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This study compares the perceptions of elementary gifted child and science teacher in a science class
for the gifted. In order to explore the research problem, students and teachers answered a written
semi-structured questionnaire and participated in interviews regarding the gifted science class. The data
was collected and analyzed. Science teachers recognized the characteristics of a good science class,
especially in terms of educational content and teaching methodology. First, they suggested promoting
inquiry skills, presenting a challenging task in atypical topic selection, student-centered curriculum, and

controlling the pace of learning to recognize individual differences. Second, in terms of the science class
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skills and attitudes category, teachers recommended raising mutual satisfaction through vigorous interaction
within a permissible atmosphere. Finally, science teachers need to strive for continued professional growth.
Gifted children, meanwhile, want to investigate a wide range of topics without time constraints.
Additionally, they may have to explore challenging topics further. They prefer to act like scientists in
that they enjoy group activities, communication and cooperation. In particular, they want to be evaluated

by others in a totally embedded assessment. Gifted children also expect teachers to understand the life
circumstances and needs of the students. In addition, they asked for teachers to respect individual
experiments and to show them how to safely use new equipment or research methods. As a result, gifted
children and science teachers have to recognize the differences of opinion concerning a good science
class for the gifted. This study can help formulate strategies to establish quality management of materials

in gifted science classes.
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Table 1. Teachers who participated in the study
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Table 2. Gifted child who participated in the study
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Table 4. A perception of science teachers about the good science class for the gifted
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Table 5. A perception of science teachers about the good science class for the gifted
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