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Abstract

The introduction of inclusive learning in Russia brought up the question of teachers’ readiness to work with students with
special needs, including those gifted. The components constituting this readiness, as well as its levels, are the subject of
extensive pedagogical research both inside and outside of Russia. Various scholars attempted to define major components of a
teachers’ readiness and identify the most important personal traits affecting it, but the amount of such components and
qualities, as well as their interrelation, remains unclear.

Goal: to define components of a teachers’ readiness to work with gifted children with disabilities and establish the
interrelation of these components in students with various Education-related majors.

Methodology: diagnostic questionnaires measuring the teachers’ readiness towards working with gifted students, test
“Polysemantic words”, methods of descriptive statistics, Student’s t-distribution for assessing the statistical significance of the
differences and Pearson’s correlation coefficient (7).

Authors summarize the existing scholarship on the problem to define the major components — emotional and pragmatic
— of a teachers’ readiness to work with “twice exceptional” children. The empirical part of the study shows that participants in
all three undergraduate programs are willing to work with children with special needs, however, the levels of their practical
preparedness vary depending on the program and year of study. Students in Educational Psychology, General Education and
Special Education programs demonstrated different results in promptness and effectiveness of creative thinking.

Keywords: teacher’ readiness, gifted children, children with disability, defectology students, psychology students, teacher
students.
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AHHOTaNMsA

AXTHBHOE BHE/IDEHHE WHK/IO3MBHOrO 00yueHusi B POCCHMUM TOCTaBU/IO BOMPOC O TOTOBHOCTH yuuTesei K pabore co
IIKOJIbHUKAMH C 0COObIMU TMOTPEGHOCTAMH, B TOM UMC/ie OfjlapeHHbIMH. OCHOBHbIE KOMITIOHEHTHI FOTOBHOCTH, a TaKXe ee
YPOBHU SIB/IIIOTCS TIPEAMETOM OOIIMPHBIX Mejar0rMuecKUx MUCC/IeI0BaHui Kak B Poccuu, Tak U 3a ee mpejesiaMu. Pa3iuuHbie
yueHble TMbITaIUCh OMpe/eNTh OCHOBHbIE KOMITOHEHThI FTOTOBHOCTU YuuTe/jel M BbIIBUTb Hanbojee BaKHbIE JINUHOCTHbIE
YyepThl, BAUAIIIME Ha Hee, HO KOJIMUYECTBO TaKUX KOMIIOHEHTOB M KauyecTB, a TakKKeé WX B3aUMOCBSI3b OCTalOTCs BeCbMa
Da3MBbITHIMHU.

Lenb [aHHOTO WCC/E[OBAHUS: OMNpE/IeNUTh KOMIIOHEHThl TOTOBHOCTH T€AaroroB K paboTe C OJapeHHBbIMHU [I€TbMH-
VHBa/IMZAAMHA W YCTAaHOBUTb B3aWMOCBSI3b 3THUX KOMIIOHEHTOB Y CTYAEHTOB DPa3/IMUHBIX CIIL[Ha/JbHOCTeN U HarpaB/ieHUi
MO/ITOTOBKMU, CBI3aHHBIMU C 00pa30BaHUEM.

MeTo/0/10THsI: TUATHOCTUUECKUE aHKeThI, N3Mepsolijie TOTOBHOCTh MejaroroB K pabore C oflapeHHbIMU YUaIliMKCS, TECT
«MHOro3HauHble CJI0Ba», METOAbI OMUCATeJbHOM CTaTUCTUKH, t-pacripefiesieHde CTbIOfieHTa [JIsi OL[EHKA CTaTUCTUYeCKOn
3HAUMMOCTH Pa3/IMuUi U Ko3QPULMeHT Koppensiyu ITupcoHa (r).

ABTOp TOCTapancs 0600IMUTE CYIeCTBYOI[He MTOAX0Abl K OLIEHKe TOTOBHOCTH M MPOO/IeMbI, CBSi3aHHbIE C ee OLIEHKOM,
YyToOBI OMpEe/Ie/INTh OCHOBHBIE KOMIIOHEHThI — 3MOLIMOHA/bHBIE M TIparMaTyeckue - TOTOBHOCTH yuWTesel paborath C
«JBaXIbl WCKIIOUUTENBHBIMU» JeTbMU. OMIMPUUeCKOe KCCIeZiloBaHUe T0Kasano, UTO WCIIBITyeMble BCEX TpeX Iporpamm
OakajaBpuara, MPUHUMABIIIME y4YacTHe B WCC/Ie/JOBAHWH, TOTOBbI pPaboTaTh C JETbMHM C OCOObIMU MOTPEOHOCTSAMHM, OfIHAKO
YPOBHU MX TPAKTUUECKOM MOJTOTOB/IEHHOCTH BAapbUPYIOTCS B 3aBUCUMOCTH OT MpOrpaMMbl U rofia oOyuenusi. CTymeHTbI
nporpamm «[legaroruueckast mcuxosorus», «O6ias megarorvika» U «CrenpaspHoe o6pa3oBaHMe» TOKA3aiv pasHbIe
pe3y/IbTaThl TI0 OMEePAaTUBHOCTH U 3()(HEKTUBHOCTH TBOPUECKOTO MBIIILJIEHUS.

KiroueBble c/ioBa: TOTOBHOCTb YyuWTessl, OflapeHHble JeTH, JeTU C OrpaHMUYeHHbIMH BO3MOXKHOCTSIMHU, CTYJEeHTbI-
Ze(eKTONMor , CTYAEeHThI-TICUXO0JIOTH, CTYAEeHThI-0yAyIiie Tie[jarory.

Introduction
Development of children’s abilities and talents is one of the primary objectives recognized by the contemporary education
system. This objective is emphasized over and over in the pedagogical scholarship of the recent decades [5], [12], [14], [19].
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However, giftedness is usually associated with exceeding the developmental norm, and is rarely considered in regard to the
children with disabilities or developmental disorders, even though it has long been known that these children can be gifted as
well. To refer to this cohort of children in this research, we have adopted the term “twice exceptional”, first offered by
J.J.Gallagher [3] to describe gifted children with disabilities and/or developmental delays. While education scholars agree that
these children would benefit from an appropriate psychological and pedagogical support system, the specifics of such a system
remain a pending issue [1], [3], [4], [10]. The reasons for that are multiple and range from difficulties with identifying children
as twice exceptional to the lack of target training for teachers and support staff.

Twice exceptional children often demonstrate a set of traits which make it harder for their giftedness to manifest itself and
be noticed. Among those traits are the lack of independence, high reliance on adults and limited social experience due to the
limited social contacts. Because of one or several of these traits, the familiarization with the outside world for these children
often goes along with fear and anxiety, which makes their giftedness harder to notice [4]. Furthermore, parents and teachers
alike tend to fixate on disability or “the defect” and because of that are more likely to ignore abilities demonstrated by the same
child. 1.S. Kladova suggests defining twice exceptional children as those “who have proven to the medical and educational
specialists to surpass other children of their age and diagnosis in intellectual and/or creative development” [9, P. 57]. Taken the
difficulty of identifying and developing the giftedness in twice exceptional children, I.S. Kladova concludes that target
trainings for teachers who work with them become even more necessary.

The trainings aiming to prepare teachers and students of pedagogical universities to successfully work with gifted children
have been the object of scholarly research among both, Russian and Western authors [8], [13], [15], [17]. These authors focus
on differences between being prepared vs. being ready, the structure and components of this readiness, basic knowledge, skills,
and personal qualities needed to perform such work. All scholars define two components of a teachers’ readiness, motivational
(emotional and evaluative) and pragmatic, and highlight the importance of such personal qualities as creativity and originality,
the ability to think outside the box [2], [6], [7].

A similar approach has been taken by the Western scholars. Factor analysis performed by S. Sko¢i¢ Mihi¢, D. Loncari¢, N.
Bazon shows two groups of variables — cognitive and emotional ones [18]. The group of cognitive variables includes
knowledge of educational methods, techniques, and strategies, while the emotional one is related to the emotional attitude to
work with children with special needs. The scholars work with 218 teachers and find out that most of them are not emotionally
ready to work with students with disabilities, and only moderately ready to work with gifted students. Their cognitive
preparedness is deemed as “satisfactory” for the first and “moderately” for the second cohort of students. The authors
recommend additional trainings for teachers and students at pedagogical universities to better equip them for working with
gifted students [18]. While target trainings are necessary, it is not clear how they shall be modeled and what they shall include,
since no research has been done thus far on how students in Education programs develop cognitive and emotional readiness for
such work, or how these components affect each other.

Research methods and principles

To assess the cognitive and emotional readiness in students at a pedagogical university, the authors offered that the
participants fill out several questionnaires: a test to define teacher’s aptitude for working with gifted students [5], a test to
evaluate teacher’s readiness to work with gifted students [16], and the test called “Polysemantic words” [11].

All 180 participants were the students at Yaroslavl State Pedagogical University, studying in Special Education, General
Education, and Educational Psychology undergraduate programs, ages 19-23, primarily female, which corresponds with the
general population of teachers working in special education in Russia.

All the collected data were analyzed statistically, using descriptive statistics, Student’s t-distribution for assessing
the statistical significance of the differences and Pearson’s correlation coefficient (r).

Main results
The results of the paired comparison are presented in Table 1.

Table 1 - Components of students’ emotional and cognitive readiness to work with twice exceptional children
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Emotional Pragmatic Prompt creative
Program (cognitive) pLa Creative efficiency
component thinking
component
Special Education 1,417 2,164** 0,113 -1,764*
Educational 1,271 2,817 -1,783* 1,796*
Psychology
1-2year 1,294 -0,923 -1,188 -0,553
1-3year 1,943* -2,164** -1,201 -1,988**
1-4year 1,245 0,931 1,621* 2,326%**
2 - 3 year 1,136 -1,596* 0,243 -0,708
2 - 4 year 1,074 2,581 %** 0,967 2,015%*
3 - 4 year -0,218 2,570%** 0,001 2,285%*

2

Note: *- statistical significance p<0,1; ** - statistical significance p<0,05; *** - statistical significance p<0,01
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Our comparison of the emotional component demonstrated by students in Special Education, Education, and Educational
Psychology programs did not show statistically significant differences between these groups (t=1,417, p<0,1; t=1,271, p<0,1).
All three cohorts of students show aptitude towards working with children with special needs and readiness to accept these
children as gifted. However, students in Special Education program did show significant statistical differences in cognitive
component: their knowledge of developmental disorders and appropriate methods and techniques by far exceeded that of
students in General Education (t=2,164, p<0,01) and Educational Psychology programs (t=2,817, p<0,01).

The assessment of the promptness of creative thinking showed no significant differences between students in Special
Education and General Education (t=0,113, p<0,1), while those in Educational Psychology programs demonstrated much
higher results (t=-1,783, p<0,1). At the same time in terms of creative effectiveness, students in Special Education were ahead
of their Educational Psychology counterparts (t=1,796, p<0,1), although still conceded to those in General Education (t=-1,764,
p<0,1).

Our analysis of how the components develop from first to the fourth year of study among the students in the Special
Education program showed the following results: statistically significant differences in emotional component appeared
between students in their first and third year (t=1,943, p<0,1); third-year students showed significantly higher developed
cognitive component compared to the students in the first- (t=-2,164, p<0,05) and second-year (t=-1,596, p<0,1); remarkably,
seniors conceded to sophomores and juniors in creative efficiency (t=2,5841, p<0,01 and t=2,570, p<0,01, accordingly).

In terms of creative thinking promptness, only first-year students showed significant statistical differences compared to the
fourth year (t=1,621, p<0,1). No significant differences were found for the second- and third-year students.

First-year students also showed lower levels of creative productivity and efficiency compared to the third-year students
(t=-1,988, p<0,05), but were ahead of their fourth-year counterparts (t=2,326, p<0,05). By this parameter, senior students also
conceded to sophomores (t=2,015, p<0,05), and juniors (t=2,285, p<0,05).

Our analysis did not show significant correlations between the characteristics. The results of the analysis are presented in
Table 2.

Table 2 - Correlation coefficients between difference components indicating students’ readiness to work with children with
special needs
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aptitude readiness prompt thinking | Creative efficiency
Aptitude 1 -0,108 0,061 0,146
Readiness -0,108 1 0,110 0,131
Prompt thinking 0,061 0,110 1 -0,063
Creative efficiency 0,146 0,131 -0,063 1

Discussion

All participants demonstrated a high level of emotional readiness, which is necessary to identify and accept a child with
special needs as gifted. This suggests that the issue of emotional readiness is covered in their educational program sufficiently.
It is also possible that the results reflect the general humanistic inclination of students who choose these majors.

The highest level performed by the students in Special Education programs is expected, since many of their classes are
aimed at developing professional skills for working with children with special needs and providing them with help and support
necessary for developing a child’s intellect and creative potential. However, the authors originally expected to find no
statistical differences between students in Special Education and those in Educational Psychology, since the latter cohort is also
being trained to work with people with disabilities, special education needs, and/or developmental delays. Situations with
students majoring in General Education were the same. The authors explain these results by the fact that students in the last
two groups are, in general, not familiar with the ways the education process is organized in institutions of special education.

The levels of creative thinking shown by the participants also allows for several hypotheses. The lower level of creative
productiveness shown by the students in General Education and Special Education programs indicates that these students are
more inclined to look for ready-made decisions and familiar techniques, which might suggest their more general
conservativeness and restraint. It is likely that both groups react this way because compared to the Educational Psychology,
their future job has more regulations, restrictions and demands to ensure achieving very specific educational results.

In terms of creative productiveness, the highest results were performed by the students majoring in General Education,
which can be explained by their higher breadth of their program, which prompts the students to explore adjacent fields of study
instead of specializing on one subject. By the same logic, the lower results of the students in Special Education can be
explained by their professional specialization and the focus on working with children with developmental disorders. However,
these students still show better results than those in Educational Psychology, which means that their ability of generating
unorthodox and creatively different ideas is relatively high.

While analyzing students’ readiness across different years of study, we conclude that the first-year students showed the
highest level of motivation. The authors attribute this raise in motivation to the characteristics typical for this cohort, namely,
being emotional about their new status, general excitement about being in college, and a desire to help everybody. The authors
initially hypothesized that the pragmatic (cognitive) component will increase from the first to the fourth year, since it is closely
connected with gaining necessary knowledge and skills. However, this hypothesis was proven wrong, as statistically significant
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differences have been found only between first- and second-year students in comparison with the third-year ones. Seniors
demonstrated a sharp decline in parameters associated with the cognitive preparedness. This decline in readiness level is a
worrisome tendency from both, a theoretical and practical perspective. The most likely explanation for it is the recent change
in educational standards, due to which the educational track for the seniors looks significantly different from that taken by the
current freshmen. Furthermore, the subjective decline in cognitive readiness among the seniors can be explained by a more
adequate professional self-evaluation or disappointment in the chosen profession, which are not rare among the college
graduates.

Regarding the promptness of creative thinking across the students in all years of study, only the first-year students showed
significant difference from other cohort, with the third-year students demonstrating the highest results in this parameter. Junior
students come up with significantly fewer ideas than freshmen, but the quality of their ideas is incomparably higher — they are
deeper, better thought through and much more original. Data comparisons suggest that the students in Special Education start
demonstrating basic preparedness towards working with children with special needs by the end of the third semester of study.

Correlation analysis of various parameters of students’ readiness to work with twice exceptional children did not show
significant correlations, which suggests the independence of the variables in question. Consequently, to better prepare students
in all three majors for working with children with disabilities and/or special needs, as well as gifted — twice exceptional —
children, some modifications are required in all three directions: supporting and strengthening students’ motivation for working
with children with special needs; providing them with more possibilities to gain professional experience in this area;
encouraging a students’ creativeness and creative thinking.

Conclusion

The analysis of existing scholarship shows that the most important components of a teachers’ readiness towards working
with twice exceptional children are defined as emotional and cognitive (pragmatic). Creative thinking appears to be the most
crucial personal trait for this kind of work. Consequently, our study analyzed the development of these parameters (cognitive
and emotional preparedness, as well as promptness and productiveness of the creative thinking) in undergraduate students
majoring in Special Education, General Education and Educational Psychology. The study has established a high level of
emotional preparedness showed by all participants, combined with the varying results in other parameters. Our data allow for
conclusions on possible ways of improving the students’ preparedness towards working with twice exceptional children. The
scope of this research can be further expanded by both, experimental validation of the proposed hypotheses, and increasing the
size of the student sample.
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