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Abstract

This article notes the low rate of highly talented or gifted students formally identified in Spain compared to
international benchmarks. These students are not properly identified, so a lack of specific educational
responses for these highly talented students is also expected. Trying to counteract this trend, this article
presents an enrichment program imparted to a group of students with high intellectual abilities during the
academic year 2017/18 over three weekly sessions during school hours, where emerging technologies were
an important key in how it was delivered. The experimental design included an experimental group of high
ability students and two control groups, one consisting of students with high abilities who did not receive
specific educational responses and another consisting of a group of regular schoolchildren in terms of abilities.
The results showed that the implementation of specific educational responses improved children’s levels of
adaptation and in some cases, their school performance. These data are discussed in an attempt to
recommend enrichment programs integrated into the classroom as an appropriate educational response to
gifted or high ability students. Attention to diversity of all students in the classroom is possible, for example by
resorting to ICT, increasing the educational inclusion of students with high intellectual capacity.

Resumen

Este trabajo apunta la reducida tasa de alumnado con caracteristicas de superdotacion o altas capacidades
identificados formalmente en Espafia tomando los referenciales internacionales. Este alumnado no es
debidamente identificado, entonces también se anticipa la falta de respuestas educativas especificas para
estos escolares con altas capacidades. Intentando contrariar esta tendencia, este articulo presenta un
programa de enriquecimiento aplicado a un grupo de alumnos y alumnas con altas capacidades intelectua-
les durante el curso académico de 2017/18 a lo largo de tres sesiones semanales en horario escolar y donde
las tecnologias emergentes tienen una importancia clave en el desarrollo del mismo. En el plano experimental,
se tomo un grupo experimental de escolares con altas capacidades y dos grupos de control, uno conformado
por alumnado con altas capacidades que no reciben respuestas educativas especificas y otro constituido por
un grupo de escolares regulares en términos de capacidades. Los resultados mues-tran que la
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implementacién de respuestas educativas especificas mejora los niveles de adaptacién infantil y, en algunos
casos, su rendimiento escolar. Se discuten estos datos en una tentativa de recomendacion de programas de
enriquecimiento integrados en las clases como respuesta educativa apropiada a los es-colares con
superdotacidn o altas capacidades. La atencién a la diversidad de todo el alumnado en las aulas es posible,
por ejemplo, recurriendo a las TIC, favoreciendo la inclusion educativa del alumnado con altas capacidades.
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1. Introduction

Organic Law 8/2013, of the 9" of December, for the improvement of educational quality (LOMCE) in
Spain includes the following types of students within the term Students With Specific Educational
Support Needs (ACNEAE): Students with Special Educational Needs (ACNEE, including students
with auditory, motor, intellectual or visual disabilities; general developmental disorders; and Serious
behavioural or personality disorders); Students with specific learning difficulties; Students with
Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD); Students with high intellectual abilities; Students
joining the educational system late; and Students with needs due to personal conditions or school
history (MECD, 2013). Pupils with high intellectual capacities form part of the SSESN, and they made
up 4.23% of this group in school year 2016/17, the latest year with detailed data available for non-
university teaching on the web site of the Ministry of Education and Professional Development. In
contrast, gifted pupils make up 0.33% of the general, non-university school population (Ministerio de
Educacion y Formacion Profesional, 2019). Various studies have indicated the percentage of highly
able students at around 3% of the school population (Almeida & Oliveira, 2010; Castro, 2004; Lépez,
Beltran, Lépez, & Chicharro, 2000). This proportion in non-university education represents 27,133
pupils with high intellectual capacities in the various Autonomous Communities, 15,030 boys and
12,103 girls (Table 1).

Table 1. High intellectual abilities in Spain according to gender in the school year 2016/2017

Students with Men Women
Autonomous Communities _ high %
School year 2016/2017 intellectual n % n %
capabilities

Andalucia 11,582 0.72 | 5942 | 51.30 5,640 48.70
Aragoén 182 0.08 126 | 69.23 56 30.77
Principado de Asturias 804 0.59 484 | 60.20 320 39,80
llles Balears 831 0.46 473 56.92 358 43.08
Canarias 2,122 0.61 1,205 | 56.79 917 43.21
Cantabria 128 0.14 77| 60.16 51 39.84
Castillay Ledn 638 0.18 440 | 68.97 198 31.03
Castilla-La Mancha 411 0.11 267 64.96 144 35.04
Cataluia 417 0.03 235 | 56.35 182 43.65
Comunitat Valenciana 1,063 0.12 654 | 61.52 409 38.48
Extremadura 266 0.15 178 | 66.92 88 33.08
Galicia 1,590 0.40 991 | 62.33 599 37.67
Comunidad de Madrid 2,190 0.19 1,426 | 65.11 764 34.89
Region of Murcia 3,698 1.27 1,760 | 47.59 1.938 52.41
Foral Comunity of Navarra 399 0.36 236 | 59.15 163 40.85
Pais Vasco 536 0.14 353 | 65.86 183 34.14
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Rioja 274 0.50 182 | 66.42 92 33.58
Ceuta 2 0.01 1] 50.00 1 50.00
Melilla 0 0.00 0 0.00 0 0
Espafia 27,133 0.33 | 15,030 | 55.39 | 12,103 44.61

Department of Education and Vocational Training (2019).

Figure 1 shows the distribution of pupils with high cognitive skills along the different non-university
educational stages: Early education (EE), Primary Education (PE), Compulsory Secondary
Education (CSE), Baccalaureate (BAC): non-compulsory further education normally between 16 and
18 years of age), Basic Vocational Training (BVT), Intermediate Vocational Training (IVT), and
Higher Vocational Training (HVT).
15000 - 13.934
12000 -
9000
6000 -
3000 | 204

0 ,c#
EE PE CSE BAC BVT IVT HVT

Figure 1. Students with high cognitive skills by educational stage
(Department of Education and Vocational Training, 2019).

As Figure 1 shows, most students with high cognitive skills, 13,934 are found in primary education,
followed by compulsory secondary education with 9,536 students. It is surprising to note the
existence of 10 gifted students in basic vocational training as this type of schooling is aimed at trying
to keep students in the educational system and to ensure they acquire basic skills in order to be able
to enter the labour market. In other words, it is directed towards students with serious risks of leaving
the education system early without any qualifications.

This Table and Figure give us part of the reasoning behind our study; the low prevalence of cases
detected (0.33% in Spain as a whole), the small proportion of highly intellectually able students in
comparison with the total SSESN (4.2% of the total), and the predominance of boys over girls in the
national figures (55.4% versus 44.6%). In addition, primary education is the educational stage in
which diagnostic processes are preferentially given, translating to rich periods of learning and
development.

Along with that data, another reason for this article is the need to offer highly able students inclusive
and multidimensional educational responses, including students with high intellectual abilities
(Almeida & Oliveira, 2010; Callahan, 1998; Gagné, 2008; Gobierno de la Regién de Murcia, 2018;
Mufioz & Espifieira, 2010; Prieto & Ferrando, 2016; Renzulli & Gaesser, 2015; Sastre, 2014; Tourdn,
2010). It is essential to individualise their teaching and learning, requiring ‘teaching, family and social
support in order to draw out their abilities and thus develop educational processes which are adapted
to their needs, interests and motivations’ (Garcia, 2018: 133). The LOMCE considers that ‘all
students have talent, but the nature of this talent is different for different people. Consequently, the
education system must have the necessary mechanisms to recognise and stimulate this talent. The
recognition of this diversity of student abilities and expectations is the first step towards the
development of an educational structure which addresses different trajectories’ (MECD, 2013:
97858).

Because of that, planning modified educational responses for these students is vital, as is avoiding
limitations when implementing it. These limitations sometimes come from the use of ‘age’ as

© COMUNICAR, 60 (2019-3); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint DOI: 10.3916/C60-2019-04



Comunicar

PREPRINT

grouping criteria for pupils, from the distribution of specific resources to schools with lower capacity
students and students with learning difficulties. They may come from a lack of connection between
diagnosis and educational intervention, from the scarcity of educational psychology resources
currently in schools or poor teacher training about high intellectual abilities. They may also come
from the use of general and specific methodologies, specific counselling with families, awareness
on the part of educational authorities, or attitudes of rejection and prejudice towards this group
(Jiménez, 2010; Jiménez & Baeza, 2012; Renzulli & Gaesser, 2015; Tourdn, 2008; Veas & al.,
2018). At times, there is also a gap in the foundation of current educational practice with these
students, they are considered more of an extra rather than an extension, which is why it is essential
to expand or to compact the study plans (Garcia, 2018). At the same time, especially when
identification rates are very low, it would be important to pay more attention to high ability students
who do not achieve high levels of academic performance, which is what teachers value most. Some
research has noted underachievement of gifted students as well as the difficulties teachers can have
identifying giftedness when students also present some difficulties at a cognitive, emotional or
behavioural level, or when they belong to disadvantaged social groups (Borland & Wright, 2000;
Ecker-Lyster & Niileksela, 2017; Freeman, 1995; Peters, Grager-Loidl, & Supplee, 2000).

These aspects justify the development of educational responses for students with high intellectual
abilities and in particular, enrichment programmes during school time. At the same time these
programs must have an impact on students’ personal and academic situations. In the words of San
(2016), we find little research analysing the true benefits of these educational programs and they are
centred on extracurricular enrichment programs (Sastre & al., 2015).

2. Materials y methods
2.1. Participants

The participants were students in the 2" to the 6™ years of primary education (PE), aged between 7
and 12 years old. They were divided into three subgroups: the Experimental Group (EG), made up
of 9 highly intellectually able students in a single school in the province of Albacete who had been
diagnosed by school counselling services; Control Group 1 (CG1), made up of 27 students, three
students for each member of the experimental group from the same class, therefore classmates of
the highly able students; and Control Group 2 (CG2), made up of 9 highly intellectually able students
from different schools in the autonomous community of Castilla-La Mancha who had been diagnosed
by school counselling services. The students in both control groups were selected using criteria such
as being at the same educational level, sex, and similar school performance at the beginning of the
year. Between them, they only differed in 1Q scores, sex (due to sample availability issues), and in
repeating a school year, as we were unable to find a student for control group 2 with high abilities,
who had repeated a school year and who was in the 4" year of primary education. Students in both
control groups did not participate in the enrichment program.

This research was conducted at a Spanish school in the province of Albacete (in Castilla-La
Mancha). It is a public school in an urban environment with 622 students including the 9 students
diagnosed as highly intellectually able. In the school 1.45% of the students have high intellectual
abilities, which is higher than the mean of 0.11% for Castilla-La Mancha and 0.33% for Spain
(Ministerio de Educacion y Formacion Profesional, 2019). Seven of the 9 identified cases of high
intellectual abilities were boys (77.8%).

2.2. Variables
The variables in this study were: (i) school year, from the 2™ to the 6™ year of primary education,

bearing in mind whether the student had repeated a school year; (ii) student sex; (iii) School
performance; the Spanish system evaluates using a scale from 1 to 10. Scores of 1 to 4 are
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considered fails, a score of 5 is a pass, 5 & 6 are good, 7 & 8 are very good, and 9 & 10 are
outstanding, initial evaluations were done at the beginning of the school year and at the end of the
school year in June at the same time as students’ final evaluations; and (iv) Intelligence Quotient
(1Q), established by administering one of the Weschler Intelligence Scales for Children (WISC-IV or
WISC-V).

According to these variables the sample characteristics of each group was as follows: (i)
Experimental Group (EG): 1 student in the 2" year of primary education, 1 in the 3" year, 3 in the
4" year, 1 in the 5" year and 3 in the 6'" year; 7 boys and 2 girls; 1 student with a passing grade, 1
good, 3 very good and 4 outstanding; 1 out of the nine had repeated a school year; 1Qs ranged
between 130 and 144. (ii) Control Group 1 (CG1): 3 students in the 2" year, 3 in 3" year, 9 in 4"
year, 3 in 5" year and 9 in 6" year; 16 boys and 11 girls; 3 with passing grades, 3 good, 9 very good
and 12 outstanding; 3 of the 27 had repeated a school year; IQs ranged between 84 and 125. These
variables were selected proportional to the characteristics of the experimental group, with 3 students
in the control group for every student in the experimental group. (iii) Control Group 2 (CG2): 1 student
in 2 year, 1 in 3 year, 3 in 4" year, 1 in 5" year and 3 in 6" year; 7 boys and 2 girls; 1 student with
a passing grade, 1 good, 3 very good and 4 outstanding; none of the students had repeated a school
year; Qs ranged from 130 to 138. The characteristics were similar to the experimental group except
that none of the students in CG2 had repeated a school year.

Our study examined child adaptation; ‘the mix of factors that combine in the ability of an individual
to integrate and function in their surroundings, taking into account the different characteristics of
those surroundings and changing conditions that may occur requiring them to readjust to new
circumstances’ (Garcia, 2018: 139). Some research has noted difficulties associated with, for
example, speed in learning leading to dead time and demotivation, a rich, broad vocabulary that may
trigger rejection by teachers or peers, boredom due to repetition and routine, high expectations for
themselves and others, a taste for learning independently and alone, low tolerance for frustration,
lack of acceptance when they take on a leadership role, preferring to interact with adults,
disconcerting or persistent questions, concern about social topics that are not appropriate for their
chronological age, excessive motor restlessness, asynchronous development, and a strong sense
of justice (Garcia, 2018; Jiménez, 2010; Sainz & al., 2015).

2.3. Instruments

Class record: this collects information related to the school year, sex, school performance, repetition
of school years, and IQ scores.

TAMAI: Multifactorial Self-evaluation test of child adaptation: This test evaluates the following
dimensions: general maladaptation, personal maladaptation, school maladaptation, social
maladaptation, family dissatisfaction, dissatisfaction with siblings, parental educational
qualifications, educational discrepancies, pro-image and contradictions (Hernandez-Guanir, 2015).
In this study we used General Maladaptation (GM) which looks at an individual’s lack of adaptation
both with themselves and with their surroundings. In the TAMAI this is produced from the total of the
three other types of maladaptation, personal, school and social. Personal Maladaptation (PM) is
defined as the level of maladjustment that an individual has with themselves as well as with their
general surroundings, including individual difficulties accepting reality as it is; School Maladaptation
(SM) looks at dissatisfaction and inappropriate or disruptive behaviour at school, and is related to
personal and social maladaptation; and Social Maladaptation (SoM) which includes the level of
difficulty and problems in social interactions due to reduced social relationships, lack of social control,
not considering others or established norms, and attitudes of suspicion and social distrust. As these
dimensions evaluate maladaptation, low scores mean better adaptation and high scores mean more
maladaptation. It is worth noting the reliability of the results, with indices above .85 for Cronbach’s
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alpha and the split-half method, along with appropriate indices of factorial validity (Hernandez-
Guanir, 2015).

Horizontal Enrichment Program for highly able students: this is a program carried out during school
hours through three weekly sessions (two outside the class and one in the class group) throughout
school year 2017/18. The activity areas are: linguistic, scientific, socio-emotional and artistic. The
activities for each area are broad and include a wide range of individual resources such as mentors
and specialists in various knowledge areas, making use of school families’ jobs. Materials principally
include ITC and bibliographic resources with a breadth of reasoning for each of the activity areas. In
terms of ITC, students use their own tablets through which they begin to use Web 2.0 tools (such as
Padlet, Socrative, Edpuzzle, Kahoot! and Genially) and other programs which are valid for
enrichment tasks (such as Geogebra and Pixton), but always in connection to the ordinary
curriculum. The use of technological resources for teaching goals with highly able students is well
supported (Besnoy, Dantzler, & Siders, 2012; Martinez, Sabada, & Serrano-Puche, 2018;
Palomares, Garcia, & Cebrian, 2017; Roman, 2014; Sacristan, 2013), and demands specific teacher
training in this field (Diez, 2012; Gonzalez, 2016; Pereira, Fillol, & Moura, 2019; Rodriguez-Garcia,
Martinez, & Raso, 2017; Santovefia-Casal & Bernal-Bravo, 2019).

2.4. Procedures

The TAMAI was applied in September (pre-test) and June (post-test) during the 2017/18 school year
to both the experimental and control groups. Between those two points in time the students in the
experimental group participated in an enrichment program with three sessions a week. During the
study, written authorisation was obtained from the Educational Inspection Service, the
administrations in the participating schools and the families of students selected to participate.
School performance was recorded at the two points in time and teachers of all three groups of
students were asked to complete a record sheet on which they indicated each student’s overall
academic performance.

3. Results

Table 2 shows the results in the maladaptation dimensions and general maladaptation for the three
groups at pre-test. In addition to the mean and standard deviation, it gives the range (minimum and
maximum).

Groups Maladaptation type Min. | Max. M SD

EG (n=9) Personal 1 6 4,11 | 1.76
School 2 7 3.89 | 1.96

Social 1 7 4.00 | 2.29

General 2 6 4.00 | 1.73

CG 1 (n=27) Personal 1 6 296 | 1.34
School 1 6 3.30 | 1.46

Social 1 5 289 | 1.15

General 1 5 3.15 | 1.06

CG 2: High ability (n=9) Personal 2 6 4.22 | 1.30
School 2 6 3.67 | 141

Social 2 6 4.00 | 1.32

General 2 6 4.00 | 1.32

The data in Table 2 shows higher pre-test means in the experimental group and control group 2 than
in control group 1 in all dimensions, especially in personal, social and general maladaptation.
Assessing the statistical significance of these differences (F-ANOVA), we found statistically
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significant differences in the PM dimension (F(2,42)=3.86, p<.05), but we did not find significance in
the SoM dimension (F(2,42)=3.09, p=.06). No statistically significant differences were found in the
SM dimension or in general maladaptation. In the PM dimension, following post hoc tests comparing
the three groups (Bonferroni test) there were no significant values in comparisons between the
groups.

Table 3 gives the results for the three groups of students for maladaptation dimensions in the post-
test phase.

Groups Maladaptation type Min. | Max. M SD

EG (n=9) Personal 1 4 2.67 | 1.12
School 1 4 2.11 .93

Social 1 5 2.89 | 1.62

General 1 4 244 | 1.13

CG 1 (n=27) Personal 2 6 3.70 | 1.20
School 1 6 3.70 | 1.38

Social 2 5 3.52 .89

General 2 5 3.67 .87

CG 2: High ability (n=9) Personal 4 6 5.11 .93
School 3 7 4.67 | 1.58

Social 3 7 4.89 | 1.45

General 4 6 5.00 | 1.00

In Table 3 we see that the experimental group means were lower than both control groups, and lower
than the mid-point of 4 on the 7-point scale used. The means of both control groups were notably
higher than in the pre-test, especially in control group 2, with means of 5.11 in personal
maladaptation, 4.67 in school maladaptation, 4.89 in social maladaptation, and 5.00 in general
maladaptation. This suggests an increase in perceived maladaptation levels in students without any
educational response modified for their strengths, interests and needs. Looking at the differences in
means between the three groups (F-ANOVA), we found statistically significant differences in all of
the maladaptation dimensions, as well as in general maladaptation scores. The values were: PM
(F(2,42)=10.50. p<.001), SM (F(2,42)=8.36, p<.001), SoM (F(2,42)=6.99, p<.001) and General
(F(2,42)=16.17, p<.001). Following the Bonferroni test for post hoc analysis we found a statistically
significant difference between the experimental group and control group 2 in PM (t=-2.44, p<.001).
In SM there were statistically significant differences between the experimental group and control
group 1 (t=-1.59, p<.05), and control group 2 (t=-2.56, p<.001). In the SoM dimension we only found
statistically significant differences between the experimental group and control group 2 (t=-3.99,
p<.001), while in the general dimension there were statistically significant differences between the
experimental group and control group 1 (t=-1.57, p<.05) and control group 2 (t=-2.56, p<.001). There
were also statistically significant differences between the two control groups in social maladaptation
CG1<CG2 (t=-1.37, p<.05), and general maladaptation GC1<GC2 (t=-1.33, p<.01).

In order to see the differences between the three groups’ results comparing pre-test and post-test,
Table 4 shows the differences in scores between the two time-points (positive when pre-test scores
are higher; high scores mean more maladaptation).

Table 4. Differences between pre-test and post-test scores for the 3 student groups

Groups Maladaptation type Min. | Max. M SD

EG (n=9) DifPersonal .00 | 3.00 | 1.44 1.01
DifSchool .00 | 400 | 1.78 1.30

DifSocial .00 | 3.00 | 1.11 1.05

DifGeneral .00 | 3.00 | 1.56 .88

CG 1 (n=27) DifPersonal -3.00| .00 -74 .81
DifSchool -2.00| 1.00 | -41 75

© COMUNICAR, 60 (2019-3); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint DOI: 10.3916/C60-2019-04
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DifSocial -3.00| .00 -.63 .69
DifGeneral -2.00| .00 -.52 .58
CG 2: High ability (n=9) DifPersonal -2.00| .00 -.89 .60
DifSchool -2.00| .00 | -1.00 71
DifSocial -2.00| .00 -.89 .78
DifGeneral -2.00| .00 | -1.00 .50

There are statistically significant differences between the three test groups after calculating the
differences between the pre-test and the post-test scores Personal (F(2,42)=26.49, p<.001); School
(F(2,42)=27.22, p<.001); Social (F(2,42)=19.27, p<.001) and General (F(2,42)=44.86, p<.001).
Looking at the differences between groups, with the Bonferroni test, in the four dimensions there is
a consistent pattern of statistically significant values; the experimental group always scores higher
than the other two groups, indicating that they improve on negative evaluations at post-test. No
statistically significant differences were found between control group 1 and control group 2, the highly
able children without intervention. The results for each dimension are as follows Personal: EG>CG1
(t=2.19, p<.001 and EG>CG2 (t=2.33, p<.001); School: EG>CG1 (t=2.19, p<.001) and EG>CG2
(t=2.78, p<.001), Social: EG>CG1 (t=1.74, p<.001) and EG>CG2 (t=2.00. p<.001); General:
EG>CGL1 (t=2.07, p<.001) and EG>CG2 (t=2.56, p<.001). These differences and significance were
replicated using repeated measures ANOVA and eta partial square ranged from .48 (Social) to .68
(General).

Figure 2 gives a graphic comparison using the means from the experimental and control groups for
the maladaptation dimensions at the two time-points (1: pre-test, 2: post-test).

D
)

w

N

[

IP1 1P2 IE1 IE2 IS1 IS2 IG1 1G2

B GE mGCl mGC2

Figure 2. Means of the three student groups in maladaptation dimensions
at both time-points.

In Figure 2 it is especially interesting to see the significant fall in mean scores for each maladaptation
area in the experimental group, falling below the means of the two control groups in the post-test.
The values for control group 1 stayed more or less stable over the two time-points, however the
scores for control group 2 increased from one time-point to the next. Finally, it is important to note
changes in students’ school performance. In the experimental group, 4 students exhibited improved
performance (one from passing to good, another one from good to very good and two from very
good to outstanding); none of the students in this group demonstrated worse performance at the
second time-point. In control group 1, 3 students performed better at post-test than pre-test (one
from very good to outstanding, the other 2 from good to very good), with no students demonstrating
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worse performance at the second time-point. In control group 2, none of the students improved their
performance between pre- and post-test, while one student went from outstanding to very good.

4. Discussion and conclusions

Educational processes must move away from homogeneous positions in which the same curriculum
is transmitted to all students in the same conditions. The diversity in the classroom includes highly
intellectually able students. This is a group of students with visibility problems in the classroom,
which is reflected in the rates of identification, 0.11% in Castilla-La Mancha and 0.33% nationally,
which are very low compared to the supposed international rates which fall between 3% and 5% of
students being highly intellectually able (Almeida & Oliveira, 2010; Lépez, Beltran, Lépez, &
Chicharro, 2000). These students ‘are a natural part of human diversity and need to be educated in
equitable schools with and for all, that can encourage excellence’ (Jiménez & Garcia, 2013, 22).
The educational intervention processes for these students usually happen outside school hours.
Despite that, the inclusion of specific activities in school time is necessary for an integrated response
that would help them make the most of their skills (Almeida & Oliveira, 2010; Hernandez & Gutiérrez,
2014; Mandelman, Tan, Aljughaiman, & Grigorenko, 2010). In this study we have seen that the
enrichment program for highly able students during school hours helped them improve their
adaptation in general and on a personal, school and societal level, with some of the students even
improving their school performance. We can conclude from our data that distinct educational
attention, catering to the high intellectual abilities of some of these students, will encourage their
adaptation and learning in school contexts, compared to their high-ability peers whose educational
needs are not specifically addressed (Garcia & Jiménez, 2016; Kim, 2016; Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius,
& Peternel, 2010; Obergriesser & Stoeger, 2015; Renzulli, 2012; Sainz & al., 2015; Walsh & al.,
2012; Wu, 2013).

Given the low rate of identification of gifted or highly able students it may be time to rethink how we
identify them. Borland and Wright (2000) recommended that for students in disadvantaged groups,
more use should be made of observational methodologies and portfolios of work rather than formal
psychological tests. In these cases, it may be useful to work with computer- and internet-based tools
as some highly able students may not exhibit their capabilities in class or in their interactions with
teachers, but rather in individual tasks or tasks outside the classroom (Marcos, 2014). Technology
may also help students become motivated in their learning and school tasks which they often find
repetitive, and it may also ease common communication difficulties with teachers (Freeman, 1995).
In short, work must be done on inclusion and academic success of highly able students in school
(Veas & al., 2018). The data lead us to conclude that improving these students’ inclusion and
adaptation is possible and that diversity can and must be addressed during school hours, especially
using emerging technologies as learning resources as that would provide individualised speeds,
processes and content for learning (Besnoy, Dantzler, & Siders, 2012). Human potential is inherent
in an individual and its realisation depends on the person’s environment, bringing it out is an
educational imperative.

References

Almeida, L., & Oliveira, E. (2010). Los alumnos con caracteristicas de sobredotacion: La situacion actual en
Portugal. Revista Electrénica Interuniversitaria de Formacion del Profesorado, 13(1), 85-95.
https://bit.ly/2C36Hvh

Besnoy, K.D., Dantzler, J.A., & Siders, J.A. (2012). Creating a digital ecosystem for the gifted education
classroom. Journal of Advanced Academics, 23(4), 305-325. https://doi.org/10.1177/1932202X12461005
Borland, J.H., & Wright, L. (2000). Identifying and educationg poor and under-represented gifted students. In
K.A. Heller, F.J. Monks, R.J. Sternberg, & R.F. Subotnik (Eds.), International handbook of giftedness and
talent (pp. 587-594). New York: Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-008043796-5/50041-3

Callahan, C.M. (1998). Lessons learned from evaluating programs for the gifted. Promising practices and
practical pitfalls. Educacion XXI, 1, 53-71. https://doi.org/10.5944/educxx1.1.1.397

© COMUNICAR, 60 (2019-3); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint DOI: 10.3916/C60-2019-04



Comunicar

PREPRINT

Diez, E.J. (2012). Modelos socioconstructivistas y colaborativos en el uso de las TIC en la formacién inicial
del profesorado. Revista de Educacion, 358, 175-196. https://doi.org/10-4438/1988-592X-RE-2010-358-074
Ecker-Lyster, M., & Niileksela, Ch. (2017). Enhancing gifted education for underrepresented students:
Promising recruitment and programming strategies. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 40(1) 79-95.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353216686216

Freeman, J. (1995). Gifted children growing up. Dondon: Cassell Educational Limited.
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203065587

Gagné, F. (2008). Talent development: Exposing the weakest link. Revista Espafiola de Pedagogia, 240,
203-220. https://bit.ly/2ICyMiH

Garcia, R. (2018). La respuesta educativa con el alumnado de altas capacidades intelectuales:
funcionalidad y eficacia de un programa de enriquecimiento curricular. Sobredotacéo, 15(2), 131-152.
https://bit.ly/2tH4TmJ

Garcia, R., & Jiménez, C. (2016). Diagnostico de la competencia matematica de los alumnos mas capaces.
Revista de Investigacion Educativa, 34(1), 17, 205-219. https://doi.org/10.6018/rie.34.1.218521

Gobierno de la Regién de Murcia (Ed.) (2018). Talleres de enriquecimiento extracurricular para alumnos con
altas capacidades. https://bit.ly/2SquoCL

Gonzélez, M. (2016). Formacién docente en competencias TIC para la mediacion de aprendizajes en el
Proyecto Canaima Educativo. Telos, 18(3), 492-507. https://bit.ly/2Tfj6FV

Hernandez, D., & Gutiérrez, M. (2014). El estudio de la alta capacidad intelectual en Espafia: Andlisis de la
situacion actual. Revista de Educacion, 364, 251-272. https://doi.org/10.4438/1988-592X-RE-2014-364-261
Hernandez-Guanir, P. (2015). Test autoevaluativo multifactorial de adaptacion infantil. Madrid: TEA.
Jiménez, C. (2010). Diagnéstico y educacién de los mas capaces. Madrid: Pearson.

Jiménez, C., & Baeza, M.A. (2012). Factores significativos del rendimiento excelente: PISA y otros estudios.
Ensaio, 20(77), 647-676. https://doi.org/10.1590/s0104-40362012000400003

Jiménez, C., & Garcia, R. (2013). Los alumnos mas capaces en Espafia. Normativa e incidencia en el
diagnostico y la educacion. Revista Espafiola de Orientacion y Psicopedagogia, 24(1), 7-24.
https://doi.org/10.5944/reop.vol.24.num.1.2013.11267

Kim, M. (2016). A meta-analysis of the effects of enrichment programs on gifted students. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 60(2), 102-116. https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986216630607

Lee, S.-Y., Olszewski-Kubilius, P., & Peternel, P. (2010). Achievement after participation in a preparatory
program for verbally talented students. Roeper Review, 32(3), 150-163.
https://doi.org/10.1080/02783193.2010.485301

Lépez, B., Beltran, M.T., Lépez, B., & Chicharro, D. (2000). Alumnos precoces, superdotados y de altas
capacidades. Madrid: Centro de Investigacion y Desarrollo Educativo.

Mandelman, S.D., Tan, M., Aljughaiman, A.M., & Grigorenko, E.L. (2010). Intelectual gifteness: Economic,
political, cultural and psychological considerations. Learning and Individual Differences, 20, 286-297.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lindif.2010.04.014

Martinez, M.C., Sadada, C., & Serrano-Puche, J.S. (2018). Desarrollo de competencias digitales en
comunidades virtuales: Un analisis de ‘ScolarTIC’. Prisma Social, 20, 129-159. https://bit.ly/2U70UKn
Ministerio de Educacién y Formacién Profesional (Ed.) (2019). Datos estadisticos no universitarios.
https://bit.ly/2XnLKUD

Ministerio de Educacion, Cultura y Deporte (2013). Ley Organica 8/2013, de 9 de diciembre, para la Mejora
de la Calidad Educativa. Boletin Oficial del Estado, 10 de diciembre de 2013, 295, 97858-97921.

Mufoz, J.M., & Espifieira, E.M. (2010). Plan de mejoras fruto de la evaluacion de la calidad de la atencion a
la diversidad en un centro educativo. Revista de Investigacién Educativa, 28(2), 245-266.
https://bit.ly/2T5zzxu

Obergriesser, S., & Stoeger, H. (2015). The role of emotions, motivation, and learning behavior in
underachievement and results of an intervention. High Ability Studies, 26(1), 167-190.
https://doi.org/10.1080/13598139.2015.1043003

Palomares, A., Garcia, R., & Cebrian, A (2017). Integracion de herramientas TIC de la Web 2.0 en Sistemas
de Administracion de Cursos (LMS) tipo Moodle. In R. Roig (Ed.), Investigacién en docencia universitaria.
Disefiando el futuro a partir de la innovacion educativa (pp. 980-990). Barcelona: Octaedro.
https://bit.ly/2SZbW Xk

Pereira, S., Fillol, J., & Moura, P. (2019). Young people learning from digital media outside of school: The
informal meets the formal. [El aprendizaje de los jévenes con medios digitales fuera de la escuela: De lo
informal a lo formal]. Comunicar, 58, 41-50. https://doi.org/10.3916/C58-2019-04

© COMUNICAR, 60 (2019-3); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint DOI: 10.3916/C60-2019-04


https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203065587
https://doi.org/10.1590/s0104-40362012000400003

Comunicar

PREPRINT

Peters, W.A, Grager-Loidl, H., & Supplee, P. (2000). Underachievemnt in gifted children and adolescents:
Theory and practice. In K.A. Heller, F.J. Monks, R.J. Sternberg, & R.F. Subotnik (Eds.), International
Handbook of giftedness and talent (pp. 609-620) (2nd ed.). New York: Elsevier. https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-
008043796-5/50009-7

Prieto, M.D., & Ferrando, M. (2016). New Horizons in the study of High Ability: Gifted and talented. Anales
de Psicologia, 32(3), 617-620. https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.32.3.259301

Renzulli, J.S. (2012). Reexamining the role of gifted education and talented development for the 21st
century: A four-part theoretical approach. Gifted Child Quarterly, 56(3), 150-159.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986212444901

Renzulli, J.S., & Gaesser, A. (2015). Un sistema multicriterial para la identificacién del alumnado de alto
rendimiento y de alta capacidad creativo-productiva. Revista de Educacion, 368, 96-131.
https://doi.org/10.4438/1988-592X-RE-2015-368-290

Rodriguez-Garcia, A.M., Martinez, N., & Raso, F. (2017). La formacién del profesorado en competencia
digital: clave para la educacion del siglo XXI. Revista Internacional de Didactica y Organizacién Educativa,
3(2), 46-65. https://bit.ly/2tDuoWg

Roman, M. (2014). Aprender a programar ‘apps’ como enriquecimiento curricular en alumnado de alta
capacidad. Bordon, 66(4), 135-155. https://doi.org/10.13042/bordon.2014.66401

Sacristan, A. (2013). Sociedad del conocimiento, tecnologia y educacién. Madrid: Morata.

Sainz, M., Bermejo, M.R., Ferrandiz, C., Prieto, M.D., & Ruiz, M.J. (2015). Cé6mo funcionan las
competencias socioemocionales en los estudiantes de alta habilidad. Aula: Revista de Pedagogia de la
Universidad de Salamanca, 21, 33-47. https://doi.org/10.14201/aula2015213347

Sak, U. (2016). EPTS Curriculum Model in the Education of Gifted Students. Anales de Psicologia, 32(3),
683-694. https://doi.org/10.6018/analesps.32.3.259441

Santovefia-Casal, S. & Bernal-Bravo, C. (2019). Exploring the influence of the teacher: Social participation
on Twitter and academic perception. [Explorando la influencia del docente: Participacion social en Twitter y
percepcion académica]. Comunicar, 58, 75-84. https://doi.org/10.3916/C58-2019-07

Sastre, S. (2014). Intervencién psicoeducativa en la alta capacidad: funcionamiento intelectual y
enriquecimiento extracurricular. Revista de Neurologia, 58, 89-98.
https://doi.org/10.33588/rn.58s01.2014030

Sastre, S., Fonseca, E., Santarén, M., & Urraca, M.L. (2015). Evaluation of satisfaction in an extracurricular
enrichment program for high-intellectual ability participants. Psicothema, 27(2), 166-173.
https://doi.org/10.7334/psicothema2014.239

Tourdn, J. (2008). La educacion de los mas capaces: un reto educativo y social. Revista Espafiola de
Pedagogia, 240, 197-202. https://bit.ly/2EwbXZQ

Tourdn, J. (2010). El desarrollo del talento y la promocion de la excelencia: Exigencias de un sistema
educativo mejor. Bordén, 62(3), 133-149. https://bit.ly/2Ebvsph

Veas, A., Castejon, J.L., O'Reilly, C., & Ziegler, A. (2018). Mediation analysis of the relationship between
educational capital, learning capital, and underachievement among gifted secondary school students.
Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 21. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353218799436

Walsh, R.L., Kemp, C.R., Hodge, K.A., & Bowes, J.M. (2012). Searching for evidence-based practice: A
review of the research on education interventions for intellectually gifted children in the early childhood
years. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 35(2), 103-128. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353212440610
Wu, E. (2013). Enrichment and acceleration: Best practice for the gifted and talented. Gifted Education Press
Quarterly, 27(2), 1-8. https://bit.ly/2EvLdbH

© COMUNICAR, 60 (2019-3); e-ISSN: 1988-3293; Preprint DOI: 10.3916/C60-2019-04


https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-008043796-5/50009-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/b978-008043796-5/50009-7

