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Opurnnanun

Personality Traits as Predictors
of the Academic Achievement of Gifted Students

Summary: This study explores the predictive effects of several personality traits on academic
achievement of gifted students. It is hypothesized that, interacting with their cognitive abilities, the
spectrum of personality traits (in)directly determines differences in the level of academic achievement.
On a sample of 473 students from Serbia, gifted in music, visual arts, sports and mathematics, several
inventories were applied: Big Five Inventory, Pre-conscious Activity Scale, MOP 2002, Inventory of
Moral Competencies, and Inventory of Emotional Competencies. The validation of the scales was
conducted and the contribution of personality traits to the criterion variable was tested by standard
multiple regression. Results showed that personality traits explained about 7% of the variance of
the gifted students’ performance, and that different personality variables predicted the academic
performance in different domains of giftedness. Although the determining effect of the examined
variables was demonstrated, all causal conclusions referring to personality traits as predictors of
academic achievement should be taken with caution. The obtained results provide new possibilities
for research in the field of the non-intellectual sphere concerning the gifted students, and indicate new
dimensions that should be taken into account during pedagogical work.
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Introduction

The most common definitions indicate that
giftedness implies superior academic achievement
and significant intellectual accomplishments, where-
by a gifted person is not only someone who possess-
es great potential but also someone whose adapta-
tion and achievements are remarkable despite all ob-
stacles and limitations (Whitmore, 1980). The litera-
ture suggests that the academic achievement of the
gifted students is dominantly determined by cogni-
tive abilities, but that they rarely explain more than
half the variance of the criterion variable (Chamor-
ro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2008). Such results indi-
cate the necessity to supplement the cognitive abili-
ties with factors from non-cognitive aspects. Most
of the research accomplishes this addition by the in-
clusion of environmental variables and/or affective-
motivational aspects (Peki¢, 2011a). Some research
(Rayneri, Gerber, & Wiley, 2006) confirmed that
most gifted students achieve high academic achieve-
ment despite the fact that they perceive the educa-
tional system incompatible with their own learn-
ing style; the environment in which these students
functioned did not seem as important as their per-
sonal will to consistently achieve good performance
and fulfill tasks, regardless of the level of challenges.
Such findings indicate that this phenomenon could
be linked to the specific personality traits of a person
who achieves high academic achievement. However,
the review of the relevant literature suggests a lack of
research studies regarding non-intellectually gifted
individuals (Peperkorn & Wegner, 2020).

Early research found that gifted students were
superior to the rest of the population not only in
terms of mental abilities (school achievement, in-
terests, professional performance), but also in terms
of many characteristics that are not directly related
to intelligence (Terman & Oden, 1959). Additional-
ly, in Terman’s longitudinal research (Peki¢, 2011b;
Winner, 1996), it was found that intellectually gift-
ed respondents are more emotionally stable, social-

ly adaptable, less prone to antisocial behavior, and
more advanced in terms of moral reasoning.

The studies that determine the factors of the
academic achievement of gifted students in the area
of different personality dimensions show that the
traits in the domain of the Big Five model are sig-
nificant predictors of success at school at all levels
of education (Mammadov, Cross & Olszewski-Ku-
bilius, 2021; Poropat, 2009). At the same time, the
traits conscientiousness (O’Connor & Paunonen,
2007) and openness to experience (Laidra, Pullmann,
& Allik, 2007; Wirthwein, Bergold, Preckel & Stein-
mayr, 2019) are consistently presented as the most
powerful predictors of the academic achievement
of the gifted. Most research suggests that the traits
cooperativeness and academic achievement are not
related (Chamorro-Premuzic & Furnham, 2003),
and when it comes to neuroticism and extraversion,
the results are quite inconsistent (O’Connor & Pau-
nonen, 2007).

The inconsistency of empirical findings is
also present concerning the proportion of creativity
in the school achievement of gifted students. While
some studies show that creativity and academic
achievement are not related (Arya & Maury, 2016;
Naderi, Abdullah, Aizan, Sharir, & Kumar, 2010),
other studies suggest that highly creative students
achieve better results at school (Nami, Marsooli, &
Ashouri, 2014; Palaniappan, 2005). Although there
is no definitive answer to the question of how im-
portant creativity is for the achievement of academ-
ic excellence (Karwowski et al., 2020), it seems rea-
sonable to assume that these contradictions are the
consequence of creativity being “sensitive” to a spe-
cific area of knowledge (Peki¢, 2011b). Taking into
account the fact that different fields of creative ac-
tivity (e.g., theoretical physics or painting) require
different levels of intelligence (Sternberg & O’Hara,
2000), it is reasonable to believe that the contents of
different teaching subjects engage the creative abili-
ties of students in an unequal degree. Hence, it can
be assumed that the involvement of creativity in ac-
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ademic performance changes in the function of a
specific area of knowledge (Peki¢, 2011b).

In addition to the need for knowledge, which
should be inherent in giftedness, the academ-
ic achievement requires a developed motive for
achievement and built self-regulation skills that are
not inherent in all gifted students (Altaras, 2006).
Terman established that the group of the most suc-
cessful and the group of the least successful partici-
pants of the study (with IQs above 140) significantly
differ in terms of achievement motives (Terman &
Oden, 1959), while later studies of the performance
of gifted students mostly confirmed these conclu-
sions (McCoach, 2002; Peters, Grager-Loidl, & Sup-
plee, 2000).

Since gifted children show an early potential
for becoming morally responsible persons (Roeper
& Silverman, 2009), moral sensitivity is central in
the experience of the gifted (Tirri, 2010), and it is
associated with high intelligence and abstract think-
ing (Silverman, 1994). The results of the research in-
dicate that gifted students achieve better results than
their peers in terms of moral reasoning (Narvaez,
1993), and that they are more pro-socially orient-
ed (Simmons & Zumpf, 1986). In the studies ex-
ploring the relationship between moral attributes
and academic achievement, morality is most often
conceptualized by the term “character”, which is ac-
complished through the examination of dimensions
of sincerity, empathy, justice, altruism, idealism,
and such (Berkowitz & Hoppe, 2009). The schools
which have introduced the “character education”
programs, or incorporated certain essentially ethi-
cal values into their curricula, have shown better re-
sults on standardized academic performance tests
(Benninga, Berkowitz, Kuehn, & Smith, 2003; Elias,
White, & Stepney, 2014; Snyder et al., 2009).

The research studies on emotions of the gift-
ed and their psychological well-being show contra-
dictory results, emphasizing that, on the one hand,
giftedness increases the resilience of an individu-
al, but that, on the other hand, it can also increase

their vulnerability (Neihart, 1999). Some studies
show that the gifted students actually achieve high-
er scores on emotional intelligence tests than other
students (Abdulla Alabbasi, Ayoub, & Ziegler, 2020;
Zeidner, Shani-Zinovich, Matthews, & Roberts,
2005). Also, high emotional intelligence of the gift-
ed can contribute to a better organization of emo-
tions in relation to their peers (Mayer, 2005), while
lower scores could be associated with negative be-
havior in everyday life (Brackett, Mayer, & Warner,
2004). Daniel Goleman (1995) suggests that emo-
tional intelligence contributes to better learning
and academic achievement. However, the research
showed that it does not contribute to better academ-
ic achievement of the gifted students (Woitaszewski
& Aalsma, 2004).

Despite the multiple treatments of this issue,
the question of the proportion of personality traits
in the prediction of the academic achievements of
the gifted is still open. It is noted that all research
is primarily focused on finding universal predic-
tors of this variable, which neglects the specificity of
personal factors in relation to the domain of mani-
festation of giftedness. This raises a question: is the
connection between personality traits and school
achievement changing in the function of differ-
ent domains of giftedness? Having in mind the fact
that the domains mutually differ in their content
and structure, and that the domain-specific quali-
ty of giftedness is not reflected only in the develop-
ment of certain types of abilities, but also in different
combinations of personality traits (Peki¢, 2011a), it
is reasonable to assume that different constellations
of personal properties contribute to the academic
excellence of students in different domains.

Present Study

The main goal of this study is to explore the
explicit contribution of the predictor model of the
academic achievement of the gifted high school stu-
dents which combines individual personality traits:
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basic personality dimensions, a tendency for origi-
nality and creativity, a motive of achievement, mor-
al qualities, and emotional intelligence. Therefore,
based on the previous research (Lee & Olszewski-
Kubilius, 2006; McCoach, 2002; Palaniappan, 2005;
Poropat, 2009), it is hypothesized that a relatively
wide spectrum of personality traits, in interaction
with cognitive abilities, (in)directly determines dif-
ferences concerning the level of academic achieve-
ment among the gifted students in different do-
mains.

In this research, academic achievement is
operationalized through school achievement - ex-
pressed by the average grade of students in all sub-
jects (GPA), as well as participation and awards in
competitions. Depending on the level of competi-
tion in which the student participated, the appro-
priate point was awarded (lowest level - 1 point, for
each subsequent level one point more), taking into
account whether the respondent won one of the first
three prizes (first prize - 0.3 points, second prize- 0.2
points, third prize 0.1 points).

Method

Sample

The research was conducted on a sample of
473 respondents who attended 10 specialized sec-
ondary schools for the gifted from Novi Sad, Bel-
grade, and Kraljevo (Serbia). The research includ-
ed students from 5 schools for musically gifted, 2
schools for students gifted in visual arts, 1 school
for gifted in sport, 1 school for mathematically gift-
ed, and 1 school for sport and mathematically gifted
students (Table 1).

The sample, although convenient, had a sat-
isfactory degree of representativeness: the students
had to take the entrance exams which included tests
of specific skills, where the prescribed minimum
points required for enrollment actually means that
candidates must have developed specific skills in
comparison to the average population.

Instruments

The Big Five Inventory (BFI) (John & Srivas-
tava, 1999) was used to estimate basic personality
dimensions. This 44-item scale (e.g. I see myself as
a person who is creative), which was created as an
attempt to operationalize the constructs of the Big

Table 1. Socio-demographic characteristics of the participants

Socio-demographic characteristics Frequencies %
Domein Music 102 21.6
of giftedness Visual arts 96 203
Mathematics 123 26.0
Sport 152 32.1
Gender Male 206 43.6
Female 267 56.4
Age 15 98 20.7
16 131 27.7
17 115 24.3
18 92 19.5

19 37 7.8
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Five model, proved to be a satisfactory measure of
dimensions covered by the aforementioned model
(John, Naumann, & Soto, 2008). In the previous re-
search, reliability coefficients (a) ranged from .72 for
the scale Agreeableness, to .80 for the scale Open-
ness to experience.

The Scale of Pre-conscious Activity (SPA),
created by Holland and Baird (1968), was designed
to provide a general measure of originality/creativ-
ity, where a high score on this scale implied the ef-
ficiency of an individual in the use of one’s own pre-
conceptions, which, among other things, implied
the acceptance of daydreaming and irrationality as
a source of ideas, a greater inclination of expressive-
ness and creativity, independence of opinion and
tolerance for independent and ambiguous contents.
The scale consisted of 38 items (e.g. I like to solve
problems which have precise answers), and its reli-
ability was about .75.

The motive of achievement was measured by
the MOP 2002 instrument, created by Francesko,
Mihi¢ and Bala (2002). The instrument was com-
posed as a Likert type scale, consisted of 55 items
arranged in four sub-scales (e.g. In everything I do,
I try to be the best). Each of the sub-scales meas-
ured one of the components of a general motive of
achievement (competition with other people, per-
sistence in achieving the goal, achieving goals as a
source of satisfaction, and orientation towards plan-
ning). The verification of the MOP 2002 by using
factor analysis (the promax rotation) confirmed
the similar, but not identical factor structure as in
the original study. The value of the Kaiser-Meyer-
Olkin (KMO) was .925, and the value of Bartlett’s
Test of Sphericity was statistically significant (p <
.001). Three (out of four) factors, which together ex-
plained 38.94% of the variance of the set of mani-
fest variables, were extracted as follows: competition
with others (a = .87), persistence in achieving the goal
(a=.83), and orientation towards planning (a = .73).

An adapted version of the Moral Competen-
cy Inventory (MCI), created by Lennick and Kiel

(2011), was used for the assessment of moral prop-
erties. The instrument had 50 items arranged in four
sub-scales (integrity, responsibility, compassion and
forgiveness) (e.g. People around me think I am an
honest person). The verification of the MCI by using
the factor analysis (the principal axis method) con-
firmed the identical factor structure as in the origi-
nal study. The obtained Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
was .852, while the Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity val-
ue was statistically significant (p < .001). After the
elimination of items with loadings below .30, the fi-
nal solution contained 32 items. The four-factor so-
lution was retained: integrity (a = .79), responsibility
(a0 =.74), compassion (o = .77) and forgiveness (a =
.70) which explained 32.41% of the common vari-
ance of the input set of variables.

Based on the conclusions of certain authors
that emotional intelligence is a dynamic category
that should be understood contextually (Gardner
& Sough, 2002; Palmer, Walls, Burgess, & Stough,
2001), the instrument, which was adjusted to the
sociocultural conditions and educational context
of Serbia, was constructed for this research. The in-
strument initially consisted of 90 items in the form
of a Likert type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 =
strongly agree). The operationalization of emotional
intelligence and thus the items in the questionnaire
were based on Goleman’s definition which distin-
guished four domains: self-awareness, self-control,
social awareness, relationship management (Gole-
man, Boyatzis, & McKee, 2013). The items were for-
mulated closely define the concepts of self-awareness
(e.g. I believe in what I say and do), self-control (e.g.
I stay calm and clear-headed even when under a lot
of pressure), social awareness (e.g. I take care of the
needs of group members), and relationship manage-
ment (e.g. I have an inspiring vision that I can easily
pass on to other group members). For the verifica-
tion purposes the factor analysis (the principal axis
method) was applied. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO)
was .905, and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity value was
statistically significant (p < .001). After elimination
of the items with loadings below .30, the final so-

15



Milena M. Leti¢ Lungulov, Biljana S. Lungulov, Jovana J. Milutinovié

lution contained 51 items (a = .93). Four factors
were extracted, which explained 32.87% of the com-
mon variation of the input set of variables. The fac-
tors were named relationship management (a = .89),
social awareness (o = .86), self-control (a = .80) and
self-awareness (o = .71).

Results

The results of the descriptive statistics of all
study variables are presented in Table 2. All varia-
bles had normal distributions (Skewness and Kur-
tosis < 1), besides the subscale Self-awareness (kur-
tosis=1.44). Thus, the distributions are considered
normal.

Since the research was planned in a way that
personality traits were treated as predictors of the
academic achievement of the gifted students in all
domains, their contribution to the criterion variable
was tested by standard multiple regression. In order
to avoid the bulkiness of predictor models, the back-
ward step method was used in the applied regres-
sion analysis procedure, which reduces a large num-
ber of initial predictor variables to the optimum. In

Table 2. Descriptive statistics of the variables

this paper the results of the last, eleventh iteration,
performed within the backward method of regres-
sion analysis was presented. Breusch-Pagan test for
each regression model was applied; results showed
that test for all models is insignificant which indi-
cates that the variances of the errors are the same,
i.e. that there is no heteroskedasticity.

The results of the multiple regression analy-
sis, which has the academic achievement of gifted
students as a criterion variable in four specified do-
mains, revealed that the multi-correlation coeffi-
cient was statistically significant at the level p < .01,
which implied the existence of a linear connection
between a set of predictors taken together and the
academic achievement as criteria variable. Based
on the value of the determination coefficient, it was
concluded that the tested properties explain 7% of
the variance of gifted students’ academic achieve-
ment. The values and directions of partial contribu-
tions of predictor variables considering all the tested
domains of giftedness, as well as specific domains of
giftedness, are presented in Table 4.

Additionally, the results showed that person-
ality traits of musically gifted students explained

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation
Integrity 473 2.92 4.75 4.00 .37
Responsibility 473 2.43 5.00 3.62 42
Compassion 473 1.86 4.86 3.67 .51
Forgiveness 473 1.33 5.00 3.78 .64
Relationship management 473 1.80 4.93 3.61 .55
Social awareness 473 2.50 5.00 3.97 .51
Self-control 473 1.25 5.00 3.67 .69
Self-awareness 473 2.38 4.69 3.42 .35
Competition with others 473 1.72 4.78 3.57 .63
Persistence 473 2.57 4.87 3.99 43
Planning 473 1.56 4.78 3.33 .52
Extraversion 473 1.63 5.00 3.69 .68
Agreeableness 473 2.11 5.00 3.86 .56
Conscientiousness 473 1.44 5.00 3.47 .67
Neuroticism 473 1.00 4.50 2.68 .74
Openness to experience 473 2.00 5.00 391 .60
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Table 3. Multiple Correlation Coefficients

Domain of giftedness N R R’ CorrectedR®>  Standard error F p
All 473 .266 .071 .057 .10820 5.068 .000**
Music 102 298 .089 .061 794 3.179 .027*
Visual arts 96 .340 116 .077 1.036 2.973 .023*
Mathematics 123 326 .107 .092 .829 7.156 .001**
Sports 152 .145 .021 .014 279 3.208 .075
Note: ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

Table 4. Standardized Regression Coefficients
I;(;tr:;;r;:sf Predictors B t p
Integrity 181 3.390 .001**
Social awareness -.110 -2.248 .025%
Self-control -.180 -2.939 .003**
All 473 Neuroticism -.128 -2.272 .024*
Extraversion -.093 -1.811 .071
Openness 131 2.744 .006**
Tendency for originality and creativity .081 1.736 .083
Integrity .199 1.769 .080
Music 102 Self-awareness -.200 -1.741 .085
Competition with others -.199 -2.020 .046*
) Self-control -.298 -2.233 .028*
Visual arts 96 o o
Tendency for originality and creativity 177 1.765 .081
) Responsibility .248 2.538 .012%
Mathematics 123 o
Conscientiousness .359 3.669 .001**

Note: ** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05.

about 9% of the variance of their academic achieve-
ment. When it comes to students gifted in visual arts
it was indicated that the examined properties ex-
plained about 12% of the variance in their academic
achievement. Similarly, personality traits of mathe-
matically gifted students explained about 11% of the
variance in their academic achievement (Table 3).
However, the results of the multiple regression anal-
ysis concerning the academic achievement of sports
gifted students pointed out that there was no statis-
tically significant correlation with the criterion vari-
able (Table 3). Consequently, it was concluded that

there was no effect of personality traits on academic
achievement of students gifted in sports.

Discussion

As a part of this research aimed at predicting
the academic achievement of gifted students based
on personality traits, the results show that about 7%
of variations in the academic achievement of the
gifted can be explained by differences in person-
ality traits. The results of other research indicated
that about 14% of the variance of academic achieve-
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ment of students may be explained by personali-
ty traits (Komarraju, Karau, & Schmeck, 2009), or
even a quarter of the variance in secondary school
students (Furnham, Monsen, & Ahmetoglu, 2009).
Additionally, some studies showed that personal-
ity traits and academic performance changes from
childhood to adolescence, while indicating that re-
lations between those variables are stable and pre-
dictable for students in high school and college (An-
dersen, Gensowski, Ludeke, & John, 2020). Howev-
er, the aforementioned studies have primarily exam-
ined the non-cognitive components of the academic
achievement of all students, without a special refer-
ence to gifted population.

The obtained results indicate that the aca-
demic achievement of gifted students relies on the
following constellation of variables: emphasized in-
tegrity, low level of social awareness, self-control, neu-
roticism, and high level of openness. The achievement
of gifted students in the school context has proved to
have a high level of integrity (p <.001), which basi-
cally implies a sense of duty. Persistence in perform-
ing the tasks with a high academic achievement as
the outcome could be linked to the performance of
external incentives which were perceived as an im-
posed obligation. The deficient level of social aware-
ness, as well as low receptivity regarding their own
feelings (self-control), was also in the function of
persistence in performing the tasks. Namely, besides
being guided by a sense of duty, the students who
were successful at school persisted in carrying out
relevant activities because they either had some kind
of resistance to events which could create disruptive
influence, or they had a source in the external real-
ity (social awareness), or they were attached to the
intrapsychic plan (self-control). Academic achieve-
ment was partly explained by the domain of neu-
roticism that negatively correlated with this vari-
able, which was a contradictory finding. An expla-
nation of the simultaneous representation of a trait
that suggested a low inhibition of aggression (self-
control) and a trait that suggested a good control of
instincts and impulses (neuroticism) was based on

the assumption that it was an aggression that was
not manifested as an instinct or an impulse, but that
it was about some type of pro-socially modulated
aggression that could be explained with the expres-
sion piercing. Bearing in mind that achievement re-
lated to school implied certain “rules of the game”
(implicit knowledge), which were adopted alongside
the formal training and which involved familiariza-
tion with the strategies of “piercing” at school (Sub-
otnik & Jarvin, 2005); the trait of piercing could be
related to the efficiency in mastering these rules.

The results of the research also show that the
prediction of the academic achievement is possible
if one takes into account a prominence of the trait
openness, which was defined as “breadth, depth, and
openness of consciousness” (McCrae, 1996, p. 323).
For closer understanding of the meaning of this
trait, it is important to emphasize that it operated in
a constellation in which the trait integrity had a sig-
nificant correlation with the criterion. This imposes
the need for a different interpretation of the open-
ness of the mind than the usual one. In this case,
it was about openness to the adoption of teaching
contents which, given their high structure, are rath-
er “conventional” and, as such, did not imply a pos-
sibility of the critical review. Such an interpretation
of the trait openness of the mind resembled the de-
scriptions of the personal traits which are referred
to as “upbringing ability” (Subotnik & Jarvin, 2005).

The examination of the influence of person-
ality traits of musically gifted students showed that
their academic achievement was largely determined
by competing with others (p < .046), with which this
property negatively correlated. A poor tendency to
compete with others, which could be described as a
preference for easier tasks in which minimal effort
is needed in order to have a priority over other indi-
viduals engaged in the same tasks (Tassi & Schnei-
der, 1997), supported the fact that the achievement
of musicians in the school framework implied the
development of the motivation for competitions
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which is referred to in the literature as a competi-
tion with oneself (Udvari & Schneider, 2000).

The results showed that the trait that best pre-
dicts an academic achievement of students gifted in
visual arts can be described as a poor ability to con-
trol oneself (p < .028). The tendency towards origi-
nality and creativity showed an inclination to influ-
ence the academic achievement of this group of re-
spondents (p < .081). The poor control of oneself
and one’s own emotions can be related to the trait
of non-conventionality, which is typical for artistic
domains of giftedness (Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde,
Whalen, & Wong, 1993). Bearing in mind that the
achievement in visual arts relies on the preference
for innovation and diversity in relation to the rou-
tine and the desire to consider new, unconvention-
al ideas (Feist, 1999), it became clear why the dis-
position to originality showed a tendency towards
the prediction of the academic achievement of these
students.

The results of the research showed that the
academic achievement of mathematically gifted stu-
dents implied a specific set of traits which could be
described in terms of emphasized responsibility and
conscientiousness. Mastering a domain of mathe-
matics, which is qualified as a highly structured ac-
ademic domain of giftedness, requires an intense
disciplined tendency toward set goals. Apart from
binding to a better organization in fulfilling obliga-
tions and a tendency to carefully consider the po-
tential “next steps”, these traits also implicate a high
motivation for mastering relevant school activities.
The academic achievement of mathematically gifted
students implied a development of the kind of moti-
vation that is called orientation to a task or commit-
ment to a task (Winner, 1996), relevant for intrinsic
motivation.

When it comes to sports gifted students, it has
been found that their personal traits do not show
a statistically significant relation to their academic
achievement. The obtained results were not in ac-
cordance with the results of other studies (Cox,

2012) which indicated that athletes possess certain
specificities in personality structure in relation to
other persons, and that the individuals who system-
atically and continuously deal with sports differ not
only from non-athletes, but also from the less suc-
cessful athletes. However, in this research, the spec-
ified variables of personality traits showed the sta-
tistically significant correlation with the criterion,
which could be explained by the operationalization
of the variable criterion. Namely, it is true that suc-
cess in the field of sports is not as much expressed in
school as in extracurricular and other activities, for
which the indicators are certainly not school grades.
Therefore, it could be assumed that this is precisely
the reason for the impossibility of predicting the ac-
ademic success of athletes based on the studied per-
sonality characteristics.

Regarding the limitations of this research, it
is important to say that the research included gifted
students who were classified in a particular category
based on their attendance of specialized high schools
for the gifted. Therefore, it is not possible to general-
ize the obtained results to all gifted students in spe-
cific domains. Another limitation relates to the very
nature of the draft; the traits that had shown a cer-
tain relationship with the criterion variable cannot
be interpreted without reserves as the predictors of
the academic achievement of gifted students. There-
fore, in future research it would be important to use
a longitudinal draft that would allow an insight into
causal relationships between personality traits and
academic achievement. In addition to personality
traits, the future research should include intellectual
ability tests in order to compare the relative contri-
bution of personality traits and intelligence to the
prediction of the academic achievement.

Conclusion

The aim of the research was to examine the
percentage of variance in the academic achieve-
ment of gifted students, which can be explained by
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the predictive model of the stated personality traits,
as well as the establishment of the constellation of
the examined variables that can best predict the aca-
demic performance of the gifted students in differ-
ent domains. The results of the research suggested
that the contribution of these dimensions is signifi-
cant because it indicated that the academic achieve-
ment of the gifted is not exclusively of ability na-
ture, implying that the gifted individuals cannot be
comprehensively described without considering the
non-cognitive aspects of personality. It was conclud-
ed that the academic achievement in the school con-
text can be predicted on the basis of the traits asso-
ciated with some kind of resistance to internal and
external activity distracters, which are related to the
incursion and tendency to act according to prede-
termined rules; it is possible with certain reliability
to foresee excellence in the academic achievement
of the gifted student who has an emphasized integ-
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ITEPCOHAJ/THE KAPAKTEPUMCTHUKE KAO ITPEJVKTOPU IIKOJICKOT ITIOCTUTHYRA
JAPOBUTUX YYEHUNKA

HMaxo wioncko ocimiuinyhe gaposuiiux yuenuka tpegciiasma paspaheny odnacii emiiu-
pujcke excinopauuje, ipeineg penesanitine nuiiepatilype fioKasyje HegoeobHy UCTUPANEHOCT 06€
upodnemaitiuxe Sapem y gea actiexitia. Kao tipso, ¢ 063upom Ha o ga ce cxeatiiarve OUUMATHUX
Mmogena tipequxyuje uikonckol ocuinyha gaposuiiux yueHuka c60gu Ha UPUNTUYHO YoiluiiieHe
lipeiiopyke 0 HYHHOCITAY KOMOUHOBAA KOTHUTIUBHUX U HEKOTHUTUBHUX (PaKiiiopa, Uuiiare lipe-
YusHujel oiuca oUUMANHUX MOgena UpequKylje, HAPOHUILO Hel0601 TUYHOCHOI celmMeHilia, U
garme ociiaje otiieopeno. JIpyio, youeHo je ga cy caspemena uciipaxusara uikonckoi tocitiuinyha
y dotiynayuju gaposuiliux tpesacxogHo yipasmeHa Ha USHANANere YHUBEP3ATHUUX YUHUNAUA
ose sapujadne, uume ce 3aHemapyje HUxo6a CUeUUPUUHOCTL Y 0GHOCY HA JOMeH MAHUDeCTTiosarva
gaposutiioctiiu. Cilioia ce y 060M pagy aKueHatll Ciiaé/ba Ha YUOTiilybasaree CA3Hara 0 WKOTICKOM
Hoctuinyhy gaposuttiux y4eHuKa y gea 3aiociiasmwena aciexkiia.

Lumw paga ogHocuo ce Ha uciuitiuearbe UpoyeHma eapujance y wkoackom wociwmuinyhy ga-
POBUTTHUX YueHUKA KOju ce Mode 08jacHUiliY UPeqUKIUBHUM MOJesIoM T0jeqUHUX TepCOHATTHUX
Kapakiiepucitiuka, xkao u ymephusare KoHciienayuje UCAUBU6AHUX 6apujadnu Koje Hajoomwe
ipegeuhajy WKonCKy yCleuHOCHi yueHuKa gaposuiiiux y pasauduitium gomenuma. Y cieyuduo-
earwy HepcoHAnHUX Kapaxiepuciiuka usbop je céegen Ha dasuure gumensuje TUMHOCTHU ~ ,,6€/U-
Kux teii” (HeypoTUUU3am, eKcilipasep3uja, oil8oOPeHOCHH, cApagpbUueoCill, CA8ecHOCHL), CKIOHOCTH
KA OpUIUHANIHOCTHU U KpealllueHOCHiY, Moiue tocitiuinyha (axmuuere ca gpyium mwyguma,
UCTHPAJHOCTL Y OCTH8APUBAIDY UUbd, OpUjeHIliAYUja Ka UnaHupary), mopanua ceojciieéa (uH-
wmeipuitieii, 0gi080pHOCT, caocehatve, Upawitiaroe) U eMOYUOHANHY UHTTlenuTeHyUjy (camoceecii,
énagaree camum codom, gpywiinieeHa céecitl, yipasmaree ogrocuma). Kag je peu o wikonckom io-
citiuinyhy, weiosa otiepayuoHanusayuja je odasmena tipexo gee epcilie UHGUKATAOPA: UPOCEUHA
ouena u yuewha u Haipage Ha Wakmuveruma. Viciupaxuearee je ciiposegeHo Ha Y30pKy 0g 473
uctiuimanuka (123 maitiemaitivuxu gaposuiia, 152 ciopiticku gaposuitia, 102 my3uuku gaposuitia
u 96 TUKOBHO gaposUTiUX yueHuKa), Koju ioxahajy cileyujanusosare cpegroe uikosne 3a gaposuiiie
u3 Hoeoi Caga, beoipaga u Kpamwesa. Y ucitipaxcusarwy cy tpumervernu cnegehu uHcitipymeHiiu:
UHBEHIUAD ,,8ETIUKUX nein”, ckana tupegcsecHe axKiiUBHOCIHLU, MOII 2002, uneeHitiap MOpanHux
KomileTieHYUja U UHBEHIAP eMOUUOHATIHUX KOMUleTleHuja.

Haxo godujenu pesyniiaiiu ykasyjy Ha o ga upoyuasave Kapaxidepuciiuke nUUHOCHiU
odjawrwasajy camo oko 7% eéapujarce wikonckoi dociiuinyha gaposuitiux yueHuxa, y pagy ce
3aKmyuyje ga goupurHoc 08uUx gumensuja jecitie 3Ha4ajan jep 1080pu y Upusoi iiome ga uiKoncKo
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doctmiuinyhe gaposuitiux Huje UCKbY4U60 cilocoSHOCHe Tpupoge u cyiepuuie ga ce akagemcku yc-
ilex gaposuitiux yueHuka He moxce 00YX6aiHO OUUCATHU AKO ce He PasmMatiipajy u HeKoi HUTHUBHU
actiextmiu nuurocimiu. Cygehu tio Hanasuma ciiposeqeHol UCTUPaIUBAtbA, YCUEUHOCIE gaposUuX
Y WKOICKOM KOHTHeKCILY MOe ce Tipegéugeitiu Ha 0CHOBY 0codUHA Y3 Koje ce 6e3yje Heka 6pciiia
Pe3UCHEeHIHOCTIU HA YHY Ppauirbe U Clio/bHe GUCTHPAKTiope aKIUBHOCIHIU, a ca KOjuma cy tiose3a-
He UPOJoPHOCTL U TipUujeMuuocii 3a ociiyiatree o yHatpeqg yiiephenum upasunuma. 3axmwy4yje
ce ga je ca ogpeherom tioysgarnouithy moiyhe tipegeugeitiv U36pcHOCHL y akagemckom Hociuuinyhy
gaposuitiol yueHuKka Koju iocegyje HainauieHn uxileipuitieii, HU3ax citieilen gpyuiitieeHe céeciiiu,
énagarba camum codom U Heypoiuyusma, iie 6UCOK HUBO otlisoperocitiu. Hanasu ykasyjy u na o
ga pasnuvuiie nuuHocHe apujadne upeqeuhajy uikoncky yciueutHoci y pasnuuuitium gomeHuma
gaposuitiocitiu. C iwium y 8e3u, y tipegsuharey uikonckol dociiuinyha my3uuku gaposutniux yueHu-
Ka tpecygHy ynoiy uma iakmuverbe ca Camum codom; UKONCKA YCUeWHOCT y JOMeHY CIUKAPCIiea
Hajeuue je getliepMUHUCAHA OCKYgHOM cilocoOHOuhy énagarba codom u ceojum emouujama. Yciex
Y WKONU CUOPUICKU JAPOBUTHUX YHeHUKA HUje H0KA3a0 3HAYAjHY H08e3aHOCIL Ca Upoy4asaHum
ceojcitieuma, gox ce WKOACKO Hociiuinyhe mattieMamiuuky gaposuitiux yueHuxa Hajéomwe upeg-
éuha ocodunama oy ogiosopHocitiu u casecHociiu. Takeu pesyniiaimiu owiéapajy Hoee moiyh-
HOCTIU 30 UCTAPANUBAtbA Y HOGPYUfy 8aHUHIleseKiiyanHe chepe gaposumiux u ykasyjy Ha Hose
gumeH3uje o Kojuma wpeda 60guTtiu pauyHa UPUIUKOM ACHUTHHO-00pPA3068HOI paga ca HuMa.

Kmwyune peuu: dasuume gumeHsuje TUMHOCTAY, eMOUUOHANHA UHTHeNUIEHYUjA, MOPATHA
ceojciiéa, momiue nocimiuinyha, opuiuHanHOCT/KpPeaiiueHOC
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