleration has a positive, moderate, and significant 

impact on student academic achievement, and accelerated students outperform their 

non-accelerated same-age peers (Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). 

Inclusive provisions for gifted students are approaches within the same-age 

classroom involving differentiation and enrichment strategies (Rasmussen & 

Lingard, 2018; VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). Differentiation may involve 

the inclusion of advanced content from higher grade levels, critical thinking 

and problem-solving skills, projects and problem-based learning (Betts, 2004;  

VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). Gifted students prefer more demanding work 

and accelerated subjects with older students, and enrichment activities that are 

active, inquisitive, open-ended, and varied, as well as tailored to different learning 

styles (Borovay et al., 2019; Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2020; McGrath, 2019; Samardzija 

& Peterson, 2015). 

Teachers may have negative attitudes towards giftedness and gifted education; 

including, for example, the idea that gifted students do not need educational provi-

sions, or that the acceleration or segregation of gifted students is harmful. If teach-

ers have knowledge and training about giftedness and gifted education, they are more 

likely to meet gifted students’ educational needs (Geake & Gross, 2008). Students pre-

fer engaging, professional, and competent teachers who have reasonable control in 

their classroom (Samardzija & Peterson, 2015; Smith & Goebel, 2015). 
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Nordic research on gifted education
According to several comparison studies, there is not much information to be found 

about gifted education in the Nordic countries (Frantz & McClarty, 2016; Mönks & 

Pflüger, 2005; Reid & Boettger, 2015). 

Finland has a highly developed educational system, which educates all chil-

dren according to their individual needs. However, some Finnish teachers have a 

fixed ability mindset, and teachers need more knowledge about giftedness’s social-

emotional aspects (Tirri & Kuusisto, 2013). There are opportunities for acceleration 

through earlier entry to comprehensive school and enrichment and extra-curricular 

activities like summer camps or talent classes in Finland, Denmark, and Sweden 

(Dodillet, 2019; Rasmussen & Lingard, 2018; Tirri & Kuusisto, 2013). Gifted Swedish 

adults regard their education as unsatisfactory, with primary school being the least 

satisfying (Persson, 2010). 

Wendelborg and Caspersen (2016) found that high achievers in Norway report less 

teacher support, not enough challenges, lack of relevance, and a higher degree of bul-

lying (Wendelborg & Caspersen, 2016). Smedsrud (2018) found in his interview study 

of eleven Norwegian accelerated math students that they did not receive sufficient 

challenges, especially in early primary school. 

Gifted education in Norway
Norway bases its educational system on equity, inclusion, and adaption to the differ-

ent abilities and aptitudes of students; an ideology based on the UN Convention on the 

Rights of the Child and the Salamanca Statement (Ministry of Children and Families, 

1991; The Education Act, 1998, § 1-1, § 1-3; UNESCO, 1994). Norwegian students also 

have the right to be involved in and influence their education (The Education Act, 1998). 

If ordinary education does not cover students’ needs, they should receive special edu-

cation (The Education Act, 1998, § 5-1). Adapted education covers both ordinary educa-

tion and special education (Nordahl et al., 2018). 

In 2016, an official investigation concluded that three main systematic realiza-

tions were needed to better provide for students with high learning potential (gifted) 

(NOU 2016: 14, 2016). Primary and secondary education is not adapted enough to real-

ize gifted students’ learning potential. Schools are not utilizing the possibilities for 

pedagogical and organizational differentiation. The educational system needs a joint 

knowledge base (NOU 2016: 14, 2016, p. 8). 

Gifted education can be a part of special education, and receive special education 

stature (Mönks & Pflüger, 2005; Parliamentary Assembly Council of Europe, 1994). 

However, Norway reserves special education for students with, e.g., learning difficul-

ties, and the Norwegian Directorate of Education and Training (NDET) concludes that 

students with high learning potential have a satisfactory yield within ordinary adapted 

education (NDET, 2014). Adapted education covers ordinary and special education; in 

special education, adaptation is considered an individual right, while adaptation in 
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ordinary education is supposed to be achieved through variation and modification 

according to students’ diverse needs (NDET, 2020). 

Educational provisions for gifted students in Norway include acceleration through 

early entry to comprehensive school and skipping grades later, and single subject 

acceleration (NOU 2016:14, 2016). Teachers can use enrichment strategies through 

adapted education and differentiation, but we have little knowledge about the enrich-

ment and differentiation these students get in Norway (Børte et al., 2016). 

Theories on giftedness and development 
There are several definitions and theories regarding giftedness and development. In this 

article, we will refer to three different theories: the three-ring conception of giftedness 

(Renzulli, 2012), the Multifactor Model of Giftedness (MMG) (Mönks & Katzko, 2005), 

and the Differentiated Model of Giftedness and Talent (DMGT) (Gagné, 1995, 2004, 2010). 

The three-ring conception of giftedness model displays three interactive clus-

ters: above-average ability, task commitment, and creativity (Renzulli, 2012). These 

traits represent the main dimensions for creative productivity, and it is the interac-

tion between these traits that creates fruitful conditions for a creative, productive pro-

cess (Renzulli, 2012). Above average ability can be both general intellectual ability and 

a specific ability like, e.g., music. Task commitment is a focused or refined form of 

motivation, and creativity includes traits like curiosity, originality, and a willingness 

to challenge convention and tradition (Renzulli, 2012). The Multifactor Model of Gift-

edness combines these traits with support from the main environmental components: 

peers, family, and school (Mönks & Katzko, 2005). The MMG emphasizes that gifted-

ness can only develop in a fruitful interaction with the environmental dimension. 

According to Gagné (2010), giftedness is the possession of natural abilities or 

aptitudes that are untrained, spontaneously expressed, and considered outstanding. 

In Gagné’s (2010) model, he emphasizes three catalysts, the intrapersonal, the envi-

ronment, and chance. Through a developmental process, the natural abilities (gifts) 

develop into a systematically developed skill (talent). The catalysts will influence the 

developmental process and might promote or hinder development. The intrapersonal 

catalyst includes traits like physical characteristics, motivation, and personality. The 

environmental catalyst represents the milieu or environment with significant per-

sons, provisions, and significant events (Gagné, 2004, 2010). Chance influences both 

the intrapersonal catalyst, the environmental catalyst, and the developmental process 

itself. While it is possible to reduce some amount of chance, for example through the 

provision of a high standard of education for all students in all regions of a country, 

there will still be elements of chance that influence a child’s development. 

Current study
In this study, we aim to explore gifted education in Norway. The main research ques-

tion is, “How do Norwegian gifted secondary school students experience their education?” 
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There are few studies on gifted education in Norway, and it is crucial to explore this 

phenomenon from the perspective of those experiencing it. How do gifted students 

experience the educational provisions they get? Are their experiences different 

between primary and secondary school? How do these students relate to their teach-

ers, and what kind of teachers do these students prefer? 

This study will focus on the environmental catalyst in the DMGT, the environmen-

tal dimensions in the MMG, and the intellectual domain, which is the most familiar 

domain attributed to giftedness (Subotnik et al., 2011). 

Method
This article draws on a qualitative study (Braun & Clarke, 2006) with data from per-

sonal (face to face) semi-structured interviews (Brinkmann, 2015) with seventeen 

gifted students in Norwegian secondary schools, conducted by the first author during 

the spring of 2018. The inductive thematic analysis was driven by the data content, 

with the research question as a guide (Braun et al., 2015). The interview duration 

ranged from sixteen minutes to one hour and twenty minutes. The total amount of 

data consists of 303 pages of transcript (Times New Roman, size 12, line spacing 1.5).

Interview Guide
We developed the semi-structured interview guide from the research question “How 

do Norwegian gifted secondary school students experience school?” as well as previ-

ous research in the field (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015). We also did a quantitative sur-

vey with teachers before the interviews, which yielded some topics like facilitation 

and teachers’ recognition of talent. We did a pilot interview before the data collec-

tion, which prompted some changes in wording. The main topics were experiences 

and strategies in school, adapted education, family and friends, underachievement, 

social-emotional issues, and involvement in their education. 

The informants
Participants in this study are seventeen students between twelve and fifteen years 

(mean age fourteen) attending secondary school in Norway. Eleven participants are 

male, and six are female. The selection is a convenience sample (Gorard, 2001). There 

is an overweight of one gender, but we have not considered gender differences in this 

study. 

We recruited the informants in the study by contacting “Happy Children,” a net-

work for parents of gifted kids in Norway. We utilized social media, contacted all sec-

ondary schools in our home municipality, and reached out to a talent center in Math 

and Science. Inclusion criteria in this study was nomination by a teacher or parent, and 

a score of 95th percentile or above on at least one subscale in WISC-IV, Verbal Com-

prehension (VC), Perceptual Reasoning (PR), Working Memory (WM), or Processing 

Speed (PS). The first author tested thirteen of the participants; the remaining four had 
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been tested previously. The informants in this study are gifted more specifically in the 

VC, which means that they are exceptionally talented in language, reading, writing, 

or PR, which means they have talents with logical fluid reasoning and visual-spatial 

skills. Some had a homogenous profile with high scores in all domains, while others 

scored substantially better on VC or PR. 

Analysis
Thematic analysis is a common analytical method in qualitative interview studies 

(Braun et al., 2019; Braun et al., 2015; Braun & Clarke, 2006). We followed the six steps 

listed by Braun and Clarke (2006) for inductive thematic analysis. The first step was a 

close reading of the transcripts. The first author transcribed all of the interviews, and 

all authors read the transcripts. Step two is generating initial codes. See table 1 for an 

example of the preliminary coding. 

Table 1: Coding example

TEXT CODE(S) NOTE

Well it was an assignement where I was suppo-
sed to write about a book we had been reading 
in class, that was interesting. So I just started 
working, and working and I thought it was nice 
to write and feel like I’m coping with the assign-
ment. That’s a very nice feeling. 

Academic self-
confidence

Positive feeling of 
coping, interesting and 
challenging assignments. 

[ehm] I was kinda put in a class where I was like 
the “smart one”, because “wow she reads books 
in recess. And she pays attention in class!” And I 
always thought it was strange, so I kinda just got 
that role, like that. 

Primary school, 
Comments from 
other students, 
Roles

Didn’t feel like they fit 
in the class, they got a 
role as «the smart one» 
because of reading books 
and paying attention.

I like it best in secondary school. But I think it 
has a lot to do with the environment also. And, 
yeah I got involved in the wrong crowd like … 
and I think the subjects are more fun, and like 
there is more discussion and not just what the 
book says and remember that to the test. Like 
there is much more discussions in class, and we 
try to reflect more and such, and we learn more 
about those things. 

Discussion, En-
richment, Joy of 
learning

The student mention 
discussion and reflec-
tions as positive for 
learning. They say that 
it’s fun and they like to 
move past what the book 
says. This is in line with 
enrichment strategies. 

The first author coded the transcriptions in NVivo 12 Pro (QSR International),  

computer-assisted qualitative data analysis software (Silver & Lewins, 2015). First, by 

question, with all the individual answers from each informant at the same time. This 

method gave a sense of similarities and differences between informants. The second 

author conducted a preliminary coding, resulting in the same codes as the first author. 

After we coded all of the questions, we reread each interview and coded again. The 

coding sessions resulted in 98 different codes. Step three is searching for themes. We 

grouped some of the codes easily, while others remained separate until we determined 

the broader themes. Step four is reviewing themes. All authors discussed codes and 

preliminary themes during a meeting. The first author then wrote summaries of each 

theme, examined the themes for commonalities and differences, and searched for the 

overarching story. 
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Table 2: Relationship between themes, subthemes and codes 

OVERARCHING 
THEME

SUBTHEME CODES CODES

The Educational 
system

Adapted  
education

Enrichment Extra assignments

Acceleration Challenging work

Adapted education Complicity

Teachers

Competent teachers Golden Child

Teacher relation Helping teacher

Overbearing teachers Feedback

Understanding teachers Teacher – student conference

Focus on achivement

School –  
home relation

Teacher relation School – home

Family Challenging work at home

Primary school Primary school Problems with facilitation

School work

Extra assignments Projects

Group work Writing

Grade scores Ask for help

Homework Challenging work

The Joy of  
Learning

How I work

Notes Skip it

Organizing Don’t want to

Reading

Joy of learning Joy of learning Motivation

Subjects
Logical Challenging work

Discussions

Problems related 
to school and  
learning

Classroom (social 
environment)

Calm working  
environment Bullying

Class environment “Jantelaw” (Tall poppies) 

Problems related 
to myself

Detached Fear of missing out

Frustrated Tired

Gives up Issues with concentration

Need to finish Disruptive behavior

Instruction

No instruction Adapted education

Boring assignments Freedom to choose

Grouping by level Repetition 

Inductive thematic analysis is not a linear process (Braun et al., 2019), which we also 

saw in our study. After the first author wrote the thematic summaries, it was clear 

that there was an overweight of semantic codes and few latent codes, which prompted 

a new look at the material. Step five is defining and naming the themes, and step six 

is producing the report. We reviewed, described, discussed, and, after a meeting, 
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identified the themes, determining three main themes and eleven subthemes. The 

main themes are: the educational system, the joy of learning, and problematic issues 

concerning school and learning. See table 2 for the relationship between themes and  

subthemes. 

Validity and reliability
The terms validity and reliability are contested when it comes to qualitative research. 

Validity, especially, has many different denotations and connotations (Creswell & 

Miller, 2000; Hammersley, 2007). Even though the terms have different value and 

content in qualitative research compared to quantitative research, it is still crucial for 

the qualitative researcher to prove the credibility and quality of the research. Inclusion 

criteria were nomination by a teacher or parent and a score of 95th percentile or above 

on WISC-IV. WISC-IV is a cognitive measurement with an average reliability score of 

.97 on the full scale, and .94 on VC and .92 on PR in the original version (Wechsler, 

2003). In the Norwegian translation, the r score is .98 on VC, .92 on PR and .97 on full 

scale (Wechsler, 2009). In terms of validity, WISC-IV is an established tool for mea-

suring cognitive ability, and it is a validated test for measuring intellectual giftedness. 

In the validation of WISC-IV, they tested it on a clinical group with intellectual gifted-

ness. They found that the gifted group scored substantially higher on VC and PR but 

moderately higher on WM and PS (Wechsler, 2003). 

We have established the validity of the thematic results in this study by several 

means. All three authors read the transcriptions, and then discussed and agreed on 

the codes and themes. We achieved data saturation (Bryant, 2015; Fusch & Ness, 2015) 

in the coding around interview fourteen. No new codes emerged from the last three 

interviews. The first author returned to the material to look for disconfirming evidence 

(Creswell & Miller, 2000). We performed member checking by inviting the participants 

to a session to present the themes and findings. The participants who joined this ses-

sion agree that the themes represent their experiences. The tables included in the  

article also provide transparency. 

Ethics
Norwegian Centre for Research Data has approved this study. All informants and par-

ents gave their informed written consent (Traianou, 2015). To preserve the privacy 

of the participants, we have removed all names and places. We informed the partic-

ipants that they could withdraw, even after the interviews. Children as participants 

are considered more vulnerable and need further protection than adult participants 

(Traianou, 2015). We have synthesized the results to create a combined story rather 

than sharing the individual narratives. Even so, there will be individual quotes, which 

emphasize essential aspects. The individual quotes are translated from Norwegian 

to English, which gives an extra layer of anonymity, and there are no ages, genders, 

or names associated with the quotes. Informants are referred to using the genderless 

pronoun they/them. 
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Findings
Our primary research question was, “How do Norwegian gifted secondary school stu-

dents experience their education?” By following Braun and Clarke’s (2006) procedures 

for inductive thematic analysis, we developed three main themes; 1) the educational 

system, 2) the joy of learning, and 3) problematic issues concerning school and learn-

ing. The central phenomenon is that Norwegian schools’ overarching system is not 

adequately prepared for or invested in gifted students. The informants experience that 

the system is not a good fit for them and that it is necessary to change policy in order 

to improve their educational outcomes. 

Theme 1: The Educational system 
The analysis shows that there are different systematic issues related to teachers, 

schools, adapted education, and overarching issues, such as educational law. 

One of the systematic issues is teachers. Teachers can be a promotional or inhibi-

tory factor in gifted students’ education, based on their knowledge and attitudes. Our 

informants emphasize teachers who have helped them and teachers who have hin-

dered their education. 

I know several in my school, (…) who learn fast, (…) and they need more chal-

lenges in some subjects. And it’s like they won’t get it, and they are stuck with 

the teacher who is holding them back, and just repeat a lot they already know, 

and they lose motivation for the subjects. 

The quote above illustrates how teachers can be an inhibitory factor if they do not dif-

ferentiate the education provided. Further analysis reveals that teachers who have dif-

ficulties with classroom management, resulting in a lot of noise and disruption, may 

also inhibit gifted students’ development. 

Well, one of them, (…) it’s like a lot of noise and foolishness in his classes. It’s 

like he has no control over his students. (…) [A]ll the students they just walk 

around somewhere and do the complete opposite of what they are supposed 

to do. 

The student emphasizes that a good learning environment is built on the teacher’s 

control and classroom management skills. 

Moreover, the analysis shows what kind of teachers these students prefer —  

professional teachers who are knowledgeable in their subject and know how to convey 

their knowledge. 

They are teachers who are very flexible and who know their subject well. And 

teachers who (…) manage to facilitate for everyone, for all types of students. 

The quote above demonstrates that a good teacher differentiates the curriculum and 

adapts it to all students’ needs. Further, the preferred teachers are friendly but strict 
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when necessary; and the learning environment is calm and inviting. The students also 

describe teachers that give proper feedback. 

She gives good feedback on assessments. And that’s something I think is im-

portant, that you should look less on the grade itself and rather more on the 

assessment, like the comment on what you can do better, what was good and 

stuff like that, and she is very good at that.

The quote above shows that these students want more input than just a grade on paper; 

they want to know how to improve. A good teacher provides this kind of feedback. Fur-

thermore, the analysis revealed other systematic issues, like a lack of communication 

between teachers and more of the same work instead of greater difficulty. Addition-

ally, when the participants get challenging work, they have to work independently, as 

there are not enough teachers to facilitate appropriately. 

I think maybe they should facilitate better. [eh] I know it’s like everyone should 

have the same when they are at school. But I think it would have been better 

with more adaptation. I know it’s not possible, with the way the school is now, 

but more adaptation for each student (…) it would be better. 

In the quote above, the informant calls for more adaptation in school. It also demon-

strates that when everyone gets the same input, that does not mean that the educa-

tion provided is equitable. Some students say that this is probably difficult to change 

because that would mean changing the entire system. 

[I] t’s not stuff I want to change at this school, but like with the entire system, 

but I don’t think that’s realistic to think about.

These students see a fault in the system. The central issue is using groups based on 

the students’ competence level, not just the regular age group. The participants report 

that splitting the age group would make it easier for the teacher to facilitate and adapt 

the instruction and curriculum. 

[T]hey are not allowed to do that, my teacher said. Because it shouldn’t be 

elites and such, so they are not allowed to make groups by level (…). [I]nstead, 

they mix people who are on a level of two or three with people who get five 

and six. And I don’t think that works out for either of them.

Moreover, the analysis displays that grouping by level is considered elitist. Accord-

ing to participants, this notion makes it harder to adapt the education for all  

students. 

The analysis in this study revealed that it seems easier to facilitate for gifted stu-

dents in secondary school. Primary school (especially 1–4) appears to be the most 

disruptive and tedious for these students, and they talk about acceleration in an unfa-

vorable view. 
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In primary school, there was a lot less adaptation compared to secondary 

school. Like, (…) I work with 10th-grade math now, and I have a teacher 

teaching me. But in primary school, I just sat in the classroom with head-

phones on and did my own thing; there was no teaching. 

The quote above reflects both the difference between primary and secondary school 

and the systematic issue with facilitation. 

Besides, the analysis demonstrates that schoolwork is a systematic issue. These 

students share the same experience with group work; they get stuck with all the work 

and must carry the entire group. 

 [B]ut I don’t like cooperative work. (…) Why not? Because (…), especially 

if you have projects and such, (…) you get placed in a group where it’s quite 

different how motivated you are. So you get stuck with a lot of work, and I 

don’t like that. It’s very annoying, (…) Since I want the entire project to be 

good, not just my part, even if it’s an individual grade in the project, it’s like I 

want it to be perfect, so then I get stuck with a lot of work and do everything 

myself. 

The quote above also illustrates another vital aspect, which is involvement and partic-

ipation. In the Norwegian educational law (The Education Act, 1998, § 1-1), the students 

have the right to be involved and affect their education. On the whole, the informants 

regarded participation as occurring through the student council, and not as a way of 

influencing their education. 

Theme 2: The Joy of Learning
The analysis revealed different ways of learning in school. The informants enjoyed 

learning new things, especially logical subjects, and more significant projects that 

combined various subjects and art elements. 

In the analysis of how these students learn best, there are individual differences and 

shared experiences. Some of the students mention taking notes and organizing their 

learning, while others feel that notes are disturbing and they learn more by focusing 

on the teacher or reading. 

[A]nd I think it’s fun just to find out things like just go on Wikipedia and read 

about German minorities in Slovenia; I think that’s interesting. Just learning 

and learning. That’s fun!

The above extract displays the joy of learning these students have. The students talk 

with enthusiasm about the subjects they enjoy. They speak about logical subjects like 

math or science in optimistic terms. These subjects are rational and easily under-

standable, and they appreciate using this part of their brain. In addition, the partici-

pants consider discussions as fruitful for learning and questions that make you reflect 

as rewarding. 
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The analysis clarifies that project assignments, where they need to develop their 

own research question, are valid methods for learning and getting more challenges. 

For example, when we in science were supposed to make this health booklet, 

and that was fun because I didn’t know much about it; at the same time, you 

got to mix in knowledge from the book with graphic design and art.

The quote above demonstrates that project work can encompass different subjects and 

include art, which these students seem to enjoy. 

Theme 3: Problematic issues concerning school and learning
The analysis revealed that each informant mentions problematic issues related to their 

education. There are different aspects of their experience in school that disturb their 

learning. 

The analysis displays that other students in school might disrupt education and 

learning. 

[T]here was a lot of noise and disruption, and we didn’t do anything, the 

teacher didn’t know what I was supposed to do, so I just sat there and did 

nothing and got really frustrated. I was really mad at everything and everyone 

actually, since none of them were listening, and there was so much noise. 

The above extract illustrates how frustrated these students can get when some-

one disturbs their learning and education. The informants also need less repetition, 

varied instruction, more freedom to choose, facilitated education, and group-

ing by levels. When they do not get this kind of differentiation, they get bored and  

frustrated.

Repetition is, really, I think it’s just a waste of time for me when I know I could 

have used that time to learn something new, instead of repeating what we had 

two days ago. 

One student calls for a proper education, not just being expected to learn on their 

own. 

I don’t like the way (…) they teach me in math. Or it’s not even teaching, 

the way they want me to learn math on my own. I can’t sit in a room with 

a book and learn like that. You want to be taught? I want to be educated! 

But not instructed how to calculate the volume of a dice; (…) that’s just  

boring. 

The two quotes above emphasize the need for proper adaptation and facilitation in 

school. The informants are frustrated by repetition or sitting by themselves and learn-

ing independently. They want a proper education, not self-study. 
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The analysis further demonstrates that when the informants get bored and frus-

trated in school, they display disruptive behavior. This disruptiveness can take the 

form of daydreaming (being detached from the learning situation or task at hand) or 

physical disruptions (talking, walking, etc.). 

Mhm, and I used to talk a lot in class. They said I had to be quieter and not 

disturb others. If you think back to that time, do you remember why you 
were talking in class? It was because it was boring, so I talked to people. 

Boredom also leads to issues with concentration and feelings of fatigue. The students 

report how challenging it is to concentrate and put effort into tedious and unnecessary 

assignments. They do not put the same effort into these kinds of tasks as they would 

more challenging tasks. Moreover, the analysis revealed other problematic issues like 

perfectionism, that they need to stay on top of everything and are afraid of missing out 

on their education. 

To sum up, the students want teachers who are competent and can adapt the edu-

cation to their needs. The informants report that their education is better adapted in 

secondary school. There are issues related to the educational system, which indicate 

that the system is not optimal for them. Further, the informants reflect on how they 

learn best, and that they like project assignments, reflection, and discussions. Repeti-

tion and unnecessary work and assignments are tedious and result in a lack of concen-

tration and disruptive behavior. 

Discussion
Equitable education
Every student in Norwegian primary, secondary, and upper secondary school has the 

right to an inclusive, equitable education adapted to their needs and abilities (The Edu-

cation Act, 1998, § 1-1, § 1-3). This study indicates systematic challenges that might 

lead to education without equity, inclusion, and adaptation. 

The results in theme 1 reveal that the students want more grouping based on level. 

In Norway, the educational law emphasizes that you cannot regularly split student 

groups by competence level (The Education Act, 1998, § 8-2). The law does not permit 

schools and teachers to make permanent groups based on level, except for students 

with special education needs. However, it is allowed if such a grouping is less regular. 

Teachers might not be aware of this exception. In the official report from 2016 (NOU 

2016: 14, 2016), the authors mention grouping by level as a missed opportunity. Gifted 

students benefit from special groups and grouping within the class or across grades 

(Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). Individualization and differentiation are core princi-

ples in gifted education, but this is not easy to achieve in same age groups, which are 

heterogeneous in development and learning needs (Mönks & Katzko, 2005). The NOU 

(2016) argues that both teachers and schools might be underutilizing this option. Our 

results indicate the same. 
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Teachers are essential in the DMGT and the MMG (Gagné, 2010; Mönks & Katzko, 

2005). Teachers must be aware of the needs of the student and how to facilitate them 

properly. One result in theme 1 displays that a good teacher facilitates these students. 

These findings are on par with other qualitative studies that find that students value 

teacher competence and teacher personality, novelty, and creativity (Gomez-Arizaga 

et al., 2020; Samardzija & Peterson, 2015). In the DMGT, the chance element is a catalyst 

that affects both the developmental process and the environmental and intrapersonal 

catalyst (Gagné, 2004, 2010). As we see in the results, there are different experiences 

between the different students regarding the provisions and adaptation they receive, 

indicating that getting a teacher who provides and facilitates them influences how they 

experience their education. As in Schmitt and Goebel’s (2015) study, teachers might 

promote or hinder gifted students’ development. The educational system should reduce 

the amount of chance and how chance affects the education of gifted students. 

Wendelborg and Caspersen (2016) show that high achievers receive less support 

and fewer challenges than their peers. Smedsrud (2018) found that gifted students did 

not receive sufficient challenges, especially in primary school; Persson (2010) shows 

similar results from Sweden. In our study, the students are more pleased with their 

experience in secondary school and say the education there is better adapted. It is dif-

ficult to speculate on why there is a difference; it might be primary teachers’ com-

petence or knowledge about giftedness and gifted students’ needs. It might be, as in 

Sweden, that the increased difficulty in secondary school makes it easier to differenti-

ate or that specialized subject teachers find it easier to enrich the curriculum (Persson, 

2010). The results further demonstrate that the facilitation and adaptation for these 

students does not provide them with enough opportunities to develop their potential. 

Equitable education does not mean education that is the same for everyone – equity in 

education requires differentiation (Nordahl et al., 2018). 

Educational provisions
Education for gifted students can be adapted by utilizing content from a higher grade 

level and assignments that foster critical thinking and problem solving (Betts, 2004; 

VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). Provisions like adaptation and facilitation are 

an essential part of the DMGT and the MMG (Gagné, 2010; Mönks & Katzko, 2005). 

Adaptation through ordinary education might not necessarily fulfill the needs of 

gifted students. The individual right to adaptation in special education might give 

gifted students greater opportunity to utilize their potential. However, the Norwegian 

educational authority does not acknowledge giftedness as a “special” education need 

(NDET, 2014, p. 13). Are we losing some potential by neglecting that giftedness might 

be a “special” education need? 

 One of the provisions we see in the result is acceleration. Some participants have 

skipped a year, while others attend an accelerated subject. Acceleration is a tried and 

valued type of facilitation as it provides the necessary speed and less repetition (Sayler 

& Brookshire, 1993). Acceleration might mean starting school at five instead of six 
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(The Education Act, 1998, § 2-1), skipping a grade, or subject acceleration. The most 

significant problem we found with subject acceleration is getting it to work; you need 

the entire school environment to work together. There might also be issues related to 

the myth about the harmful effects of acceleration, but acceleration does not nega-

tively affect students socially or psychologically, and acceleration has a positive and 

significant effect on academic achievement (Bernstein et al., 2020; Steenbergen-Hu 

et al., 2016). Schools need to develop a system that makes it easier for students to take 

accelerated subjects (NOU 2016: 14, 2016). An overarching system would also reduce 

the chance element in what kind of provisions gifted students get. 

In theme 2, the analysis revealed how the participants feel they learn best. Logical 

subjects, reflection, discussion, project assignments, and creative and practical assign-

ments are fruitful for their learning. These results are similar to previous research that 

mentions discussion (Brandišauskienė 2019), logical subjects like math and science 

(McGrath 2019; Mujtaba & Reiss, 2016), reflection (Borovay et al. 2019), and creative 

enrichment projects (Brigandi et al., 2016; Gomez-Arizaga et al., 2020). Teachers need 

to know how to adapt the education so gifted students can utilize their potential. The 

forms of adaptation mentioned here are inclusive (Rasmussen & Lindgård, 2018) and 

possible to utilize in ordinary adapted education. When a teacher evaluates a gifted stu-

dent’s education, they should ask that student how they learn best and what motivates 

them, and use this information when adapting the education. A gifted student might 

need differentiation both in terms of types of assignments and content. 

The results in theme 3 show how problematic issues can lead to frustration and 

boredom. The examination further showed that when gifted students get bored and 

frustrated, they turn to disruptive behavior. Some research points to the relationship 

between giftedness and behavioral problems (Bakar & Ishak, 2014; Kennedy, 2002; 

Saunders, 2003; Shaywitz et al., 2001). Others find that gifted students show fewer 

behavioral issues (Cornell et al., 1994; Francis et al., 2015; Sayler & Brookshire, 1993; 

Shechtman & Silektor, 2012). It seems that gifted students in gifted programs are less 

likely to show behavioral issues like disruptive behavior. But, the picture is differ-

ent for gifted students who lack adaptation. There are no gifted programs per se in  

Norway, and students with high learning potential are reliant on their teachers and  

the provisions provided by their school.

Limitations
Qualitative researchers need to be aware of and reflect on the inherent biases and 

assumptions we bring to research (Becker, 1967; Finlay & Gough, 2003). Becker (1967) 

argues that sociological research should inform the reader about which side the 

research favors. This study focuses on students’ perspectives, and teachers might dis-

agree with this presentation. The themes are a product of how we analyzed the inter-

views and are subject to our biases. Themes do not emerge from the data, we are not 

discovering diamonds (Braun & Clarke, 2016; Constas, 1992), and different research-

ers might produce different themes. 
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As this is an inductive qualitative study with only seventeen participants, it is 

impossible to generalize the findings to all gifted students in Norway. There were 

some differences in interview duration, with the shortest interview at sixteen minutes. 

This participant answered every question but was much less talkative than the other 

participants.

Conclusion
Previous research on gifted students in Norway is scarce, and this study contributes 

to this area of research with valuable knowledge about how gifted students experience 

their education in primary and secondary school. The study’s themes reveal that the 

informants’ experience of their education is that it is not adequately adapted to their 

needs and abilities. The students experience different issues that affect and disturb 

their learning in school, including issues with the system, with a particular teacher or 

classroom, or how they handle boring assignments. According to the DMGT and MMG 

(Gagné, 2010; Mönks & Katzko, 2005), teachers and schools are necessary for develop-

ing gifts to talents. Our results indicate that the Norwegian educational system is not 

adequately prepared to give gifted students the conditions they need to further their 

development. This means that each teacher must provide students with the neces-

sary facilitation. Still, the teacher might have limited knowledge about giftedness and 

adaptation for gifted students. It highlights the chance element in DMGT and how this 

affects the education of gifted students. Systematic challenges concerning accelera-

tion and adaption need to be addressed so that gifted students in Norway can receive 

an inclusive, equitable and adapted education. 

Implications and further research
Our study is important for teachers as we highlight gifted students’ experiences in 

Norway and their needs. Our results are also valuable for policymakers. It might be 

necessary to implement changes on a systemic level to better provide for gifted stu-

dents and reduce the chance element in their education. There is a need for more 

knowledge and information about gifted students in Norwegian teacher education and 

for policymakers.

Further research should investigate how to facilitate these students, as well as 

how to explore teachers’ perspectives. Exploring giftedness and disruptive behav-

ior in Norwegian schools is also of interest. How prevalent disruptive behavior 

is in the Norwegian gifted student population is impossible to say based on this  

study.
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Adapted education for gifted students in Norway: A mixed methods study 

Abstract 

In this article we describe the mixed methods research (i.e., quantitative survey and 

qualitative interviews) we conducted to investigate adapted education for gifted students in 

Norway. The survey results showed that the teachers (n = 132) used differentiation strategies 

and agreed that gifted students need an adapted education that extends beyond the regular 

curriculum. We identified three themes related to adapted education based on an analysis of 

the student interview data (N = 17, aged 12–15) and four themes based on an analysis of the 

teachers’ responses to the open-ended survey question regarding adapted education. We also 

investigated similarities and differences between teacher and student themes: both groups 

reported similar enrichment strategies applied within adapted education, as well as similar 

barriers and systematic challenges to its facilitation.  

Keywords: Adapted education, mixed methods, teachers, students 
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Introduction 

In Norway, interest in gifted students and in the differentiation and adaptation of education for 

this student population is increasing (Børte et al., 2016). The myth that gifted students can 

manage on their own is being debunked as educators increasingly recognize that gifted 

students need facilitation from teachers to develop their gifts properly (Gagné, 2004; Renzulli, 

2012; Subotnik et al., 2011). Absent the guidance they need, they are in danger of developing, 

for example, socioemotional difficulties, behavioral issues, negative relations with peers and 

teachers, and negative self-value (Cross, 2014).  

Frantz and McClarty (2016) demonstrated through their study of 38 Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) countries that cultural characteristics 

contributed strongly to the way each country managed gifted education. The policy 

approaches they identified were differentiated on a scale ranging from egalitarianism to 

meritocracy. The egalitarian doctrine involved three distinct approaches: (a) providing 

differentiated or adapted education for all students, (b) including gifted education within 

special education, and (c) implementing inclusive strategies for underrepresented groups in 

gifted education (Frantz & McClarty, 2016, p. 49). Specialized gifted schools have been 

established as part of the public education system within the meritocracy doctrine. Seven 

countries, including Norway, Sweden, Denmark, and Finland, have not enacted any laws that 

address gifted education, have less knowledge about gifted students, and place less focus on 

this aspect of public education (Børte et al., 2016; Frantz & McClarty, 2016; Reid & Boettger, 

2015).  

Despite the increasing attention gifted education is now receiving in Norway, 

educators still have little information on how to facilitate strategies to adapt and differentiate 

education for gifted students (Børte et al., 2016). The current mixed methods study considered 

both the teacher and the student perspective to investigate the differentiation and adaptation of 
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education in primary and secondary schools for students with extraordinary learning potential 

(i.e., gifted) in Norway.  

The Norwegian context 

The educational approach in Norway is built to promote equity, inclusion, and adapted 

education (Nordahl et al., 2018). Providing an equitable education involves ensuring that all 

students are met with appropriate challenges and that no students are excluded based on their 

preconditions. However, it does not require that every student receive the same education; on 

the contrary, equity requires differentiation and adaptation (Nordahl et al., 2018).  

To ensure the provision of an inclusive education, schools and teachers must heed the 

diversity in the student group. The matter of inclusive education also raises essential questions 

that are addressed by different and sometimes opposing positions (Magnússon & Sims, 2021). 

These questions ask who, as in which groups need inclusion or which are considered 

excluded, and how, as in how can we adjust pedagogical and organizational elements to 

provide an inclusive education. These questions also touch on the relationship between 

inclusion and special education, regarding which two strong, opposing positions exist: special 

education as a means to inclusive education, and special education as incompatible with 

inclusive education (Magnússon & Sims, 2021).   

In Norway, the concept of inclusion as individual integrity, whereby diversity as the 

inclusion process has its own value, is integral to the understanding of inclusive education 

(Vik & Hausstätter, 2014). Inclusive education, in Norway,  has its roots in the Salamanca 

Statement by UNESCO in 1994, in which gifted students are among the various student 

groups specifically mentioned (UNESCO, 1994).  

Adapted education is one way to provide inclusive and equitable education for all. 

Norwegian educational law dictates that education be adapted to meet all students’ needs and 
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abilities (The Education Act, 1998, § 1-3). According to the Norwegian Directorate for 

Education and Training (NDET), adapted education is not an individual right of each student; 

instead, it is realized through variation and differentiation in line with the student group’s 

diversity (Norwegian Directorate for Education and Training [NDET], 2020b). 

 Special education is regulated in § 5-1 in the Education Act, which states that all 

students who do not or cannot get a satisfactory yield from ordinary education shall receive a 

special education (The Education Act, 1998). However, the Act does not concretely define 

what constitutes a “satisfactory” yield; such determinations require an assessment based on 

the student’s needs and available provisions. The NDET has established that gifted students 

already achieve a satisfactory yield and, thus, are not covered by special education (NDET, 

2014).  

 Adapted education, as a principle, encompasses both ordinary adapted education and 

special education (Nordahl et al., 2018). Teachers might adapt education through individual 

educational plans or by applying general principles for a good education (Hausstätter, 2012). 

In this article, “adapted education” refers to the legal term based on § 1-3 in The Education 

Act (1998). In that sense, adapted education is not an individual legal right: it does not entitle 

all students to receive individualized education plans tailored to their specific needs. Rather, 

adapted education is a strategy implemented within the classroom to the extent the teacher can 

manage. The implementation of adapted education is a lofty goal but one that schools should 

strive to achieve to the greatest degree possible (Haug, 2020).  

Teachers report that they lack the necessary time and resources and are unsure of the 

space available to support differentiated instruction for students with special needs within 

ordinary education (Herlofsen & Nilsen, 2016; Nordahl et al., 2018). Gifted students are not 

considered to have special needs; however, they require differentiation and adaptation as well. 

Pre-service teachers have described gifted students as diverse and have reported difficulties in 
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developing and implementing differentiated teaching targeting this student group (Brevik & 

Gunnulfsen, 2016).  

 The Norwegian Official Report entitled “More to Gain – Better Learning for Students 

with High Learning Potential” (NOU, 2016: 14, 2016) recognizes three main systematic 

issues that impact the education of gifted students. First, the comprehensive education is not 

appropriately adapted to enable gifted students to realize their full learning potential. Second, 

opportunities exist for implementing pedagogical and organizational differentiation that 

schools are not utilizing. Third, the national and local educational systems need to operate 

according to a joint knowledge base regarding measures to differentiate instruction for gifted 

students (NOU 2016: 14, 2016, p. 8). The NDET published a compilation for schools in 2020 

guiding educators on how to facilitate an optimal education for gifted students in response to 

the third issue (NDET, 2020a).  

Differentiation and adapted education for gifted students 

Rasmussen and Lindgard (2018) classified educational provisions for gifted students into 

three types: segregation, acceleration, and inclusion. Under segregation and acceleration 

provisions, the gifted students are identified and taught in segregated or accelerated classes. 

Other forms of acceleration include skipping grades, early entry into higher school levels, or 

personalized accelerated pacing of the curriculum (Missett et al., 2014). According to Mönks 

and Pflüger (2005), early entry into first grade and skipping grades are the most prevalent 

forms of acceleration implemented in the EU. While their report does not indicate segregated 

groups as a provision, some EU countries do offer special schools for the gifted (Mönks & 

Pflüger, 2005).  

 Myths and negative connotations surround both acceleration and segregation. 

Segregation can be considered elitist, and teachers and parents may view acceleration as 

harmful to the student’s psychological well-being and social development (Bernstein et al., 



Adapted education for gifted students in Norway 

6 

2020; Dare & Nowicki, 2019; Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). Recently, however, a longitudinal 

study demonstrated that acceleration did not negatively affect the student’s psychological 

well-being (Bernstein et al., 2020). At the same time, acceleration has been shown to have a 

positive and significant impact on achievement. Moreover, gifted students have been shown 

to benefit from grouping within the class, grouping across grades in particular subjects, and 

unique grouping for the gifted population (Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). Students support the 

notion of acceleration for high-ability learners and believe it benefits the accelerated student, 

the teacher, and other students (Dare & Nowicki, 2019).  

Nevertheless, teachers may have misconceptions borne of the harmful myths 

connected to acceleration and ability grouping (Bernstein et al., 2020; Steenbergen-Hu et al., 

2016; Troxclair, 2013), as the substantial empirical support for acceleration and ability 

grouping has not necessarily translated into practice in education (Lee et al., 2010; Missett et 

al., 2014; Troxclair, 2013; Wood et al., 2010). A study in Finland uncovered that teachers 

supported differentiated education for gifted students but held more negative views toward 

acceleration and ability grouping (Laine et al., 2019). Since teachers may perceive 

acceleration and ability grouping negatively, enrichment strategies that can be implemented 

within heterogeneous ability groups must be considered.  

At the same time, gifted students in homogenous age groups need inclusive provisions 

that involve differentiation and enrichment strategies (Rasmussen & Lingard, 2018; Renzulli 

& Renzulli, 2010; VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). Differentiation can involve utilizing 

advanced content from higher grade levels and higher-level questions from Bloom’s 

taxonomy that require students to use critical thinking and problem-solving skills, developing 

different projects, and to engage in problem-based learning (Betts, 2004; Renzulli & Renzulli, 

2010; VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016). These types of enrichment programs promote a 
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higher level of thinking and creativity and allow students to explore topics and materials in 

depth (Kim, 2016).  

A recent meta-analysis found that enrichment programs positively impact academic 

achievement and socioemotional development (Kim, 2016). According to Gagné (who used 

the term “enrichment” in place of “differentiation”), best practices for enrichment programs 

include enriched K–12 curriculum, systematic daily enrichment, full-time ability grouping, 

customized/accelerated pacing, personal excellence goals, highly selective access, and early 

interventions (2015, p. 287). 

Teachers can enrich (i.e., differentiate) the curriculum via the four Ds: density, difficulty, 

depth, and diversity (Gagné, 2015). Density, which is the most crucial of these four, entails 

compacting or condensing the curriculum. Systematic daily enrichment requires teachers to 

challenge gifted learners each day. Full-time ability grouping is a sensitive and controversial 

subject and is not allowed under Norwegian educational law (Gagné, 2015; The Education 

Act, §8-2, 1998). Customized acceleration or pacing demands that enrichment programs also 

heed the student diversity. Gifted students are not a homogenous group, which obliges 

teachers to identify each gifted student’s unique needs and predispositions. Personal 

excellence goals are set by either the gifted student or the teacher and may change when 

necessary. Highly selective access ensures that the enrichment program reaches the student 

group that will benefit most from it. Finally, early interventions are strategies implemented 

early in gifted learners’ educational journey, ideally as soon as teachers discover their 

giftedness.  

This study investigated adaptation and facilitation for gifted students in Norway. We used 

a convergent mixed methods design to understand adapted education from both the teacher 

and student perspectives. The overarching research question guiding this research—How is 
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education adapted for gifted students in Norway?—was supported by the following 

quantitative, qualitative, and mixed methods sub-questions:  

Qualitative: How do gifted students experience adapted education?  

Quantitative: How do teachers report they facilitate education for gifted students? How do 

teachers report the use of differentiation, the available space for differentiation, and their 

school’s prioritization of differentiation for gifted students? 

Mixed: How does the thematic analysis of gifted students’ experience of adapted education 

confirm or differ from the survey results regarding how teachers facilitate their students?  

Method 

This research involved the analysis of data gathered for a study that followed a convergent 

mixed methods design (Creswell, 2015). As such, two sub-studies, one quantitative and one 

qualitative, are included in the overall study (author XX). The design is not parallel because 

the studies were not conducted simultaneously. It has a sequential element, whereby results 

from the first quantitative phase influenced the development of the interview guide used in the 

qualitative phase. Still, the research remains convergent, as the studies were primarily 

conducted separately, and the merging or mixing of the data happened in the integration 

phase. However, the combination of quantitative and qualitative data was not equal in this 

design, as the purely quantitative data were supplementary to the qualitative data driving the 

research. Hence, this study falls on the qualitative side of the mixed methods scale (Hesse-

Biber, 2010; Johnson et al., 2007). The study is explorative and descriptive, seeking to 

investigate adaption from two perspectives. Including quantitative and qualitative data and the 

teacher and student perspective captures a broader view of adaptation in Norway’s 

educational system. Combining the teacher and student perspectives allows us to look at this 
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issue through different lenses. According to Creswell (2015), utilizing different analysis units 

is efficient when comparing multiple perspectives.  

Figure 1  

Timeline and illustration of data collection and analysis 
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Quantitative phase  

In the quantitative study, we collected data through a web-based survey of 339 teachers from 

Norway. We recruited the participants in two cycles. Initially, we intended to conduct a 

national survey; however, a low response rate from both schools and teachers in the first cycle 

challenged us to use other methods to recruit participants. The first sample included 144 

participants from a national inquiry sent to all combined primary and secondary (1–10) 

schools in Norway. In the second cycle, we contacted municipalities in Norway and received 

positive replies from one in eastern Norway and one in western Norway. The eastern 

municipality added 18 participants, while the western municipality provided 177 participants 

from 15 schools. The response rate from the western municipality was 63%. Thus, the sample 

population is considered a convenience sample (Gorard, 2001), so we cannot generalize the 

findings to all Norwegian teachers in primary and secondary school.  

For the current study, we surveyed a subsample consisting of teachers who reported 

having a student with extraordinary learning potential in their classrooms at the time of the 

survey (n = 132). We included in the survey a definition of “extraordinary learning potential,” 

which is the term commonly used to refer to gifted students in Norway. See Table 1 for 

background information and statistics on the study subsample. No significant differences were 

observed between the background statistics for the subsample and the same statistics for the 

survey’s total sample.  
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Table 1  

Descriptive background statistics of teachers 

 N       % 

Total 132  100 

Gender   

Female 97 74 

Male 35 26 

Education   

Bachelor (4 years) 47 36 

Bachelor (4 +1 year) 58 44 

Master (5 years) 3 2 

Master (5 +1 year) 9 7 

Another 15 11 

Teaching level   

Primary school 80 60 

Secondary school 35 26 

Across all grades 17 13 

Administration 1 1 

Public school 117 89 

Private school 15 11 

School size   

<100 students 28 22 

100-199 students 27 21 

200-399 students 54 41 

>400 students 21 16 

Contact teacher   

Yes 87 66 

No 45 34 

Note: This sample is teachers who answered yes to the question “Do you currently have gifted students?”  

 



Adapted education for gifted students in Norway 
 

12 
 

Instrument and procedures 

We administered a web-based survey through SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com) to 

gather the quantitative data. The survey consisted of 25 questions, including both background 

questions and questions related to gifted students. This article focuses on the responses to five 

questions regarding differentiation (see Table 2) and to responses to an open-ended question 

about educational strategies used with gifted students (see Appendix 1 for copy of the survey).  

We performed a pilot test with 48 teachers who completed the survey and shared 

feedback on the questions and formulations. Based on that feedback, we made minor changes 

to the study; we did not include data on the informants from the pilot in the final survey 

calculations.  

Qualitative phase 

In addition to the quantitative survey, we performed individual, face-to-face, semi-structured 

interviews (Kvale & Brinkmann, 2015) with 17 gifted students in Norwegian secondary 

schools. Data collected through the interviews comprised 303 pages of transcripts (size 12 

Times New Roman font, 1.5 line spacing). The duration of the interviews varied, ranging 

from 16 to 80 minutes.  

Interview guide 

The main research question for the qualitative study was “How are Norwegian gifted 

secondary school students experiencing school?” This question guided development of the 

semi-structured interview guide. Before the data were collected, the first author conducted a 

pilot interview, which prompted some wording changes to the interview guide. The main 

topics addressed were experience and strategies in school, adapted education, family and 

friends, underachievement, social-emotional issues, and involvement in their education.  
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Recruitment and selection criteria for informants 

Participants in the qualitative study included 17 gifted students between the ages of 12 and 15 

who were attending secondary school in Norway. Eleven participants were male, and six were 

female.  

We pursued multiple avenues to recruit gifted students to participate, including 

connecting with Happy Children, a Norwegian parental network for parents with gifted kids; 

contacting a talent center in math and science; reaching out to all secondary schools in our 

municipality; and posting messages on social media. To participate, the student had to be 

nominated by a teacher or parent and score at the 95th percentile or above on one or more 

subscales in the WISC-IV: verbal comprehension (VC), perceptual reasoning (PR), working 

memory (WM), or processing speed (PS). The participants were gifted either in VC 

(exceptionally talented in language/reading/writing) or PR (talented in logical fluid reasoning 

and visual-spatial skills). The first author assessed 13 of the participants; the other 4 had been 

evaluated previously. Some had high scores in all domains, while others scored substantially 

higher on VC or PR.  

Ethics 

The Norwegian Centre for Research Data approved both studies presented in this article. All 

informants in the quantitative survey and all informants and parents involved in the qualitative 

study provided their informed written consent (Traianou, 2015). We informed the participants 

that they could withdraw from the studies at any time, even after completing the interviews or 

the survey. To preserve the participants’ privacy, we removed all names and locations. 

Current study 

This article presents the analyses from each of the two primary studies and responds to the 

central mixed research question that serves as the guiding force of this article: “How does the 
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thematic analysis of gifted students’ experience of adapted education confirm or differ from 

the survey results regarding how teachers facilitate their students?” To answer this question, 

we employed an inductive thematic analysis of gifted students’ experiences as reported during 

their interviews; we then used the codes regarding facilitation and adaptation in the deductive 

thematic analysis of teachers’ answers to the open-ended survey question: “What kind of 

facilitation would you as a teacher provide to students with extraordinary learning potential?” 

Because the students reported their actual school experiences, we decided to include those 

teachers who indicated that students with extraordinary learning potential were represented in 

their classes at the time of the study (132 teachers). The students reported on their recent 

experiences in secondary school and recalled experiences from primary school.  

Analyses 

The analyses in this study reflect a combination of qualitative and quantitative approaches. 

We used inductive thematic analyses (Braun et al., 2015; Braun & Clarke, 2006) in the 

qualitative study to examine the data from the student interviews, following the six steps 

listed by Braun and Clarke (2006): we familiarized ourselves with the material, generated 

initial codes, searched for themes, reviewed the themes, defined and named them, and 

produced the report. The qualitative student codes were then used deductively to analyze 

teachers’ responses to the open-ended survey question on the facilitation of differentiation and 

adaptation. Using the student codes as our deductive framework, we searched for themes, 

defined them, and named them. We used NVivo 12 pro (QSR International), a computer-

assisted qualitative data analysis software (Silver and Lewins, 2015), for our analysis.  

We used descriptive statistics to answer the quantitative research question regarding 

teachers’ self-reported use of differentiation. The respondents were asked five questions 

regarding differentiation and adaptation. Responses to these questions were indicated using a 
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5-point Likert scale, with answers ranging from “totally disagree” to “totally agree.” We used 

IBM SPSS 25 for frequency analyses.  

Results 

Quantitative findings 

We asked the teachers five questions regarding differentiation and adaptation to gain insights 

into the teachers view on differentiated instruction for gifted students. Table 2 presents the 

results for each question.  
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A large majority (84%) of the teachers reported that they can utilize differentiated 

instruction in their classrooms, and 92% confirmed employing it in their teaching practices. 

Nine out of ten teachers agreed that gifted students need facilitation beyond ordinary 

education. Regarding the availability of space for adaptation, the teachers were more split: 

only 46% agreed on the claim that schools provide space for adaptation. The teachers were 

also divided in their perceptions of the priority their schools place on adapting education for 

gifted students, with 53% indicating that their school does not prioritize these strategies.  

Of the 132 teachers in the subsample, 108 responded to the open-ended survey 

question “What kind of facilitation would you as a teacher give to students with extraordinary 

learning potential?” The responses, which were not restricted to a limited number of 

characters, ranged from short two-word replies to long answers containing 300–400 

characters. All but two teachers referred to some form of facilitation. Some teachers described 

vivid and diverse forms of facilitation, while others only wrote “adapted education.” We used 

the codes developed from the qualitative analysis of the way gifted students’ experience 

adaption and facilitation as a deductive coding framework. In addition to the 26 student codes, 

we developed 9 extra codes from the teachers’ answers that did not fit the initial student 

codes. In the analysis we found on average 1.9 codes in the teachers’ answers, with a 

maximum of 5 codes and a minimum of 1. See the codebook (Appendix 2) for all codes and 

quotes. 

Qualitative findings – Students 

In the interviews, the students mentioned both proper adaption and challenges to its 

facilitation. Following the procedure for the inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 

2006), we developed three themes related to facilitation: adapted education, the teacher as a 

promoter or inhibitor, and barriers regarding facilitation. See Table 3 for the relationships 
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between themes and subthemes. The central phenomenon that emerged was that gifted 

students experienced adapted education through enrichment strategies; however, systematic 

barriers existed that sometimes hampered the implementation of these strategies, such as the 

lack of proper facilitation and teachers who do not differentiate the curriculum.  

 Analysis of the qualitative data uncovered various strategies teachers and students 

used to adapt gifted students’ education classified under the theme adapted education.  

You do not get anything out of doing the same assignments all the time; it’s 

better to skip further on and to a higher level. 

The students reported enrichment strategies like consulting web pages, completing additional 

assignments, working on projects that align with their interests, and making adjustments to 

enrich assignments themselves. Moreover, they expressed a preference for assignments that 

develop reflective and logical thinking and projects that involve art and design. Further, the 

students mentioned acceleration in different subjects and accelerating by skipping grades.  

 The analysis further revealed gifted students’ experiences with distinct types of 

teachers: the teacher as a promoter or as an inhibitor. The informants stated that they enjoyed 

competent teachers who convey the different elements of their instruction to all students.  

Teachers who are very flexible and know their subject well …can facilitate 

[learning] for all students. 

According to the students, competent teachers who promote student learning establish good 

relationships with students and give them proper feedback. These teachers can adapt their 

instruction and facilitate learning for all students. 

On the other hand, teachers who inhibit gifted students’ learning do not adapt the 

curriculum, refuse to allow gifted students to skip ahead and do other work, and patronize the 

students.  
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[T]hey [gifted students] won’t get the challenges they need and are stuck 

with the teacher holding them back …they [may] lose motivation for the 

subject.  

The students perceive these teachers as lacking an understanding of what the gifted students 

can manage and as holding them back.  

Analysis of the data related to the last theme, barriers regarding facilitation, revealed 

various challenges. The informants viewed group work negatively because they typically get 

stuck doing the lion’s share. Also, instead of being assigned different and more challenging 

learning activities, the students reported being assigned extra work of the same caliber. Some 

students referred to a lack of communication between teachers and less adaptation in primary 

school. The students who had received subject acceleration also experienced barriers to 

organizing the strategy and recalled often being placed in a room alone to work. The students 

indicated a desire for more freedom to choose, an accelerated education with less repetition, 

more variation, and grouping by levels. They perceived the education they were receiving at 

the time of the study to lack these types of facilitation strategies.  
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Table 3  

Relationship between themes and subthemes 

Overarching teacher theme Subtheme 

Individually adapted education Enrichment  

Acceleration 

less repetition 

challenges 

Instructional practices Varied instruction 

digital tools 

gifted groups 

student responsibility 

The supporting teacher Student-teacher conference  

guidance and support 

teacher competence 

Systematic challenges Large classes 

other students’ needs 

not enough help from the administration 

difficulties grouping by level 

Overarching student theme Subtheme 

Adapted education Enrichment 

Acceleration 

Schoolwork 

The teacher as a promoter or 

inhibitor 

Competent teachers 

Teacher relation 

Overbearing teachers 

Understanding teachers 

Barriers regarding facilitation Classroom environment 

 Grouping by level 

 Boring assignments 

 Primary school 
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Qualitative findings – Teachers 

We used the codes from the inductive thematic analysis (Braun & Clarke, 2006) from the 

qualitative study in a deductive thematic analysis of the teachers’ answers to the open-ended 

question, “What kind of facilitation would you as a teacher give to students with extraordinary 

learning potential?” In the deductive analysis, we developed four themes: individually 

adapted education, instructional practices, the supporting teacher, and systematic challenges. 

See Table 3 for the relationships between themes and subthemes. The central phenomenon 

that emerged was that the teachers in our study adapted the curriculum for gifted students by 

assigning them challenging work geared toward a higher grade level, by varying their 

instruction, and by supporting and motivating their students. Teachers identified both a large 

student body and a lack of support from the school administration as challenges to facilitating 

differentiation and adaption appropriately.  

The analysis of the responses classified under the theme individually adapted 

education showed how the teachers adapted gifted students’ education and instruction by 

giving them challenging assignments designed for a higher grade level.  

I wish to adapt the assignments so the students become motivated and 

challenge themselves. 

Acceleration was described as being implemented through books or assignments from a 

higher grade level. The teachers mentioned open-ended and problem-solving assignments that 

allow gifted students to reflect and analyze as fruitful for differentiation and enrichment. The 

teachers also described asking gifted students to ponder philosophical questions and questions 

they, themselves, do not know the answer to as an additional enrichment technique employed. 

The analysis revealed that the supporting teacher facilitates adapted education by 

supporting and motivating students.  
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First and foremost, give them support to show what they can achieve. Not 

all these students have the structure and self-discipline to show their 

potential. 

Some teachers noted that allowing gifted students to skip repetitive and easy assignments is 

vital for their motivation. A few teachers commented that gifted students should complete 

assignments that they can manage individually, making them more independent, so that the 

teacher can dedicate time to other students in the class. The teachers also identified support 

and teacher–student conferences as essential to facilitating adapted education so they are not 

alone in designing and implementing the related strategies.  

The analysis related to instructional practices conveyed the techniques teachers use to 

vary their instruction for gifted students.  

Group work or projects where the gifted students get to work together. They 

often speak the same language and need to stretch themselves further. 

Teachers cited digital tools, reversed education (or flipped learning), differentiating teaching 

materials, and grouping the gifted students together to work on assignments as ways they vary 

their instruction.  

The data analysis related to the theme systematic challenges demonstrated that 

teachers experience obstacles that hinder them from facilitating adaptation for students with 

extraordinary learning potential in real world settings, such as being singly responsible for 

many students.  

You can give them extra challenges, but you don’t have time to follow up 

with them during a typical day. 

Some teachers expressed a desire to group students by achievement level more often, and 

some wished for more teachers in the classroom, while others reported a lack of support from 

the school administration.  
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Mixed 

The mixed methods research question guiding this study was as follows: how do the thematic 

analysis of gifted students’ experience of adapted education confirm or differ from the survey 

results regarding how teachers facilitate their students? Table 3 presents the themes garnered 

from analysis of the student interview transcripts and those developed through analysis of the 

teachers’ responses to the open-ended survey question." 

The teachers described both practices they actively employed and methods they 

wanted to employ to facilitate differentiated instruction; however, they do not explicitly refer 

to the measures they are not implementing. Similarly, the students reflected on both their 

experiences and their vision for their ideal educational design. Still, the mixed analysis 

revealed many similarities in how the student and teacher participants described the 

facilitation of an adapted and differentiated education. For example, both students and 

teachers mentioned giving gifted students open assignments that require reflection, problem-

solving, and the consideration of philosophical questions. The teachers referred to grouping 

gifted students with other students on the same level. In contrast, the students themselves 

wanted to be grouped by levels, but found they were often put in mixed ability groups where 

they ended up doing the Lion’s share. The teachers highlighted assigning gifted students 

reading materials and exercises intended for a higher grade level as acceleration strategies that 

can be employed for subsets of students within the same class. The students mostly discussed 

acceleration in the form of skipping grades or advancing in a specific subject.  

The teacher as a promoter or inhibitor theme encompassed ways a teacher can 

promote or inhibit gifted students’ education and potential. Naturally, the teachers only 

addressed how they promote their students’ learning. The analysis indicated that students 

reported a need for competent and flexible teachers who establish good relationships with 

students and adapt their instruction. At the same time, the teachers referred to creating fruitful 
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relationships with students through student–teacher conferences and by supporting their 

students, guiding them, and letting them skip ahead to more advanced work. 

The analysis further uncovered negative feedback from both teachers and students 

regarding the grouping of students by levels. The students expressed a desire for their 

education to be provided in a more homogenous setting in terms of ability, while the teachers 

indicated a desire to create such groups but noted that they encounter challenges to doing so. 

Some teachers identified systematic issues like being alone with a large student group as 

contributing to these challenges. The gifted students also identified systematic issues and 

barriers to the facilitation of adapted education, including a lack of communication between 

teachers, difficulties in organizing accelerated programming, and receiving an education that 

has not been adapted to their needs and potential.  

Discussion  

This study aimed to investigate how education is adapted for gifted students among our 

selection of teachers and students. The teachers included in this study reported having gifted 

students in their classrooms at the time they completed the survey; however, the students and 

teachers were not from the same schools.  

Gifted students are diverse and need different supports and adaptations to develop 

their gifts or potential properly. If they do not receive the proper support, they may be at risk 

of developing various problematic behaviors, losing interest in school, developing negative 

self-esteem, and even dropping out of school (Cross, 2014; Renzulli, 2012; Subotnik et al., 

2011). Teachers are essential to providing the necessary support and differentiation for gifted 

students, as they are the key agents in identifying and developing the potential of all students 

(Tirri, 2017). Teachers in our study agreed that using differentiated instruction for gifted 

students in their schools was feasible, and some reported having incorporated it into their 
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teaching practices. In the mixed methods analysis, teachers and students mentioned similar 

strategies and systematic difficulties and barriers.  

Enrichment strategies within adapted education 

Inclusion is the default for all students in the Norwegian educational system (The Education 

Act, 1998, § 1-1). Inclusive education has its roots in the Salamanca Statement, in which 

gifted students are among the different student groups mentioned specifically (UNESCO, 

1994). In Norway, inclusion is viewed as individual integrity, whereby diversity as well as the 

inclusion process has its own value (Vik & Hausstätter, 2014). However, establishing an 

inclusive and diverse classroom requires the teacher to differentiate and enrich the instruction 

and curriculum to fit the gifted students’ needs. The quantitative results reflected a general 

consensus among the teachers that incorporating differentiated instruction was possible in 

their schools and that they, themselves, employed this strategy. The teachers also agreed that 

gifted students need an adapted education to be facilitated that extends beyond the scope of 

ordinary education. They were split on whether the educational system prioritizes this kind of 

facilitation.  

Gagnè (2015, p. 287) presented seven criteria that define best practices for enrichment 

programs. The first two are enriched K–12 curriculum and systematic daily enrichment. As 

these two are highly intertwined, we combined them for the purpose of this discussion. The 

themes adapted education and individually adapted education applied to enrichment 

strategies in education and instruction. Gagnè (2015) described four enrichment types, called 

the four Ds: difficulty, depth, diversity, and density (the most important of the four). Density 

refers to compacting the curriculum so gifted students learn more in a shorter time frame. The 

teachers’ and students’ themes included different assignments, more challenging assignments, 

projects, reflections, and art and design. These responses are more akin to the other three Ds, 

primarily, difficulty and depth. Some teachers referred to utilizing books from a higher grade 
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level to assign more complicated work but did not mention compacting the curriculum. These 

results align with the findings reported for a study in Sweden, where teachers differentiated 

instruction through challenging and open-ended tasks (Mellroth et al., 2019).  

Density can also be an acceleration strategy. Acceleration can be achieved in multiple 

ways, such as beginning school at a younger age, skipping grades, accelerating in a specific 

subject, or following a personal accelerated curriculum (Missett et al., 2014; Rasmussen & 

Lindgård, 2018). Analysis for the theme adapted education showed that students reported 

both full-time acceleration (skipping grades) and subject acceleration, while teachers only 

reported acceleration strategies that involved using books from a higher grade level. In the 

theme barriers regarding facilitation, challenges encountered with subject acceleration were 

highlighted. The barriers mentioned include organizational difficulties, communication issues 

between teachers and students, and a lack of actual instruction. Is the education genuinely 

accelerated if the student completes all work alone using a book from a higher grade level? 

We do not know why the teachers in our study did not mention acceleration strategies. It may 

be because of the organizational difficulties we uncovered under the student theme, or it may 

be related to the myths and misconceptions concerning acceleration (Bernstein et al., 2020). 

In this study, 35% of the teachers disagreed with the claim that schools allow space for 

adaption, and 53% indicated that schools do not prioritize adaption for gifted students. These 

results may indicate the same organizational difficulties that we found in the student data. The 

lack of mention of different forms of acceleration by the teachers aligns with the findings of 

previous studies on teacher attitudes toward gifted education that have suggested that teachers 

are skeptical or even hostile toward acceleration strategies (Laine et al., 2019; Troxclair, 

2013).  

 Criterion 3 (Gagné, 2015) is full-time ability grouping. The analysis of barriers 

regarding facilitation revealed the students want to be grouped by levels more often. In 
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Norway, schools and teachers are restricted by law from making permanent groups based on 

ability (The Education Act, 1998, § 8-2). However, the law only prohibits the usual grouping 

by ability; flexible grouping is allowed. Nevertheless, the student and teacher participants 

indicated that they have not experienced this in practice.  

Criteria 4 and 5 were not mentioned by the students or by the teachers. Furthermore, 

we found no references to customized pacing or personal excellence goals for gifted students 

in the analyses. Teachers addressed providing guidance for their students in the survey 

responses highlighting the supporting teacher theme, but not through individual plans or 

goals. Generally, teachers display a broad understanding of adapted education with less 

individualism (Hausstätter, 2012). None of the students mentioned that their teacher 

developed personal goals for them. Criterion 6, highly selective access, is not relevant in the 

Norwegian context.  

Moreover, the analysis revealed that criterion 7, early interventions, was mentioned by 

some students relative to skipping grades in early primary school. However, the analysis also 

demonstrated that students reported only minor adaptations in primary school; also, none of 

the teachers mentioned any early intervention strategies. Thus, we see indications that early 

intervention is lacking for gifted students. 

Barriers within an egalitarian education 

As noted in the introduction, the Norwegian educational system is built on equity, inclusion, 

and adapted education. This principle is true for special education, ordinary education, and 

gifted education. An equitable education requires differentiation for all. Adapted education 

encompasses all aspects of the educational system, but is adapted education (in its legal form) 

enough for gifted students? The teachers in our survey agreed that gifted students need 

facilitation of an adapted education that surpasses the ordinary education. Adapted education 

within ordinary education is not an individual legal right but a high ambition (Haug, 2020). Is 
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it possible to differentiate the education appropriately for gifted students within ordinary 

adapted education? Both inclusive and adapted education require that schools and teachers 

heed the diversity in each student group and differentiate and adapt accordingly. However, 

seeking to provide an inclusive and adapted education does not necessarily mean that all 

schools and teachers manage to fulfill this ambition for all students. Indeed, whether it is even 

possible may even be a topic for discussion.  

According to Frantz and McClarty (2016), the three distinct approaches to gifted 

education within egalitarian cultures include (a) adapted education for all students, (b) 

including gifted education within special education, and (c) inclusive strategies for 

underrepresented groups. Norway utilizes the approach of adapted education for all students. 

The results and analysis in this study indicate that adapted education within ordinary 

education does not provide the best practice for gifted students in Norway (Gagnè, 2015).  

 A study that examined Swedish policy documents revealed that gifted students are 

described as students with special needs who are at risk of developing a variety of problems. 

They are placed under the umbrella of special needs education, however, with some issues 

concerning inclusion. The policy documents focus on organizational differentiation, which 

can be defined as an exclusive rather than an inclusive practice (Magnússon & Sims, 2021). 

Magnusson and Sims (2021) reported that gifted students risk being forgotten or invisible in 

the full inclusive classroom or being excluded by being placed into separate groups. Teachers 

in Norway find facilitating adapted education for students with special educational needs in 

the ordinary inclusive classroom challenging (Herlofsen & Nilsen, 2016). Suppose teachers 

lack time and resources to support students who have a legal right to an individualized 

adapted education: What would the situation be for gifted students who need facilitation but 

do not have the same legal right? The analysis in this article shows both students and teachers 

point to difficulties and systematic challenges in the provision of gifted education. Some of 
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these challenges are related to ability grouping; others relate to communication, acceleration, 

lack of instruction, mixed-ability group work, slow progress, and too much repetition.  

Including gifted education within special education is considered an egalitarian 

approach (Frantz & McClarty, 2016). The official report uncovered that opportunities exist 

for pedagogical and organizational differentiation that schools are not utilizing (NOU 

2016:14, 2016). Flexible grouping by ability is possible; however, neither teachers nor 

students in our study reported experiencing such groupings. Perhaps defending these special 

groups for the gifted students would be easier if Norway considered gifted education part of 

special education. However, as the study from Sweden suggests, these special groups might 

also be considered as conflicting with inclusive education (Magnússon & Sims, 2021). The 

egalitarian culture itself may be the barrier to properly adapting education for gifted students.  

Gifted students need proper educational strategies to help develop their potential 

(Renzulli, 2012; Subotnik et al., 2011). Of course, gifted students are not a homogenous 

group, so they need individual differentiation based on their unique needs and predispositions. 

However, some best practices have been established for educational strategies that include 

accelerated pace, ability grouping, enrichment, or differentiation within heterogeneous ability 

groups. According to the results of our study, Norway may have a way to go to in developing 

an appropriate education program for gifted students.  

Limitations and implications for further research 

This article presents the results from a quantitative survey and a qualitative interview mixed 

methods study that captured both teachers’ and students’ perspectives. Our study highlighted 

trends and results that may be necessary for other teachers and policy makers in Norway and 

other egalitarian educational cultures to consider. This research offers a glimpse into an 

educational system that lacks specific programs for gifted students and showcases how gifted 
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students and teachers work to differentiate the education within that system. The quantitative 

survey participants constituted a convenience sample; hence, we cannot generalize the results 

to all Norwegian teachers in primary and secondary schools. Furthermore, the teachers in this 

study self-evaluated their teaching and instructional practices, so those data may be biased. 

Additionally, the gifted students only reported on their own experiences; other students in 

Norway may have had vastly different experiences. However, similarities in the facilitation of 

adapted education and the challenges teachers and students both pointed to lend credibility to 

our results. Moreover, utilizing a mixed methods approach adds strength. Thus, the blind 

spots regarding barriers and challenges may not have been as profound in a purely qualitative 

or quantitative sample.  

 Further research should investigate how to navigate the challenges of ability grouping 

and how to implement acceleration within the egalitarian educational system. Is it possible, 

feasible, or just not ideologically attractive? Will the best practices presented by Gagnè 

(2015) work best in the Norwegian educational system, or should we consider other 

approaches and practices? Have gifted students in Norway experienced these best practices, 

and how? These are interesting questions for further exploration.  
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  Factor Loadings from the Principal Axis Factoring  

 1              2              3 Communalities 

Willing to learn .687 .074 -.291 .567 

Diligent .666 .045 -.300 .656 

Social .591 .065 .468 .661 

Inquisitive .521 .191 -.153 .398 

Performs well at school .514 .125 -.256 .407 

Creative .454 .287 .252 .545 

Show an advanced 
language 

.450 .386 -.229 .584 

Introverted -.364 .601 -.144 .613 

Unsocial -.417 .600 -.237 .601 

Know-it-all -.131 .482 .035 .385 

Irritating -.414 .470 .121 .416 

Energetic .365 .395 .320 .492 

Silent .197 .385 -.158 .287 

Disruptive -.369 .380 .241 .342 

Extroverted .415 .143 .554 .584 



 

 

 

 

Codebook – Adapted education for gifted students in Norway 

Codes and references in the teachers’ answers to an open-ended survey question.  
	

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

Student codes Codes developed from the inductive 

thematic analysis of interviews with 

17 gifted students 

0 0 

Enrichment Adaption beyond what the rest of the 

class is working on 

Problem-solving, philosophical, and 

challenging assignments 

32 33 

Discussions  0 0 

Being an extra 

teacher 

Let them teach others what they know 

(be an extra teacher) without taking 

absolute control.  

4 4 

Extra 

assignments 

When the original assignment is done, 

they will get new and more 

challenging assignments.  

3 3 

Acceleration  Faster progression in a subject 

In mathematic they get assignments 

from older students’ curriculum when 

they have showed they know 

16 16 



 

 

 

 

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

everything in the ordinary 

curriculum.  

Issues with 

acceleration 

 0 0 

Group-work  Group-work or projects where the 

gifted students get to work together. 

They often speak the same language 

and have a need to stretch themselves 

further.  

2 2 

Skipping work  Let them skip work they already know 1 1 

Grade-scores   0 0 

Homework  Adapted homework 

Homework on their level 

5 5 

Motivation  Don’t let them work on more and 

more assignments on the same level, 

that will influence their motivation 

negatively 

2 2 

Problematic 

Issues  

Ideally, I would make own 

assignments and give these students 

extra challenges. But, in praxis this is 

7 7 



 

 

 

 

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

difficult to do, because of a large 

student-body.  

You can give them extra challenges, 

but you don’t have time to follow 

them up during a normal day.  

Kept back  0 0 

No 

instruction 

 0 0 

Boring 

assignments 

 0 0 

Grouping 

by levels 

I wish there was space to create 

groups on each grade so students 

with extraordinary learning potential 

could get their own instruction.  

4 4 

Repetition Reduce all repetition and stuff that 

they easily learn by reading.  

3 3 

Moving too 

slow  

 0 0 

Varied 

instruction 

Vary instruction by using several 

teaching materials 

2 2 



 

 

 

 

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

Projects   0 0 

Reflection  Make space for students own 

reflection. 

More difficult assignments that also 

demands reflection and 

interpretation. 

3 3 

Writing   0 0 

Asking for help  0 0 

Adapted 

education  

Adapted education 

Adapt the difficulty on assignments, 

more advanced reading, adapt 

assignments online, online materials 

in math etc.  

I wish to adapt the assignments so the 

student becomes motivated and need 

to challenge themselves.  

44 45 

Challenges  Challenging questions, assignments 

and homework 

Give them assignments with a more 

challenging wording, give them 

47 47 



 

 

 

 

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

assignments I know will be 

challenging for them.  

Make your 

own 

challenges  

I often let the student themselves 

create their own questions.  

2 2 

Teacher codes Codes generated from the teachers 

answer that did not fit any of the 

student codes.  

0 0 

Digital tools  When you use digital tools it is easier 

to differentiate the instruction in 

different levels.  

1 1 

Student-teacher 

conference  

Talks with the student about the 

subject 

4 4 

More teachers More teachers so there is space to 

work with the different students who 

need it.  

1 1 

Support from 

teacher 

First and foremost give them support 

to show what they can achieve. Not 

all of these students have the 

structure and self-discipline to show 

their potential.  

Guidance and support if necessary.  

10 10 



 

 

 

 

Name	 Description	and	example	 Teachers	 References	

More 

knowledge 

More knowledge in the subject for 

myself.  

1 1 

Misunderstood 

the question 

Work with the goals in the IEP 2 2 

Social 

competence 

Emphasize social competence, 

cooperative skills and contact with 

the class.  

1 1 

Special talents Utilize special talents in e.g., music 

when possible.   

1 1 

Instructional 

practices 

Reverse teaching 3 3 

Note: Teachers represent the 108 individual teachers who answered the question. In 

some answers, the same code is counted twice on different elements in the answer, 

which is why some references have a higher count than teachers.  
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Forespørsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjektet 

 ”Gifted Education in Norway” 
Bakgrunn og formål 
Høsten 2016 startet jeg på mitt doktorgradsarbeid i spesialpedagogikk ved Universitetet i Bergen. Som 
en del av doktorgradsstudiet ønsker jeg å ha en kvalitativ intervjuundersøkelse av elever.  
Formålet med dette doktorgradsstudiet er å undersøke hvilken opplevelse elever med ekstraordinært 
læringspotensial har i den norske skolen, hvilken kunnskap lærere har, og hvordan lærere tilrettelegger 
for elevgruppen. Doktorgradsstudiet blir gjennomført og finansiert ved Universitetet i Bergen, Det 
psykologiske fakultet, institutt for pedagogikk. Prosjektleder og doktorgradsstipendiat Astrid K. 
Lenvik er under veiledning av hovedveileder førsteamanuensis Lise Øen Jones og biveileder 
førsteamanuensis Elisabeth Hesjedal. Studien vil ta for seg intervjuer av ungdomsskoleelever, og 
spørreundersøkelse til lærere på barne- og ungdomsskoler.  

Utvalget til intervjuundersøkelsen er basert på frivillig påmelding. Det er sendt ut informasjon om 
studien og ønsket om informanter gjennom mange ulike kanaler, heriblant Lykkelige barn, Facebook, 
Talentsentre og Mensa Norge.  

Hva innebærer deltakelse i studien? 
Deltakelse i studien innebærer å aktivt delta i et semistrukturert intervju med prosjektleder. I tillegg vil 
det bli gjennomført en WISC-IV evnetest for å kartlegge evnenivået til deltakerne. Hvis informanten 
har gjennomført en evnetest gjennom andre instanser (for eksempel BUP og PPT) vil den ikke bli 
gjennomført på nytt, men det vil da bli bedt om å få tilsendt kopi av testresultatet fra tidligere test. 
Testresultatet vil ikke bli brukt til noe annet enn det som er beskrevet her og vil bli anonymisert.  

WISC-IV testen (ved behov) vil ta ca. 1 time, og intervjuet på ca. 1 – 1,5 time vil gjennomføres i 
etterkant av testen.  

Spørsmålene i intervjuet vil være utforskende og handle om opplevelsen i skolen. Et semistrukturert 
intervju innebærer at spørsmålene ikke er faste, men at det er mulighet for å ta tak i det som 
informantene kommer med og gå videre på dette. Temaer som vil bli tatt opp er blant annet tilpasset 
opplæring, fungering i skolen (faglig og sosialt) og arbeidsstrategier. Intervjuet vil bli tatt opp på 
lydopptaker for å unngå misforståelser. Intervjuer vil også notere stikkord underveis.  

Foreldre kan, etter forespørsel, få tilsendt intervjuguide. 

Hva skjer med informasjonen om deg?  
Alle personopplysninger er underlagt taushetsplikt og vil bli behandlet fortrolig. Lydfiler og tekstfiler 
vil anonymiseres og kodes. Kun prosjektleder vil ha tilgang til personopplysninger og koblingsnøkkel. 
Koblingsnøkkel vil oppbevares adskilt fra øvrige data.  

Det er mulig å trekke seg fra prosjektet i etterkant, da vil lydfiler og tekstfiler bli slettet. 
Resultatene av intervjuene vil bli publisert som artikler uten at den enkelte person kan gjenkjennes. 

Prosjektet skal etter planen avsluttes 20.08.2020. Datamaterialet i form av tekstfiler, vil lagres utover 
dette, men koblingsnøkkel og lydfiler vil bli slettet. Det vil dermed ikke være mulig å trekke tilbake 
sitt samtykke etter denne dato. Datamaterialet vil kunne bli brukt i fremtidige publikasjoner også 
utover det som inngår i doktorgradsavhandlingen. 

Appendix 3 Information letter for interview and survey



   

Frivillig deltakelse 
Det er frivillig å delta i studien, og du kan trekke ditt samtykke uten å oppgi noen grunn frem til 
prosjektslutt. Dersom du trekker deg, vil alle opplysninger om deg bli slettet.  
 
Studien er godkjent av Personvernombudet for forskning, NSD - Norsk senter for forskningsdata AS. 
 
Ved spørsmål knyttet til prosjektet, ta kontakt med  
 
Astrid Lenvik 
astrid.lenvik@uib.no 
55582846 
 



Samtykke til deltakelse i studien 

Jeg har mottatt informasjon om studien, og er villig til å delta 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(Signert av prosjektdeltaker (elev), dato) 

Jeg har mottatt informasjon om studien, og er villig til å la mitt barn delta 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
(Signert av foresatt, dato) 



Interview guide 
Research question: How do Norwegian gifted secondary-school students experience their 

situation in school? How do they experience the adapted education, and what accommodation 

do they get in the adapted education? What strategies do they have in relation to learning and 

boredom in school?   

Age and gender 

1. Can you tell me a little bit about yourself? 

a. What do you like most about yourself? 

b. What do you like least about yourself? 

c. What do you like to do in your spare time? 

d. Can you tell me about some hobbies you have? 

2. Can you tell me about your regular school day? 

a. What do you like best about school? 

b. What do you like least about school? 

c. Are you satisfied with your regular school day? 

d. What would you change if you could? 

e. If you could decide, how would you design an education for youth in 

secondary school? 

f. Absence? What do you do if you are not at school? Do you skip school? 

3. How was primary school? 

a. Differences between primary and secondary? 

b. Did like primary or secondary best? 

4. Can you describe your regular school week? 

5. Which subjects do you like, and what is it that makes you like these subjects? 

a. Can you tell me when you get challenging work? What kind of 

assignments? 

b. Do you get any adaptions at school? 

6. How do you work with school work and home work ? 

7. Can you describe how you learn best? 

a. Can you tell me about a place you are when you are learning? 



8. Complicity and participation: In the Education Act § 1-1 it says among others 

that: Students and apprentices shall learn to think critical and act ethical and 

with environmental concern. They shall have joint responsibility and a right to be 

complicit in their education. Can you describe how you experience complicity in 

school?  

9. How are your grades? 

a. Would you say your grades are in line with what you can achieve at 

school? 

10. How is your relation with your teachers? 

a. Are there someone you have a better relation with, why? 

11. Have your teachers ever called you gifted/high potential/good at school? 

a. How was that experience? 

b. Does your teachers know of your potential? 

12. How is your relation to your parents? 

13. How are you thriving socially at school? Do you have good friends?  

a. Can you tell me a little about what you are doing when you are with your 

friends? 

14. When you are in the classroom and you get a boring assignment, how do you feel 

or react? 

a. What do you think about your reactions? 

15. When you get assignments that are challenging, how do you feel/react?  

a. How do you expect to cope with challenging assignments? 

16. Have you ever been so engaged in an assignment that you have forgotten all 

about time and place? 

a. When have you experienced this? What kind of assignments did you do? 

b. Has this happened at school? 

17. Are there any specific experiences you want to tell me? 

18. Are there anything I haven’t asked that you want to tell me?  



Kjære lærer

Forespørsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjektet «Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial i Norge»

Høsten 2016 startet jeg på mitt doktorgradsarbeid i spesialpedagogikk ved Universitetet i Bergen. Som en del av

doktorgradsstudiet ønsker jeg å ha en kvantitativ undersøkelse blant lærere. 

Formålet med dette doktorgradsstudiet er å undersøke hvilken opplevelse elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial har i den norske skolen, hvilken kunnskap lærere har, og hvordan lærere tilrettelegger for

elevgruppen. Doktorgradsstudiet blir gjennomført og finansiert ved Universitetet i Bergen, det psykologiske fakultet,

institutt for pedagogikk. Prosjektleder og doktorgradsstipendiat Astrid Lenvik er under veiledning av førsteamanuensis

Lise Øen Jones og førsteamanuensis Elisabeth Hesjedal. Studien vil ta for seg intervjuer av ungdomsskoleelever, og

spørreundersøkelse til lærere på barne- og ungdomsskoler. 

Utvalget av lærere er basert på alle skoler registrert som barne- og ungdomsskoler på skoleporten.no. Skolene blir

plukket ut og alle lærere på skolene vil få forespørsel om deltakelse. 

 

Hva innebærer deltakelse i studien?

Deltakelse i studien innebærer for deres del å svare på en nettbasert spørreundersøkelse. Undersøkelsen tar ca. 15

minutter å besvare. Det vil ikke bli innhentet personlige opplysninger utover kjønn og år som yrkesaktiv lærer.

Spørsmålene vil først og fremst omhandle kunnskap om elevgruppen, tilrettelegging, hvilke kjennetegn du mener er

passende, og hvorvidt du har/har hatt elever du mener passer inn i betegnelsen.

 

Hva skjer med informasjonen om deg?

Alle personopplysninger vil bli behandlet konfidensielt. De eneste indirekte personopplysninger som lagres midlertidig

er IP-adresser. IP-adressene vil ikke kobles til svarene, men kun brukes for å følge med på hvor mange svar som

kommer fra hver skole. Hvis spørreundersøkelsen blir besvart mens du er koblet til skolens nettverk vil ikke IP-

adressen være å anse som en indirekte personopplysning. All data vil anonymiseres og kvantifiseres. Det vil ikke

være mulig å gjenkjenne enkeltdeltakere fra spørreundersøkelsen i publikasjonen. 

 

Prosjektet skal etter planen avsluttes 20.08.2020. Datamaterialet vil lagres utover dette, men IP-adresser vil ikke bli

lagret utover dette. 

 

Frivillig deltakelse

Det er frivillig å delta i studien, og du kan når som helst trekke ditt samtykke uten å oppgi noen grunn.

Dersom du har spørsmål til studien, ta kontakt med Astrid Lenvik, astrid.lenvik@uib.no, 55583980.

Studien er godkjent av Personvernombudet for forskning, NSD - Norsk senter for forskningsdata AS.

 

Samtykke til deltakelse i studien

Forespørsel om deltakelse i forskningsprosjekt.

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 
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Jeg har mottatt informasjon om studien, og er villig til å delta.

Besvarelse av spørreundersøkelsen blir regnet som aktivt samtykke. 

 

Med vennlig hilsen

Astrid Lenvik 
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Tusen takk for at du deltar med dine betraktninger, det er et verdifullt bidrag i forskningen knyttet til denne gruppen

elever. Det er viktig at du svarer ut i fra din egen oppfatning av fenomenet, og ikke det du tenker at andre ønsker å

høre. Dine betraktninger er helt anonyme og vil ikke kunne spores tilbake til deg personlig, eller din skole.  

Alle skoler som er med i undersøkelsen blir med i trekningen av en fagdag om elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial med Astrid Lenvik, doktorgradsstipendiat. 

I denne spørreundersøkelsen kommer begrepet «ekstraordinært læringspotensial» til å bli brukt. Dette begrepet

dekker også begreper som begavet eller evnerik. Begrepet er i tråd med terminologien som ble brukt i NOU 2016:14

«Mer å hente, bedre læring for elever med stort læringspotensial».

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial er elever med sterke behov og potensial innenfor akademiske fag som

matematikk, lesing/skriving/språk, naturfag, teknologi, samfunnsvitenskap eller kreative/estetiske fag, og som kan

transformere sitt potensial til talent kun dersom disse behovene blir identifisert og møtt i et rikt og responderende

læringsmiljø. (Idsøe, 2014)

Velkommen til spørreundersøkelse om elever med ekstraordinært lærings

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 
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Informasjon om din utdannelse, erfaring som lærer og generell informasjon om skolen.

Bakgrunnsinformasjon

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 

1. Kjønn?*

Mann

Kvinne

2. Hvilken utdannelse har du?*

Lærerutdannelse (adjunkt)

Lærerutdannelse med videreutdanning (adjunkt med opprykk)

Lektor

Lektor med videreutdanning

Annet (vennligst spesifiser)

3. Hvor lenge har du praktisert som lærer?*

4. Er du kontaktlærer?*

Ja

Nei

5. Hvilket klassetrinn underviser du på?*

6. Hvor mange elever er det på skolen din?*
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7. Hvilken eierform har skolen din?*

Offentlig

Privat

8. Hvor mange innbyggere er det i kommunen til skolen din?*

Under 2000 innbyggere

2000 - 4999 innbyggere

5000 - 9999 innbyggere

10000 - 19999 innbyggere

20000 - 49999 innbyggere

50000 eller flere innbyggere
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I denne delen av undersøkelsen får du spørsmål relatert til elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial. Definisjonen

på elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial som blir brukt i denne undersøkelsen er: "Elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial er elever med sterke behov og potensial innenfor akademiske fag som matematikk,

lesing/skriving/språk, naturfag, teknologi, samfunnsvitenskap eller kreative/estetiske fag, og som kan transformere sitt

potensial til talent kun dersom disse behovene blir identifisert og møtt i et rikt og responderende læringsmiljø".

(Idsøe, 2014)

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial i skolen

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 

9. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at det er rom for å jobbe med

differensierte oppgaver i skolen?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

10. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at du som lærer bruker

differensierte oppgaver i undervisningen din?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

11. Hvor har du fått kunnskap om elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial?

*
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12. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at du har behov for mer kunnskap

om elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

13. I hvilken grad trenger du mer kunnskap om tilrettelegging for elever med

ekstraordinært læringspotensial?

*

Ikke i det hele tatt

I liten grad

Hverken eller

I medium grad

I stor grad

14. Hva kjennetegner elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial slik du ser

det?
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Helt enig Noe enig

Hverken enig

eller uenig Noe uenig Helt uenig

Skoleflinke

Urolige

Usosiale

Kreative

Energiske

Flittige

Undrende

Stille

Irriterende

Utadvendte

Sosiale

Viser et avansert

språk

Bedrevitere

Lærevillige

Innadvendte

15. Her kommer det ulike påstander om elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial som vi ønsker at du skal ta stilling til. Dette vil selvsagt

variere fra elev til elev, men vi ønsker at du ut i fra din kjennskap til elevene

 skal vurdere påstandene. Hvis du har lite eller ingen erfaring med

elevgruppen er det fint om du likevel svarer ut i fra dine tanker og meninger.  

I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial er:

*
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Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 

16. Har du hatt elever som du har vurdert til å ha ekstraordinært

læringspotensial?

*

Nei

Ja

Antall

Hvor mange gutter

Hvor mange jenter

17. Hvis ja, hvor mange?

18. Har du elever nå som du vurderer til å ha et ekstraordinært

læringspotensial?

*

Nei

Ja

Antall

Hvor mange gutter

Hvor mange jenter

19. Hvis ja, hvor mange?
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20. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at elever med ekstraordinært

læringspotensial trenger tilrettelegging utover den ordinære tilpassede

opplæringen?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

21. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at skolen som system gir rom for å

tilrettelegge for elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial i den ordinære

opplæringen?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

22. I hvilken grad er du enig eller uenig i at skolen som system prioriterer

tilrettelegging for elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial?

*

Helt uenig

Noe uenig

Hverken enig eller uenig

Noe enig

Helt enig

23. Hva slags faglig tilrettelegging vil du som lærer gi til elever med

ekstraordinært læringspotensial?
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24. Hvordan har elevene med ekstraordinært læringspotensial blitt

identifisert? Flere svar mulig. 

*

Har ikke hatt elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial

Har identifisert dem selv

Andre lærere har identifisert dem

Foreldre har identifisert dem

Eleven selv har sagt det

PPT/BUP eller andre fagfolk har identifisert dem

Annet (vennligst spesifiser)

25. Har du noen utfyllende kommentarer?
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Tusen takk for din deltagelse på spørreundersøkelsen om elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial. Hvis du har

kommentarer eller annet du ønsker å formidle er det mulig å ta kontakt med astrid.lenvik@uib.no. Det som blir

formidlet der vil ikke bli tatt med i datagrunnlaget. 

Vennlig Hilsen 

Astrid Lenvik

Tusen takk!

Elever med ekstraordinært læringspotensial 
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