
 
 

ABSTRACT 

HURT, JUNE WILLIAMS. Perception, Agency, and Subversion: How North Carolina Gifted 
Education Teachers Deal with Lack of Diversity in their Gifted Education Programs. (Under the 
direction of Dr. Dennis S. Davis). 

The purpose of the study was to investigate the perceptions of gifted education 

teachers regarding the diversity of gifted education, their sense of professional agency to affect 

the diversity of the programs in which they teach, and the types of actions the gifted education 

teachers take to affect the diversity of their instructional audiences. I conducted two-phase 

semi-structured interviews of twenty-one gifted education teachers in North Carolina 

elementary schools. First and second interviews took place remotely via Zoom. I found that the 

gifted education teachers are aware that there are groups that are under-identified for 

inclusion in their gifted programs, but they feel little power to rectify the situation. Still, the 

gifted education teachers found many different ways to deliver gifted-level instruction to 

students who are not identified as such by their schools. This study begins to bridge the gap 

between what experts tell teachers they should do to ameliorate the under-identification 

problem, and what the teachers do already. This could inform school districts about ways to 

reach a more diverse student population with their gifted program instruction. 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction and Overview 

This qualitative study investigates perceptions of Academically/Intellectually Gifted 

(AIG) teachers at the elementary school level in North Carolina. It explores their perceptions of 

their own agency and of the diversity of the AIG classes they teach. The research is a 

phenomenological study analyzed through the lens of opportunity hoarding which falls under 

the umbrella of Critical Whiteness Theory. 

 In the context in which I conducted this study (North Carolina), gifted education 

services are called Academically or Intellectually Gifted (AIG) programs. When referring to 

North Carolina teacher participants and contexts, I will use AIG to describe these programs, 

but it is synonymous with gifted education (GE), which is the more general label used in the 

literature. 

Gifted education has a long and varied history in American education (Mansfield, 2016; 

Marland, 1971; Sternberg, 2009). Some scholars view gifted education as a necessity for 

meeting the needs of gifted learners (Kıncal et al., 2013; Milner & Ford, 2007; Özcan & Kaya, 

2016), while others consider it to be just a means of creating and reinforcing social stratification 

(Borland, 2005; Mansfield, 2015).  My position is that gifted education is necessary for schools 

to meet the learning needs of gifted students. Regrettably, many students who should be 

included in gifted education classes do not have that opportunity. Systemic inequities in the 

identification of giftedness in students often result in the under-identification of students 

from groups that have been historically marginalized.  
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In this study I explored whether or not gifted education teachers share concerns about 

the need to expand the population of students who participate in gifted education. The study 

also explored the ways that gifted education teachers work to actively address perceived 

inequities regarding which students are identified for inclusion in the gifted program.  

Background and Statement of the Problems 

Gifted students are in every ethnic and racial group (Fultz et al., 2013; Valdés, 2003).  

White students, however, continue to dominate the population of gifted classes. Minoritized 

students are vastly under-identified, with proportional representation far below their actual 

percentages in the overall student population (Michael-Chadwell, 2011; Milner & Ford, 2007; 

Moon & Brighton, 2008). As gifted classes continue to be dominated by White students, 

giftedness becomes increasingly aligned with Whiteness (Hatt, 2016; Nishi, 2021). Table 1 

shows how students of various ethnic groups are disproportionately represented in gifted 

education programs in the state of North Carolina. I was able to create this table by integrating 

data from the U.S. Department of Education’s Civil Rights Data Collection (n.d.) with data from 

the National Center for Education Statistics (2022). 

The most researched groups that continue to be under-identified today are students of 

color, students who live with economic challenges, and students who are twice-exceptional; 

twice-exceptional students (often referred to as 2e students) are those who are gifted learners 

while simultaneously having some other identified exceptionality such as a specific learning 

disability, a diagnosis of Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), or of Autism Spectrum 

Disorder. The under-identification of students of color in gifted programs has been a topic of 

academic discussion for over 80 years, and many have written about it over the decades (Ford, 
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1998; Jenkins, 1936; Mansfield, 2015, 2016; Stambaugh & Ford, 2015). Under-identification of 

specific groups is not a new problem in gifted programs, but is rather one that has been present 

since the inception of the field. Many different remedies have been tried, but as of yet fail to 

successfully address the issue.  

The literature on groups who are under-identified in gifted education tends to focus on 

two main questions: Why are these groups under-identified, and what can we do to change 

that reality. The question of whether or not these groups actually are under-identified in gifted 

education has long been answered in the affirmative, but the discussion of why these groups 

are under-identified and what we can do to change the problem is ongoing. 

Defining Giftedness 

Giftedness is defined in many different ways, and there is no consensus as to its true 

definition. The description given in the Marland Report (1971), which provides the U.S. 

government’s formal definition of gifted students, describes them as “those identified by 

professionally qualified persons who by virtue of outstanding abilities, are capable of high 

performance.” The No Child Left Behind Act of 2002 (in Worrell & Erwin, 2011) added the idea 

of children who perform at high levels or have the potential to perform at high levels, and the 

recognition that giftedness exists in all ethnic and socioeconomic groups. The lack of a 

definitive definition of giftedness contributes to the problem of many gifted students being 

overlooked. This is in part due to cultural differences between teachers and students, as well as 

a lack of resources available to some student groups (Mcclain & Pfeiffer, 2012; Milner & Ford, 

2007; Szymanski & Shaff, 2013).  
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Gifted children learn differently from the average student but are not mass-produced, 

cookie-cutter learners. There is a great deal of variety from one gifted child to the next. This 

Table 1  

2017-2018 North Carolina Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) Population by Ethnic Group. 

Group 
Total  

Student 
Population 

% Total N.C. 
Student 

Population 

% Total N.C. 
Student 

Population in  
GATE 

Programs 

Number of 
Students in 

GATE 
Programs 

Group’s %  
of GATE 

Population 

North Carolina 
 

1,558,938 
 

100% 10.5% 163,490 100% 

American 
Indian or 

Alaskan Native 

 
18,652 

 
1.2% 5.9% 1,097 0.67% 

Asian 
 

52,098 
 

3.3% 20.2% 10,500 6.4% 

Black or  
African 

American 

 
394,772 

 
25.3% 3.9% 15,325 9.4% 

Hispanic  
and/or  
Latino 

 
273,392 

 
17.5% 4.8% 13,114 8.0% 

Native 
Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 

Islander 

2,083 0.1% 7.2% 151 0.09% 

Two or More 
Races 

 
68,233 

 
4.4% 9.5% 6,514 4.0% 

White 
 

749,708 
 

48.1% 15.6% 116,789 71.4% 
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may be why experts have struggled so much to agree on a comprehensive definition of 

giftedness that is recognized throughout the field. 

Gifted education is not a privilege, but fulfills a learning need of students who learn 

differently from the average student. These students often learn more quickly than others and 

grasp abstract concepts more easily. Gifted students commonly have curiosity about a wider 

range of topics or desire to investigate at a deeper complexity in a single area.  Gifted students 

can be a teacher’s dream students or they may just as readily exhibit classroom behaviors that 

exasperate teachers. Sometimes gifted children have heightened emotions, what Dabrowski 

calls emotional overexcitability (Dabrowski, 1972). They can be deeply affected by events that 

the average child would not notice. Some children, for example, cannot watch or listen to news 

broadcasts because they are profoundly affected by negative reports. When presented with the 

idea of uneven development of children, people often have trouble imagining the difficulty 

experienced by a child who is nine years old but has the mental development of the average 

15-year-old (Silverman, 1997). These children need differentiated learning opportunities in an 

environment with intellectual peers. If gifted learners are to develop to the potential levels that 

they could attain, gifted education in the schools is a necessity.  

My definition of giftedness incorporates many of the aspects that are included in the 

definitions of others. In this study, I define gifted students as those who learn differently from 

other students; they learn more quickly, grasping new concepts with greater ease than do 

average students. Gifted students are highly curious and often have an understanding of ideas 

and issues far beyond their peers. They may search for unusual ways to complete assignments 

so that they find the work more interesting, and gifted children frequently have a mature, wry 
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sense of humor. Moreover, students who are gifted have an insatiable desire to learn, but that 

desire does not always correspond to learning the material taught in school. Teachers who are 

not trained to teach the gifted child may perceive some gifted students as unmotivated, 

apathetic children with little interest in school when this is not what is true. Gifted children 

need the specialized education they can get from teachers who are trained to recognize and 

respond to their varied and unique learning needs if these students are going to thrive in 

school. 

How Giftedness is Identified in Schools 

Identification of students for inclusion in gifted programs occurs in multiple ways that 

usually depend on the definitions of giftedness followed in a given educational agency. 

Nationally-normed standardized aptitude tests are commonly used instruments, and in fact, in 

some school systems are the only measurement that is valued; aptitude tests measure a 

person’s reasoning or intellectual ability. Examples of these include the Cognitive Abilities Test 

(CogAT), the Wechsler Intelligence Scale for Children, and the Reynolds Intellectual Assessment 

Scales. Aptitude tests are often paired with nationally-normed academic achievement tests, 

such as the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (Iowa) or the Woodcock-Johnson Tests of Achievement. 

Some educational systems consider the combined use of an aptitude test and an achievement 

test to be superior to relying on a single score for gifted identification while others rely on a 

single test. Likewise, some school systems also incorporate other quantitative instruments such 

as their state’s end-of-year academic achievement assessment (Gordon & Bridgllal, 2005; 

Renzulli & Brandon, 2017). 
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In addition to these quantitative measures, some school systems also use qualitative 

instruments, either as additional tools in the identification process or as screening instruments 

that are used to determine which students should undergo the more extensive quantitative 

measures. These qualitative tools may include parent nomination forms, parent observational 

checklists, teacher nomination forms, teacher observational checklists, peer nomination forms, 

self-nomination forms, and gifted characteristics checklists completed by teachers (Siegle et al., 

2016). There are multiple variants of these qualitative tools; many school systems create their 

own and others rely on commercially-created products (Bishofberger, 2012; Ford, 2014b). Peer 

nominations and self-nominations are not as commonly used as parent and teacher nomination 

forms; parent nomination forms are sometimes discounted as being unduly biased.  

Despite the lack of consensus on a meaning for giftedness, or perhaps even because of 

it, classroom teachers are frequently the primary referral sources for students to be screened 

for consideration for inclusion in gifted education programs (Allen, 2017). Yet many teachers 

are unconsciously biased against students who are from nondominant ethnic groups; therefore, 

these subjective measures create their own problems. This leaves teachers as the primary 

gatekeepers into the gifted education screening and identification processes, which 

underscores the importance of teacher perceptions of giftedness.  

Purpose of the Study and Research Questions 

Under-identification of certain populations of students is a longtime problem in gifted 

education (GE). Many scholars have tried to solve this problem, but have not yet been 

successful. The outlay of funds to initiate and maintain innovative curricula is expensive and 

impedes the implementation of many new programs. However, suppose that more diverse 
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students are being included in some schools’ gifted education programs through the actions of 

gifted education teachers? Prior to this study, no one had investigated ways that gifted 

education teachers take action to sidestep the guidelines in their respective school districts in 

order to diversify the group of students served by the gifted programs in their own schools. This 

study examined the types of actions that gifted education teachers take to affect their 

programs’ diversity, how much power the gifted education teachers feel they have to influence 

their programs, and their assessments of the diversity of their school’s gifted education 

program. Three research questions guided this study: 

1. How do North Carolina gifted education teachers in the elementary grades perceive the 

diversity status of the gifted education program? 

2. How much power do gifted education teachers feel they have to influence the diversity 

and the curriculum of the programs in which they teach? 

3. What kinds of strategies or adjustments to the school system’s guidelines do gifted 

education teachers make in order to affect the diversity of their gifted education 

classes? 

The answers to these questions may lead to increases in gifted programs’ diversity 

without incurring additional costs to school systems. Such an outcome could work to make 

inroads into overcoming the longtime problem of under-identification of certain populations in 

gifted education. 

Positionality Statement 

I taught nearly 20 years in fifth grade before becoming a Gifted Education (GE) teacher. 

As I began the new GE position, I focused on learning the ins and outs of the role. In time, I 
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noticed that the students in the GE classes were almost all White. I sought an innocent reason 

for this, but with time and continued reading of research, I decided the reasons were not 

innocuous. However, as merely a GE teacher I felt like I had no control over the situation. The 

school system had precise guidelines for how a child could be identified as gifted, and we were 

to follow those guidelines exactly. Due to these restrictions, I looked for ways to deliver gifted-

class curriculum to more students. Over the next several years, I tried various tactics to expose 

more children to higher level thinking skills.  

One tactic I used was to pull non-identified students from their regular education 

classrooms for small group learning. Students answered their favorite of three questions. They 

knew I was looking at the thinking behind their answers, not their writing ability. Those 

students whose responses showed strong, divergent, and/or creative thinking were those that I 

pulled for sessions of Socratic Seminars, using the same curriculum that I used with GE 

students. 

Another approach I took was doing whole-class GE instruction in regular education 

classrooms. I taught scaffolded language arts lessons and pushed in for whole class instruction 

with leveled math lessons in which students were allowed to advance to higher levels as they 

successfully completed each assignment.  

A different way I served non-identified students was by having “enrichment” students 

attend GE classes with gifted-identified students. These were students who performed or had 

the potential to perform at a high level in their regular education classes. With parent and 

teacher permission, I included these students, usually students of color, and in this way 

increased the diversity of the GE classes. I would also serve small “enrichment” groups of 
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second-graders. I asked teachers to send their top three academic performers, and also include 

ones the teachers just “had a feeling about.” These groups tended to better reflect the school’s 

diversity than did my GE classes. I hoped that doing this for the younger students would later 

influence the diversity of the older ones who made up the gifted classes.  

I continued to bend boundaries as I sought ways to increase the diversity of my GE 

classes. During universal testing time, we were told to create a list of students who were 

eligible for subsequent academic achievement testing by including all students who scored at or 

above the 85th percentile on any part of the CogAT. I also searched for anyone who scored at 

the 65th percentile or above. If the student was an English language learner, Specific Learning 

Disabled (SLD), neuro-divergent, or potentially affected by low socio-economic status, I added 

them to the academic achievement test group.  

Similarly, I stretched the guidelines for serving third-grade classes in the talent search 

program. The official model was to teach 2 -3 whole class lessons in each classroom, then pull 

small groups for deeper lessons. What I did instead was provide weekly whole-class lessons to 

each class for the entire school year. I was able to get to know all the students and learn their 

capabilities and potential. This alteration provided me with more observational data to apply 

when reviewing CogAT scores to choose students for additional testing. In this way, I was able 

to influence the gifted identification pool in the direction of more diversity.  

Throughout my career as a GE teacher, I sought to expand the program boundaries 

imposed by district administration. I expected that other GE teachers would do the same. This 

influenced my research questions and shaped my expectations of the data I would gather. 
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Interpretive Framework 

This study was viewed through a phenomenological lens; I acknowledge that I combine 

theory and personal experience to inform how I understand the participants' experiences of the 

phenomenon. The gifted education (GE) teachers who were interviewed discussed their lived 

experiences of their everyday work lives as they approach the idea of diversity in the GE 

programs in which they teach. Creswell (2013) describes a phenomenological study as one that 

investigates a single phenomenon, in this case the phenomenon of managing the diversity/lack 

of diversity in the gifted programs in which the AIG teachers work.  

Additionally, the study used a social constructivist framework that views results through 

a critical theory lens. Creswell (2013) explains social constructivism as a research framework in 

which the researcher relies heavily on the viewpoints of the study’s participants, viewpoints 

they have formed “through interaction with others … and through historical and cultural 

norms” (p. 25).  Merriam and Tisdell (2016) outline critical investigation as research whose goal 

is to “critique and challenge, to transform, and to analyze power relations” (p. 59) and, 

ultimately, to transform the practice it examines. The gifted education teachers in this study 

explained the steps they take within their work environments, filling a facet of the social 

constructivist framework; moreover, the researcher hopes to apply the findings to the larger 

world of gifted education to positively affect the representational disparities in GE programs. 

One specific concept I used to establish a critical stance was the idea of opportunity hoarding, 

which falls under the overarching principle of Critical Whiteness Theory (CWT) and presents the 

critical perspective. I will explain the concept of opportunity hoarding and its relationship to 

CWT in the next chapter. 
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The remainder of this research account will be organized in the following ways. Chapter 

2 will present a review of the literature; it will begin with a discussion of groups that are under-

identified in gifted education, include who they are, along with experts’ conjectures about why 

these groups are under-identified. This will be followed by an examination of opportunity 

hoarding and various ways that have been proposed to ameliorate the under-identification 

problem. Chapter 2 will end with a discussion of teacher agency.  

The next chapter will describe how I conducted the research. The chapter will start with 

my rationale for choosing to do an interview study and then will describe the study’s 

participants and how I recruited them. This will be followed by an account of the interviews and 

will end with discussion of how I analyzed the data and actions I took to protect validity and 

reliability. 

Chapter 4 will present the findings from my research, organized in the order of the 

research questions. The chapter begins by reporting the gifted education teachers’ perceptions 

of the diversity of their programs, along with the causes to which the teachers attribute the 

source of the diversity problem. This is followed by discussion of the gifted education teachers’ 

sense of agency; this section starts with power over curriculum and ends with the teachers’ 

feelings about their power to affect the diversity of the gifted education program. The chapter 

ends with a description of the strategies the teachers have used and the adjustments they have 

made to their program guidelines in their efforts to increase gifted education program diversity. 

Finally, I end with a discussion of the findings and their implications. As part of this, I 

propose actions that can be taken at the level of the field of gifted education, the school district 
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level, and the individual school level to work toward amelioration of the under-identification 

problem in gifted education programs. 
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Chapter Two 

Review of the Literature 

This literature review first discusses some of the groups that are traditionally under-

identified in gifted education, followed by suppositions as to why these groups are under-

identified, an overview of how the concept of opportunity hoarding has been used to preserve 

educational opportunities for a chosen few, and then surveys various solutions that have been 

proposed as ways to address the groups’ under-identification. Finally, the chapter ends with a 

discussion of the research on teacher agency. 

Groups that are Under-identified in Gifted Education 

Under-identification of students from specific groups is an ongoing problem in gifted 

programs and has been an issue since the field of gifted education first began.  The literature on 

groups that are under-identified in gifted education tends to focus on two questions: Why? and 

What can be done? The fact that some groups are under-identified in gifted education is a 

settled truth, but the discussion of these two questions continues. 

 Many different under-identified groups are described in the literature, but the bulk of 

that writing has focused on children of color (also referred to as children who are culturally 

and/or linguistically diverse, or CLD) and children from families facing economic challenges. 

Therefore, those are the under-identified groups addressed in greater detail in this literature 

review. 

Students of Color 

Recent findings from the Office of Civil Rights (2016) show that of students enrolled at 

“schools offering gifted and talented programs (GATE)” (p. 6), Black and Latinx students are 
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42% of the student population and Whites are 49% of the student population. However, the 

student population actually in the GATE programs in these schools is only 28% Black and Latinx 

but 57% White, giving clear evidence of unequal representation in GATE programs.  

Table 2 gives a clearer illustration of the rate of disproportionate representation. I used 

data from the National Center for Education Statistics (n.d.) and integrated it with data from 

the Office for Civil Rights (n.d.) to tease out group representation with greater detail. The terms 

used here and in Table 2 reflect those used in the source materials. As can be seen from the 

numbers in the table, Asian students and White students are overrepresented in gifted 

programs, compared to their percentages of the total U.S. student population for that year. 

Asian students, who made up just 5.2% of the student population represented 9.9% of the 

gifted program population. Likewise, White students were 47.3% of the total population, but 

58.4% of the gifted program population. Stark under-identification in gifted programs is also 

clearly shown in the table. American Indian/Alaskan Native students make up 1.0% of the total 

U.S. student population, but only 0.85% of the population of gifted programs. The groups that 

are most frequently discussed in the literature on group under-identification in gifted 

programs, Black students and Latinx students, make up significant chunks of the overall U.S. 

student population, 15.1% and 27.2%, respectively. However, like most other racially 

minoritized student groups, these groups make up markedly smaller percentages of the gifted 

program student population, with Black students representing just 8.2% or slightly more than 

one-half of their total population percentage, and Latinx students representing just 18.3% of 

the gifted program population, roughly two-thirds of what would be expected if these students 

were actually equitably represented in gifted programs.  
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This occurs at the local level, too, despite individual efforts to change policy effects. In 

2016, the suburban school at which the researcher taught had similar disproportionate 

Table 2 

2017-2018 Gifted and Talented Education (GATE) Population by Ethnic Group in the United 
States. 

Group 
Total 

Student 
Population 

% Total U.S. 
Student 

Population 

% Total U.S. 
Student 

Population in 
GATE 

Programs 

Number of 
Students in 

GATE 
Programs 

Group’s %  
of GATE 

Population 

United States 
 

50,922,024 
 

100% 6.6% 3,329,540 100% 

American 
Indian or 
Alaskan Native 

 
502,469 

 
1.0% 4.9% 24,760 0.74% 

Asian 
 

2,626,108 
 

5.2% 12.6% 329,947 9.9% 

Black or  
African 
American 

 
7,696,501 

 
15.1% 3.6% 273,280 8.2% 

Hispanic  
and/or  
Latino 

 
13,862,334 

 
27.2% 4.5% 610,225 18.3% 

Native 
Hawaiian or 
Other Pacific 
Islander 

 
193,424 

 
0.4% 3.7% 7,163 0.22% 

Two or More 
Races 

 
1,944,875 

 
3.8% 7.2% 139,755 4.2% 

White 
 

24,096,313 
 

47.3% 8.1% 1,944,410 58.4% 
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population ratios. The fourth and fifth graders at the school, the grades in which gifted-

identified students at the school attended gifted classes, had 245 students. Of those 245 

students, 26% were Latinx and 54% were White. Fifty-six (22.9%) of the fourth and fifth graders 

attended gifted education classes. However, less than 2% of the 56 gifted students were 

identified as Latinx, while 79% were identified as White, percentages that were far from the 

groups’ presence in the grade-level population (Hurt, 2018). 

As shown in Table 2, gifted students are part of every ethnic and racial group (Fultz et 

al., 2013; Valdés, 2003); however, students who are not part of the majority culture are 

proportionally under-identified, especially in comparison to students from the majority culture 

(Michael-Chadwell, 2011; Milner & Ford, 2007; Moon & Brighton, 2008). Despite a decades-

long focus on disproportionate representation in gifted education, gifted classes continue to be 

dominated by White students. This increasingly results in the misguided notion that smartness, 

an oft-considered component of giftedness, and Whiteness are in alignment with one another 

(Hatt, 2016; Nishi, 2021).  

Ford and Young (2018) blame a lack of educational opportunity for the under-

identification of Black and Hispanic students, saying that this contributes to the “unjust and 

inequitable system” in which these students “are denied access to school programs that are 

important to students reaching their individual potential” (p. 339), going on to say that this 

failure to reach their potential can at least in part be attributed to their “denied access to gifted 

classes and services” (p. 345). 
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Students with Economic Challenges 

According to Renzulli and Brandon (2017) “the hottest topic and single-most 

controversial issue facing the field of gifted education today is the continued 

underrepresentation of students from low-income families and minority groups” (p. 71). The 

large amount of literature on both of these topics seems to back up their assertion. 

It can be difficult to look at students through the lens of economic challenge alone, 

because of the way that economic challenge intersects with other factors. All subgroups of the 

student population in this country, including race and ethnicity subgroups, have within them 

gifted students who are from low-socioeconomic backgrounds (Gentry & Seward, 2018). In fact, 

according to Gentry and Seward (2018), “gifted students from low-income families may be the 

most invisible group in education today” (p. 354). These students often start school behind 

their middle-class and upper-class classmates, and continue to fall behind their age group as 

they move through their school years if educators don’t step in to break the cycle (Gentry & 

Seward, 2018). Wyner et al. (2009) stress that these “starting-line disparities” keep the students 

from moving up through the educational ranks. According to these authors (Wyner et al., 2007), 

“Among first-grade students performing in the top academic quartile, only 28 percent are from 

lower-income families, while 72 percent are from higher-income families” (p. 5). 

Students who are Twice-Exceptional 

 Twice-exceptional students (2e) are students who are identified as gifted in addition to 

having some other kind of exceptionality, whether it is formally identified or not. These other 

exceptionalities can be a host of things, for example, autism, a specific learning disability, 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder (ADHD), or Emotional Disorders. What often happens 
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for these students is that the school cannot see past their nongifted exceptionality in order to 

consider the giftedness that is also in the child (Silverman, 2013). In other situations, the 

giftedness is recognized and not the other exceptionality, at least until the child reaches a point 

where giftedness is not enough to compensate for the other condition. It may also be the case 

that none of the student’s conditions are noticed (Coleman et al., 2018). Regardless of the 

exceptionality that is overlooked, the learning needs of 2e students are not met when they do 

not receive services for both (or more) of the exceptionalities they possess. 

Why are These Groups Under-Identified? 

There are many things that can contribute to the problem of under-identification. One is 

bias in the test instruments used to assess giftedness (Ryser, 2018). Additionally, prejudice and 

stereotypes regarding which students are likely to be gifted also lead to the problem of under-

identification of students from certain groups (Ford & Young, 2018; Gordon & Bridglall, 2005). 

Even conflicting ideas about the definition of giftedness can interfere with identifying it in many 

student populations (Johnsen, 2018; Ryser, 2018).  

For many schools, admission to the gifted program still depends on high-scoring 

performance on an IQ test, even though these tests have often been shown to contain cultural 

bias (Gordon & Bridgllal, 2005; Renzulli & Brandon, 2017). As an example of cultural bias in 

tests, Ford and Young (2018) tell the story of a young Latinx student who took a language arts 

test to see if her scores would qualify her for the gifted program at her school. One of the 

passages detailed a kayaking trip taken by the story’s protagonist; the Latinx student had never 

before heard of a kayak, and this lack of background knowledge made it difficult to answer the 

context-dependent questions about the passage. As another example, there are many students 
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who have never even seen the ocean. Try to imagine what would happen if such a student had 

to interpret passages from The Old Man and the Sea. The lack of background experience would 

markedly interfere with the student’s performance on the interpretive task (Ryser, 2018). 

Sometimes gifted children don’t even make it to the ‘testing’ stage, because they don’t 

advance past the initial screening process. Most school systems with gifted programs start the 

identification process by using some sort of screening instrument. The purpose of the screening 

stage is to narrow the pool of students who would need to take what is usually a more 

expensive nationally normed test. The screening stage can involve the use of a less-expensive 

test, teacher nomination, parent nomination, checklists, and other tools. According to McBee 

(2016), screening tests are less sensitive to students’ performance than a “system of universal 

testing,” and he additionally sees high cut-off scores on screening tests to be a problem that 

denies testing for entrance into gifted classes for “huge numbers of students who could qualify 

for gifted programs (but) are not even being tested” (p. 135). When any child’s giftedness is not 

recognized and addressed, the child’s learning needs are not being met. 

Teacher bias in the recognition of giftedness in students is cause for concern because 

teacher nomination can be the first step to consideration toward gifted service assessment 

(Szymanski & Shaff, 2013). As frontline workers, teachers are an easy place for school systems 

to place blame, although teachers should not be held responsible for systemic issues and 

structures. They are one part of a larger system that controls much of what they do in their 

professional lives. However, teachers sometimes do have preconceived notions about 

characteristics of children who are gifted and how gifted students behave (Carman, 2011). 

These stereotypes often lead teachers to select as gifted those students sometimes called 
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“teacher pleasers.” These are students who are attentive in class, are enthusiastic about school, 

and who are behavior compliant. Teacher pleasers perform at grade level and occasionally 

beyond, and they work hard to achieve as high a level of performance as possible.  

In many cases, this confusion between gifted students and teacher-pleasing students 

occurs due to a lack of training for teachers. Most classroom teachers have not been prepared 

to recognize potential giftedness in different populations of students (Silverman, 2013).  

Because they are not trained in the different ways in which giftedness may manifest itself, 

classroom teachers often have stereotypes about the ways that gifted children behave and the 

skills that they exhibit. Teachers tend to favor advanced communication skills (Moon & 

Brighton, 2008; Özcan & Kaya, 2016), high intellectual or subject area ability (Hodge & Kemp, 

2006; Rohrer, 1995), and compliance with school and classroom rules (Altıntaş & Ilgün, 2016; 

Milner & Ford, 2007; Ramos, 2010). Additionally, teachers are more likely to consider a student 

as gifted for outside-of-school reasons that are more related to belonging to a higher income 

family. These include having many books at home, partaking in enrichment experiences 

through family trips, coming from two-parent homes, and having educated parents (Moon & 

Brighton, 2008; Rohrer, 1995).  

Teachers also sometimes have misconceptions about characteristics that point toward a 

lack of gifted potential, leading some educators to start off with low expectations (Ryser, 2018). 

These include nonacademic reasons such as having divorced parents or belonging to a transient 

family (Rohrer, 1995). Other traits that are, according to some teachers, antithetical to 

giftedness include being shy, qualifying for free or reduced lunch, or being among the youngest 

children in the class. Likewise, teachers are less likely to consider a student as gifted if the 
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student is behavior non-compliant or gives ‘smart-aleck’ responses (Moon & Brighton, 2008) in 

class (Ramos, 2010; Rohrer, 1995; Szymanski & Shaff, 2013). 

Cultural differences between teachers and students frequently also are named as a 

cause of the continued uneven representation of culturally and linguistically diverse students. 

These differences can lead to problematic teacher perceptions. Two things that contribute to 

skewed teacher perceptions are stereotypes about who is gifted and deficit thinking about 

students of color. 

Higher opinions of a student’s potential ability are exhibited by some teachers if the 

student speaks what the teacher considers to be Standard American English (SAE) (Brashears, 

2014; Godley et al., 2006). Indeed, a student’s dialect can lead to a teacher’s low achievement 

expectations for some students within their first eight days of kindergarten (Murdock-Perriera 

& Sedlacek, 2018).  

Deficit thinking also plays into teachers’ tendencies to over-refer White students for 

gifted assessment. The deficit thinking model assumes that unsatisfactory performance in 

school is due to the students’ own internal deficits (Valencia, 2010). These ‘deficits’ are 

described in many ways. Children might come from families that face economic challenges, 

from another culture, from a divided family or from a family that speaks a dialect of English that 

is different from the dialect spoken by the cultural mainstream. These ‘deficits’ contribute to 

mainstream individuals’ ideas about children’s intellectual abilities, motivation, poor language 

performance, and behavior. Essentially, deficit thinking is an example of ‘blaming the victim’ for 

any educational shortcomings that are evidenced (Reiter & Davis, 2011). Deficit thinking frees 

schools from having to take responsibility for students’ learning; any difficulty that the students 
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may be experiencing is considered to be a problem that is internal to the student, and thus out 

of the realm of things that the school can influence. This absolves the school of charges of 

ineffectiveness with a certain category of student and helps sustain the privilege and the 

perceived superiority of the White dominant group.  

Peters and Carter (2021) suggest that making a distinction between students who are 

high achievers and those who are gifted is an additional possible contributor to the under-

identification issues in gifted education. Their viewpoint is that if the high achieving child and 

the gifted child are performing at the same level in the classroom, it is a disservice to the high 

achieving child for that child not to receive the challenging instruction that is offered to the 

child who is judged to be gifted. 

Opportunity Hoarding 

Gifted education programs in schools have been seen by some as an example of 

opportunity hoarding (Diamond & Lewis, 2022). Opportunity hoarding, a term that was coined 

by Charles Tilly (1998), is an idea that falls under the umbrella of Critical Whiteness Theory 

(CWT). CWT is one of the many critical analysis approaches that grew and continue to grow out 

of Critical Race Theory. CWT posits several key ideas. One is that White people do not know 

they have a racial identity, they just see themselves as ‘regular’ people (Hartmann et al., 2009). 

There is nothing in their everyday lives that requires them to be aware of their skin color on a 

daily basis, because they experience no negative consequences from being White. In fact, it is 

this lack of awareness of having a racial identity that makes it so easy for them to recognize the 

‘other’ in their environments. People of color, by definition, are a color so as perceived by the 

White person, they are clearly different. To the White person, people of color are not ‘regular’ 
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people. The “omnipresence of Whiteness” has established itself “as the unquestionable norm” 

(Whitaker et al., 2018, p. 415) that places people of color outside of that ‘norm.’ 

A White person may think they are not prejudiced, perhaps saying that they do not see 

color. In being able to say that they do not see color, they have made a case for being 

comfortable in their Whiteness; they have the privilege of being ‘colorblind.’ People of color do 

not have this privilege (Jupp & Badenhorst, 2020). They are always aware of their color, 

because they must always be attentive to how they act and what they say when around White 

people. This is due to the inequality of power in the socio-political structure of American 

society. Even if the White person is not explicitly aware of being biased against people of color, 

they possess implicit bias against these people. As part of that bias and ‘othering’ of people of 

color, implicit bias can lead White people to see people of color as part of a group that should 

not have the same privileges and advantages as they do (Corces-Zimmerman & Guida, 2019; 

Jupp & Badenhorst, 2021; Nishi, 2021). This is where opportunity hoarding comes in. 

Opportunity hoarding is an action that reserves a special place or status for people who 

belong to the same group as those who are hoarding. It advantages the insiders and 

disadvantages the outsiders. The expression has been used in many contexts. For example, 

redlining of neighborhoods in the 1960s and 1970s can be interpreted as White hoarding (Rury 

& Rife, 2018); it was seen by some as keeping ‘others’ out to preserve ‘our way of life’ (read this 

as ‘our White territory’). Present day examples include White hoarding of resources in a college 

algebra class (Nishi, 2021) and present-day segregation of public schools (Cashin, 2021). Also 

included is the hoarding done by schools and teachers who let stereotypes predispose them to 
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perceive Black children negatively and therefore as not deserving (Casey, 2021), as well as the 

hoarding motivations that undergird school choice policies (Sattin-Bajaj & Roda, 2020). 

One could trace the concept of giftedness as opportunity hoarding by going back to 

Cheryl Harris’s seminal work, Whiteness as Property (1993). In this influential work, Harris 

explained that a right can be viewed as property, and therefore, property is not just something 

tangible. Following this line of thought, Whiteness moved into a position as the baseline for 

both private property and citizenship; “the way things are” came to be considered a neutral 

starting point of unmarked Whiteness that masked the racial domination by Whites of all 

others (Aggarwal, 2016). Mansfield built on Harris’s work to propose that giftedness is an 

extension of the Whiteness as property concept (Mansfield, 2015) and more directly connected 

the idea of giftedness and the protection of Whiteness in her later work (Mansfield, 2016). 

Mansfield expressed her viewpoint that the positioning of giftedness as a sign of status in social 

environments replicated the way Harris (1993) described how racial identity and property were 

interwoven with one another. In this manner, giftedness, according to Mansfield (2015), 

becomes another form of property reserved for those who are White and/or affluent. 

Amelioration of Under-Identification 

Over the decades, several strategies have been proposed to reduce opportunity 

hoarding and to ensure that gifted education opportunities are made available to groups that 

continue to be under-identified in gifted education today. For example, there are many who 

contend that giftedness should be defined in new ways and that alternative pathways should 

be used to recommend students for gifted programs (VanTassel-Baska, 2005). One of these 

changes would be to use local norms instead of national norms when using assessments to 
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identify children who qualify for gifted education programs. When local norms are used, rather 

than comparing a student’s performance to a nationally normed group, the student is 

compared to the performance of their school-level (or even class-level) peers (Renzulli & 

Brandon, 2017). Ford and Young (2018) recommend the use of norms at the school level, rather 

than national norms. Following the recommendations of the National Excellence Report (Ross & 

United States, 1993), they advocate for comparing students to others of the same age, same 

experience level, and same type of environment, rather than comparing everyone to the 

national normative sample that is ordinarily used. Ryser (2018) additionally recommends that a 

school district investigate the characteristics of the normative sample that was used for the 

standardized test they are considering; then the district should evaluate whether the normative 

sample is appropriate for the students in the district or school, especially regarding the cut-off 

scores that are to be used. Alternatively, Gentry and Seward (2018) advocate for the use of a 

schoolwide “talent development approach with levels of services designed to develop the 

potentials of high-scoring students from lower income families” (p. 358), as opposed to a 

dichotomous choice of gifted or not gifted. 

Some experts recommend universal screening or testing (Gentry & Seward, 2018; 

McBee, 2016; Renzulli & Brandon, 2017) as a way to avoid many of the problems associated 

with screening and checklists. When a school or school system uses universal screening and/or 

testing, every student is tested at some point, often in elementary school. Universal screening 

can increase diversity of gifted programs by providing all students the opportunity to show their 

cognitive and academic abilities. Universal screening eliminates the need to first be noticed by 

the teacher and then nominated for screening for giftedness. In addition to universal screening 
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and testing, there are scholars and researchers who have developed special curricular models 

designed to be used schoolwide. Joseph Renzulli developed a Schoolwide Enrichment Model 

(SEM) which he credits as a successful intervention (Renzulli & Brandon, 2017). Horn (2015) 

modified SEM somewhat to create the Young Scholars Model (YSM) as a way to increase 

representation of under-identified groups in gifted classes. There is also Project EXCITE 

(Olszeweski-Kublius & Steenbergen-Hu, 2017), and the HOPE scale which is designed to help 

teachers focus on gifted characteristics that are not usually assessed on standardized tests 

(Gentry & Seward, 2018). 

Another ameliorative method sometimes proposed is the use of different tests for 

screening and testing students for inclusion in gifted programs.  Many standardized tests and 

test items in standardized tests have been found to be biased in some way, and so gifted 

education researchers often recommend the use of different assessments to bypass some of 

the problems found in the usual cognitive tests. Ryser (2018), for example, advises that 

nonverbal reasoning tests be used to take out the issue of biased vocabulary usage. Renzulli 

and Brandon (2017) also suggest the use of performance-based assessments as an alternative 

to multiple choice standardized tests. Conversely, Sternberg et al. (2021) contend that the use 

of nonverbal assessments only slightly improves the inclusion of under-identified student 

groups. 

  Partnering with students’ families is proposed as one intervention to use in some 

under-identification situations (Coleman et al., 2018), but the most repeated recommendation 

not directed at students is to give teachers more training. Again and again, the lack of teacher 
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knowledge of giftedness arises in the writings of the researchers (Goings & Ford, 2017; Ryser, 

2018), so this is definitely considered by many to be an area that needs further attention. 

Ecker-Lyster and Niileksela (2017) propose that teachers’ agentic moves to use 

multicultural education within gifted education classes, delivered at a higher level for gifted 

learners, may be one way to increase and retain more diverse students in gifted programs. 

These authors also champion the use of mentors and the cultivation of noncognitive factors as 

potential ways to increase the diversity of the gifted education programs. As a future direction 

for research, the authors recommend the investigation of “effective programming strategies 

designed specifically for underrepresented students” (p.90). 

There have been a plethora of recommendations for counteracting under-identification 

issues for various groups of students in gifted education, yet this is a continuing problem 

despite many decades of investigation and comment. Ford and Young (2018) assert that “All 

states and districts must adopt definitions, theories, instruments, and practices that include 

cultural dimensions, language considerations, income and associated inequities, talent 

development opportunities, and support for underachievers” (p. 342). The field needs effective 

strategies that schools can use in a widespread fashion in order to correct the problems of 

disproportional representation in gifted education. 

Teacher Agency 

 With the emphasis placed on teachers as part of the identification and service processes 

associated with gifted learners, teachers’ sense of agency becomes an important consideration. 

Agency, put simply by Biesta and Tedder (as quoted in Priestly et al., 2012), is an individual’s 

ability to “critically shape their responses to problematic situations.” The concept of agency can 
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also include additional ideas. Societal pressures to conform to a status quo can make it difficult 

for a person to act against that status quo. Likewise, the “social and material environments” of 

individuals exert pressures to behave in certain ways, and these affect individuals’ feelings of 

agency (Priestly et al., 2012). A person’s social environment consists of their societal milieu, 

including relationships with others, the culture of the community, and the traditions of the 

institutions which surround them. The concept that agency is sometimes also constrained by 

limited time was added by Emirbayer and Mische (1998).  

Bridwell-Mitchell (2015) theorizes that teacher agency only leads to educational change 

if certain forces are in balance. She considers one area of necessary balance to be in the realm 

of teachers’ peer learning. Bridwell-Mitchell proposes that socialization, or the pressure to do 

the same things as everyone else, must be in balance with innovation, or being exposed to 

coworkers’ ways of doing things differently. In other words, a teacher must decide whether to 

perform their job functions in a way that harmonizes with their school’s norms, or exercise 

personal agency and depart from the building’s norms to accomplish their goals in a different 

way. Similarly, a teacher must decide whether to try new strategies discovered and shared by 

colleagues, or avoid risk by continuing to follow familiar methods. Through these commonplace 

examples, Bridwell-Mitchell (2015) shows how a teacher’s agency is involved in day-to-day 

decisions involving workplace operations. Bridwell-Mitchell’s observations about teachers who 

maintain the status quo versus teachers who innovate is echoed in Campbell’s work. Campbell 

(2019) describes two types of teacher agency: the bricoleur and the engineer. The engineer is 

the teacher more likely to follow instructional practices prescribed by persons at a higher level 

within the school system, while a bricoleur tends to value innovation and individualism, tends 
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to base actions on ethical consideration, and tends to take a more subjective stance in decision-

making.  

 Teachers work within systems which are intricate and complex, and they have little 

control over the curricula or the instructional practices they must follow. In some situations, 

teachers have no control at all, and the decision to exercise agency is often a precarious choice 

for them to make. In an echo of Campbell (2019), Nataša Pantić (2017) found that schools with 

good communication, collaboration, and trust among stakeholders were schools in which 

teacher agency for social justice was strong. She also found that some teachers recognize 

opportunities to “transform current practices” (p.228), while others see policy and power as 

being out of their hands. In their study of teachers of gifted students, Johnsen and Kaul (2019) 

found that teachers frequently considered school system curricula to be a barrier to serving the 

needs of the gifted learners. They likewise found that when teachers disagree with the system 

level practices, they do not incorporate them into their classrooms (Johnsen & Kaul, 2019). 

Eslinger (2014) discusses his position that the one-size-fits-all approach to curriculum in the 

atmosphere of high-stakes testing does not work well for students in urban schools. He found 

that an informal agreement between teacher and principal to allow curricular materials outside 

of the mandated resources of the school system better served the students. When Eslinger 

(2014) was given the opportunity to exercise his teacher agency by presenting curricular 

materials more relevant to his students, the students performed well and achieved at higher 

levels than they did when the school system’s mandates were scrupulously followed. In 

agreement with Pantić (2017), Eslinger credits collaboration with colleagues as a condition that 

enhances teacher agency. 
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 Brigandi et al., (2019) studied implementation fidelity of a gifted education model. They 

found that even when teachers faithfully implement the gifted education model, those who 

exercise their agency by supplementing the model with other materials and activities positively 

affect student engagement. Brigandi et al., (2019) found that such modifications beneficially 

impacted the students in the class. Similar to these findings and those of Eslinger (2014), 

Ponnusamy (2017) found that a bottom-up curriculum, created by teachers and tailored to fit 

the needs of their students, was the best model of curriculum change. She posits that teacher 

agency “has become a critical determinant for the ongoing development and refinement of 

curriculum” (p. 25). 
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Chapter 3 

Methodology 

In this research, I examined current practices of gifted education (GE) teachers relative 

to the diversity of the GE programs in which they work.  I also explored teacher agency to find 

how much power individual GE teachers feel they have to exert inventive resourcefulness in 

their various GE programs. The research questions that guided this study are: 

1. How do North Carolina gifted education teachers in the elementary grades perceive the 

diversity status of the gifted education program? 

2. How much power do gifted education teachers feel they have to influence the diversity 

and the curriculum of the programs in which they teach? 

3. What kinds of strategies or adjustments to the school system’s guidelines do gifted 

education teachers make in order to affect the diversity of their gifted education 

classes? 

Rationale for Teacher Interviews 

 As explained in the first chapter, this study was informed by a framework that focuses 

attention on teachers’ understandings of and daily lived experiences with the phenomenon of 

diversity in gifted education from their own perspectives. Additionally, the framework was 

grounded in a critical examination of these experiences, especially how opportunities to 

participate in gifted education maintain exclusivity (are hoarded) for restricted groups of 

students in the public schools. To examine the research questions using this theoretical 

structure, I determined it to be necessary to talk to teachers who were actually working within 

the gifted education programs in their schools. I was interested in the teachers’ perceptions 
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and experiences with diversity in the gifted education programs in their schools, and these 

answers could not be found by doing an examination of existing data, nor by relying on the 

guidelines of the state or of the county in which I had personal experience. Procedures and 

expectations surrounding the Academically or Intellectually Gifted (AIG) Programs in the state 

of North Carolina vary widely. I will address the variations in North Carolina schools in the next 

few paragraphs. 

North Carolina’s 115 public school systems are organized predominantly by county (100 

county school systems), with 15 more school systems organized by city (Rash, 2022). The 

student populations vary widely from system to system. For example, Alleghany County Schools 

(county population – 11,049) and Cherokee County Schools (29,167) serve student populations 

of 1456 and 2949, respectively (Alleghany County Schools, n.d.; Cherokee County Schools, n.d.). 

Asheville City Schools (94,067), one of the city-based public school districts, serves 4500 

students (Asheville City Schools, n.d.). These school systems are quite small when compared to 

the state’s two largest public school systems, Wake County Schools and Charlotte-Mecklenburg 

Schools. The Wake County Public School System serves 159,000 students, while Charlotte-

Mecklenburg Schools serves a student population of 140,406 (Wake County Public School 

System, n.d.; Charlotte-Mecklenburg Schools, n.d.). The student populations of the two largest 

North Carolina public school systems is each larger than the combined total number of 

residents in Alleghany County, Cherokee County, and the city of Asheville.  

Likewise, school systems vary widely in the ways that their schools are organized. I will 

use four of the school systems above to illustrate this point. Alleghany County Schools has three 

Kindergarten through 8th grade (K-8) schools and one high school (9-12). Asheville City Schools 
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is a magnet school district and has five elementary schools (K-5), two middle schools (6-8), and 

two high schools (9-12). Under their magnet model students may apply to attend any of the 

schools in the school district, and if there are available spaces students from outside the district 

may also apply to attend. Cherokee County Schools has three elementary schools (preK – 4), 

two middle schools (6-8), two combined elementary/middle schools (preK- 8), two traditional 

high schools (9-12), one alternative high school (9-12), and one early college high school (9-13). 

Wake County Public Schools, by contrast, has 120 elementary schools (K-5 and preK-5), 41 

middle schools (6-8), and 33 high schools (9-12), five of which are early college high schools (9-

13). Wake County Public School System also includes seven alternative schools which are set up 

to serve a variety of grades and ages, including a first grade – fifth grade school, two grades six - 

eight schools, two grades 6-12 schools, one 9th-12th school and a school serving students aged 

16 – 21. Many of the schools in this school system are magnet schools that serve a combination 

of students who live in each magnet school’s attendance zone, along with a population of 

students from outside the attendance zone who attend by application to the school’s magnet 

program. 

Variation in the school systems in North Carolina carries over into the ways that 

Academically or Intellectually Gifted (AIG) students are identified and served within the schools. 

North Carolina state law (N.C.G.S. § 115C-150.05-.08) requires all school systems to have an AIG 

plan in place that details how AIG students will be identified and served. The three-year plans 

must be submitted to local school boards, and once approved at that level, the plans are sent 

on to the State Board of Education and the NC Department of Public Instruction for their 

review. Each school district determines for itself what identification and service standards make 
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sense for the community it serves, while maintaining adherence to state law and the NC AIG 

Program Standards. This leads to widespread dissimilarity in local plans from one school district 

to another.  

As evidence of program variability across the state, I provide additional examples of the 

different program models and identification practices used in the 10 school systems in which 

the study participants work. For one example, most of the school systems use universal testing 

(testing of all students in a grade level) at grade 3, while some others do the testing at grade 2 

or at grade 4. Some of the school systems do not use universal testing. 

Similarly, the school systems of the study’s participants use a variety of test minimums, 

or cut-off scores, as indicators of a child’s giftedness. Some of the school systems used scores at 

the 87th percentile on nationally normed tests, while others used a cut-off at the 95th 

percentile. The remaining school systems used minimum scores that were between these two 

percentiles. Most of the school systems also had more than one pathway that could be used to 

identify a student, and over half of the participants’ school systems used some sort of portfolio 

as part of an additional pathway.  

Additionally, the participants’ local school systems follow different service models to 

respond to the needs of gifted learners. In many of the school systems, gifted education 

services are delivered through a pull-out model in which gifted-identified students are “pulled” 

from their regular education classrooms to go to a classroom where they are instructed by a 

gifted-certified teacher. Even in school systems that use a pull-out model, though, there still is 

variety. In some pull-out programs, students receive gifted education services 45 minutes to an 

hour once per week per identification area (math, reading, and, sometimes, intellectual 
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giftedness). Other pull-out gifted programs are set up to serve students up to an hour every 

school day.  

A few school systems do not use any pull-out program at all. For example, in Avery 

County, there are no separate AIG teachers. Instead, AIG-certified teachers teach in regular 

classrooms within which AIG-identified students are clustered with non-identified students (E. 

Ayers, personal communication, May 3, 2021). One of the study’s participants works in a school 

system where identified students are placed into the “gifted homerooms” in grades four and 

five. In that system, all gifted-identified students in fourth grade are in the same teacher’s class, 

as are all gifted-identified students in fifth grade. The remaining children that make up each of 

those classes are students who have been judged to be high-performing academically. In yet 

another school system, one study participant told me that she teaches math all day; students 

who are identified as gifted in mathematics come to the gifted education class for their math 

instruction at the time that their regular education teacher teaches math to all her other 

students.  

Despite the level of existing variety of gifted education programs from system to 

system, there is additional variability within school systems. One participant who teaches in a 

school system that has “gifted homerooms” told me that other schools in their school system 

might use procedures that differed from the one their school uses for assigning students to the 

gifted homerooms. A study participant in a larger school system said that the AIG teachers in 

that school system had not been together yet in the school year, and the AIG teachers had 

heard different things from a variety of sources, so procedures were not at all consistent across 

the system. 
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There is variation among the school systems of North Carolina. North Carolina school 

systems vary in population size, in the ways that schools are organized, in how AIG students are 

identified and served, and even in the ways that AIG teachers within a school system interpret 

and administer that school system’s AIG guidelines. Due to this variety, conducting interviews 

with current gifted education teachers across the state was the most appropriate method for 

addressing the phenomenological and social constructivist underpinnings of this study. 

Participants 

The study sample consisted of 21 participants who teach gifted education at the 

elementary level in North Carolina public schools. Of the 21 participants, 20 identified as 

female, 20 identified as White, and most taught at suburban schools in the Piedmont. To have 

most of the participants come from the Piedmont region of North Carolina was not unexpected. 

The Piedmont has the largest population of the three North Carolina regions; it includes 

Charlotte, the Research Triangle (Raleigh, Durham, and Chapel Hill), and the Piedmont Triad 

(Greensboro, Winston-Salem, and High Point). In fact, of the ten largest cities in North Carolina, 

all but one (Wilmington) are located in the Piedmont region (Make a Move, 2022; World 

Population Review, n.d.). Furthermore, to have a majority of teachers who are female and 

White fits with information that is widely known about elementary school teachers in the 

United States (Zippia, 2022).  According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics’ most recent 

compilation of labor force statistics (2021), teachers at the elementary and middle school level 

are significantly female (72.2%) and White (83.8%). Narrowing that down to just elementary 

school teachers, 88.6% are female and 78.7 % are (non-Hispanic) White (National Center for 

Education Statistics, n.d.). Table 3 shows the demographic breakdown of the participants. 
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Table 3 

Participant Demographics 

Descriptor n    

Total Participants 21    

NC Regions     

     Mountains 1    

     Piedmont 16    

     Coastal Plains 4    

Community Type     

     Rural 8    

     Suburban 14    

     Urban 2    

     Multiple 3    

Gender     

     Males 1    

     Females 20    

Ethnicity     

     Multiracial 1    

     White 20    

Years Teaching Experience in AIG  
   

     < 5 years 4    

     5 – 10 years 8    

     > 10 years 9    

Years Teaching Experience Overall 
 

   

     < 5 years 0    

     5 – 10 years 2    

     > 10 years 19    

Variety of Teaching Experience 
    

     1 system only 5    
     2 systems 10    
     3 systems 3    
     4 systems 3    

Dialect Self-Awareness    
 

     Unaware 10   

     Awareness 11   
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When I queried participants regarding other languages or dialects that they themselves 

speak (other than English), teachers were split evenly when it came to knowing that they 

themselves spoke a dialect. Of the 11 who mentioned other dialects they spoke, most indicated 

Southern (9), while there were other teachers who mentioned dialects from “Jersey,” Arkansas, 

and California. Some teachers mentioned more than one dialect that they themselves spoke. I 

was interested in teachers’ awareness of dialect differences because dialect differences are 

often overlooked when one considers different types of diversity. Additionally, in most 

environments, it is still okay to disparage non-mainstream dialects and stigmatize speakers of 

these dialects (Lippi-Green, 2012). This often leads to a deficit orientation toward speakers of 

non-preferred dialects, which ultimately can lead to students’ not being considered suitable for 

AIG programs. Reaser et al. (2017) advance the notion that “judgements about students’ 

academic abilities based on their dialect are always inappropriate” (p.3). People, including 

teachers, develop implicit bias against dialects that are different from their own, and this 

influences how they perceive students who speak those different dialects.  

All of the AIG teachers had at least five years of teaching experience, with 19 having 

taught for more than ten years. The participants’ teaching experience with gifted education was 

more evenly distributed, with four teachers having fewer than five years of experience teaching 

in the gifted program and nine teachers having more than 10 years of experience in this field. 

The remaining teachers’ years of experience teaching in the gifted program fell between these 

two groups. 
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Recruitment  

I recruited the study’s 21 participants through social media sites and through public 

email addresses available on school websites. The social media sites were primarily Facebook 

and Twitter. On Facebook, where I joined over 20 teacher groups, and also on Twitter, I posted 

a research study description that included a link to the recruiting survey. Additionally, on 

Twitter I visited the homepage of the North Carolina Association for the Gifted and Talented 

(NCAGT) to post the recruitment information there and to search for teachers who commented 

on tweets about the NCAGT’s recent state conference. I returned to Facebook to search for 

teachers who had commented on the NCAGT’s Twitter homepage, and Facebook-messaged 

those I could find through the Facebook social media platform.  

To find public email addresses for study recruitment, I first went to a school district’s 

website to find the names of the district’s elementary schools, then proceeded to the website 

of each elementary school to find the name of the gifted education (GE) teacher for that school. 

When I was able to find the teacher’s email address, I then emailed potential participants to 

introduce myself, explain the research, and solicit their participation. Occasionally, I was unable 

to find information regarding GE teachers for the elementary schools in a school district. When 

this happened, I emailed someone from the Central Services of the district who had some 

association with AIG in their position’s description as given on the website for the school 

district. If unable to find such a person, I would contact the person associated with Exceptional 

Children’s services or with responsibilities for curricula in that district.  

A link to a Qualtrics ‘Do You Qualify’ survey was included in emails to teachers. If a 

potential participant accessed the Qualtrics survey and their answers indicated the participant 
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qualified for the study, they were taken to a ‘Consent to Participate’ form which included a 

space where they could indicate how they preferred to be contacted along with their best dates 

and times for that contact. Ultimately, in order to recruit enough participants for the study, I 

emailed GE teachers in the elementary schools of over half of North Carolina’s 100 counties; in 

most of those counties I emailed multiple teachers, soliciting over 200 GE teachers, facilitators, 

and directors. 

I restricted interview participation to elementary school gifted education teachers in 

North Carolina who had at least two years of experience as an elementary gifted education 

teacher and who currently held a GE teaching position. Teachers who no longer taught 

elementary-level gifted education classes must have left the field no more than two years prior 

to the start of the study. Participation was delimited in this way because teachers with fewer 

than two years of experience would still be learning the position’s responsibilities and would be 

unlikely to have full awareness of significant problems in the job or to have stretched beyond 

the position’s confines. Teachers who had left the position more than two years prior to the 

start of the study were excluded because of the potential for significant changes in 

responsibilities and procedures in a time period exceeding two years. 

I wanted to have as representative a group of participants as possible, including 

representation from all three regions of the state, so I initially contacted teachers in counties in 

the mountain and coastal plains regions of North Carolina. I expected to have many participants 

from the large Piedmont school system in which I previously taught, and this is why I began by 

soliciting participation from the state’s other two regions. Using a map of North Carolina to 

remind me of which counties were in which parts of the state, I began the search for 
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participants in the western part of the state, and next emailed teachers in the coastal counties. 

In addition to seeking participants who lived in a range of parts of the state, I also hoped to 

have participants from a variety of community types, with teachers from urban, suburban, and 

rural counties. As I neared the minimum number of participants needed for the study, I realized 

that there were very few teachers representing rural school systems. To remedy the situation, I 

consulted the North Carolina map again, and began to solicit participants from counties located 

mainly along the state’s border with South Carolina, as most of these counties are rural 

counties. I likewise emailed teachers from additional counties that I knew were rural. I 

amended this new recruitment email to include information about the lack of representation 

from rural school systems and expressed my desire to have all types of school systems included 

in the study. These new emails recruited five more participants, and took me above the 

minimum number of participants needed. Recruitment took place from April 18, 2021 through 

October 11, 2021. 

Interviews 

In order to understand the viewpoints of the study’s participants, I interviewed each 

participating teacher individually using the Zoom virtual meeting platform. Interviews were 

audiorecorded. Rudimentary transcripts were automatically generated by Zoom. Then I listened 

to each interview’s recording and made corrections to finalize the Zoom transcripts. I de-

identified the data, changing teachers’ names to their assigned number codes, changing school 

district names, school names, and community names to generic substitutes in order to protect 

participant confidentiality to the highest degree possible. During the transcription process, I 

jotted down things the teachers said, and I made note of where I needed to clarify their 
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statements, or areas in which I would try to get the teacher to elaborate more. As my research 

was informed by the theoretical frameworks of phenomenology and social constructivism, I 

wanted to be sure that I recognized the participants’ experiences addressing the diversity of 

their gifted education programs, as well as the steps they took to challenge the power 

structures of the educational systems in which they work. The questions and probes that I 

wrote down during transcript verification became the basis for the individualized protocol used 

for each teacher’s second interview. 

The initial interviews were semi-structured and were conducted using an interview 

protocol developed by the researcher (Appendix 1). The protocol specified broad, open-ended 

inquiries based on the research questions, informed by the study’s phenomenological and 

social constructivist framing. I chose to use semi-structured interviews to ensure that 

predetermined questions were asked of all interview participants, while at the same time 

allowing for further exploration of topics and stories of interest that arose during the interview 

sessions. Initial interviews were designed to be 45 – 60 minutes long, and most of the initial 

sessions fell within this time frame. 

For most teachers, second interviews were conducted three to six weeks following the 

first interviews. I was able to have second interview sessions with 18 of the 21 participants, 

which was greater than 85% of those who participated in initial interviews. It was important for 

me to fully comprehend each participant’s lived work experiences dealing with the diversity or 

lack of diversity of the gifted programs in which they work. To achieve this goal and to focus on 

each participant’s point of view, each second interview protocol was individually constructed. 

Second interviews were designed to clarify and elaborate on responses in each participant’s 
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initial interview. Additionally, I asked further questions prompted by the participant’s responses 

in the initial interview. Second interviews lasted from 30 – 45 minutes. 

I designed the study to include second interviews for several reasons. First of all, I 

wanted to have the opportunity to follow up or clarify data from the first interviews. Also, with 

a second interview the participant and I would know each other better than we did in the first 

interview, which would make the teacher more comfortable talking about the topic. 

Additionally, the intervening time between first and second interviews allows time for the 

participants to ruminate regarding the things we have discussed, and this could lead to 

additional insights in the second interview (Weiss, 1994).  

Data Analysis  

After verifying and correcting the transcriptions, I uploaded the interview transcripts 

into Atlas.ti9. Each participant’s transcript was identified only by a number code in order to 

protect teachers’ confidentiality. Throughout data analysis, I used a constant comparative 

analytical framework following Boejie’s step-by-step model (2002) that builds on the work of 

Glaser and Strauss (1967). 

Analyses proceeded through a multi-step process. I explain my analyses here as discrete 

steps, but in practice these steps were recursive and iterative. First, as I read through the 

interviews, I used open coding and applied codes to phrases and paragraphs in which 

respondents’ answers addressed my research questions. The coding was informed by the 

study’s interpretive framework. Since my understanding of the data depended on the teachers’ 

points of view as they responded to my research questions, my first codes centered on the 

participants’ perceptions of diversity, the levels of agency they felt in regards to the diversity 
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and the curriculum of their program, and any ways in which the gifted education (GE) teachers 

had attempted to influence the composition of the GE classes and/or went outside of the LEA’s 

guidelines for how they should perform their job duties. As I coded transcripts searching for 

these things, I created subordinate codes as necessary. For example, since I was relying 

completely on the viewpoints of the participants, I realized early on that codes for teachers’ 

perceived power needed to specify how much power they felt. To create these subordinate 

codes, I fine-tuned codes by feathering them out. Power over the curriculum they used in their 

classes (Pwr-curr) branched out to be Pwr-curr-all, Pwr-curr-some, and Pwr-curr-none. 

Perceived power over program diversity was refined in the same way, and I also included a Pwr-

none code because a few participants felt they had no power at all over curriculum or diversity. 

As I coded answers to my interview and research questions, I began to use axial coding 

when I noticed similarities in responses. This was true for answers to my queries regarding 

actions teachers had taken to influence the composition of GE classes. I began to notice that 

many teachers reported similar efforts, such as influencing regular education teachers and 

pushing in to regular education classrooms to present higher level thinking activities to the 

whole class. There were also many participants who shared that in order to work against the 

power structure that hoards gifted education opportunities in their respective school systems, 

they had served non-identified students together with the gifted-identified students. As a 

result, I created subordinate codes to quantify similar responses to queries I made in the 

interviews in order to track the ones given by the most participants. 

For some responses, I initially developed far too many discrete codes; one example of 

this was when I coded what teachers presented as the causes of diversity problems. Since I had 
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too many codes, I went back through participant responses searching for patterns in their 

replies. My understanding of these patterns was informed by my interpretive framework. I 

noticed that many of the codes could be grouped under one of four categories: perceived 

issues at the district level, perceived issues at the classroom teacher level, perceived issues at 

the parent and student level, and perceived influences of socioeconomics. At this point, I 

recoded pertinent responses under umbrella codes that represented these four themes. I 

applied this process to several codes that were initially quite limited in their definitions, and 

identified themes that were more complex. After I refined codes and determined themes, I 

reread every interview to adjust its coding as necessary.  

As I analyzed the interview transcripts, I used meaning condensation (Kvale, 1996), 

searching through the transcripts to extract the most important themes relevant to the 

research questions. This a posteriori thematic analysis of the condensed meaning was designed 

to allow the themes to “arise out of the passages” (Seidman, 2013, p. 129). As I performed the 

thematic analysis, I developed a codebook, which I applied as I read subsequent transcripts and 

as I read through the transcripts once again. Creating a codebook for the interview data 

organized the data so that data analysis could take place. 

Table 4 shows a sample of the codebook (DeCuir-Gunby et al., 2011) and includes the 

most frequently referenced subordinate codes (See Appendix 2 for a more comprehensive 

version of the codebook). 
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Table 4 
 
Codebook Sample. 

Codes Code Definitions Primary Subordinate Codes 

Change ID Ways that the GE teacher 
would change how their 
schools system identifies 
students for participation in 
the gifted program 

Add/keep portfolio 
Consistency 
Different test(s) 
 
 
 

ChangeWish GE teachers’ wish list for how 
they would like their GE 
program to be different 

More flexible [Cultivating 
Potential] Program 
Nurture younger students 
Classroom Teacher Training and/or 
Materials  
 

Dialect GE teachers awareness of 
dialect differences in 
themselves and in their 
students, and how these 
differences could affect GE 
identification 

Different Language (participant’s 
definition of term) 
 
 
 
 
 

Diversity Definitions The different aspects of 
diversity that were noted by 
the GE teachers 
 

Race/Ethnicity 
 
 
 

Diversity 
Problems/Causes 

Problems caused by lack of 
diversity or over-concern with 
diversity, and what the GE 
teachers offered as 
reasons/causes 

LEA issue 
Parent Deficit 
Socioeconomics 
Teacher Deficit  
Teacher Recommendation is part 
of ID 
 
 

Perceptions of 
Diversity 

GE teachers perceptions of 
the diversity of the GE 
program in their 
schools/school systems 
 

Program’s Diversity Matches 
School  
Program is not diverse 
Program’s diversity is Problematic 
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Table 4 (continued). 
 
GE Tr Power/Agency How much power/control GE 

teachers felt they had to 
influence the diversity and/or 
GE curriculum in their schools 

Power over curriculum - all 
Power over curriculum - some 
Power over diversity - none 
Power over diversity – some 
 

Influence GE 
population 

Ways in which the GE teacher 
attempts to influence who is 
able to qualify for gifted 
services. Could be ways they 
tried to influence diversity or 
tried to increase the gifted 
population at their schools. 

 
Influence Teachers 
Nurturing 
Push in (to regular classroom) 
Serve non-identified students 

 

 
Subversion Things that the GE teachers 

did that were outside of their 
prescribed duties or that 
contravened district 
guidelines for the GE program 

Serve non-identified students 
Serve other grades 
 
 
 
 

Teacher is split The role of the GE teacher is 
split, either within the same 
school as, for example, split 
between GE and Intervention 
positions, or the teacher 
serves the GE role in more 
than one school. 
 

More than one role in the school 
Administrative supervisor fills 
multiple roles 
Serves more than one school 
 

Teacher 
Misunderstandings 
 
 
 
 
 
 

As perceived by the GE 
teachers: misunderstandings 
of regular education teachers 
regarding giftedness in 
general, gifted students, 
and/or the role of the gifted 
education program 

Behavior challenge students can be 
gifted 
Gifted vs Teacher Pleaser—don’t 
know difference 
Students who do not do work can 
be gifted 
 

Note: Included subordinate codes are the ones most frequently named or referenced by 
participants.  
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Validity/Reliability 

Validity and reliability were addressed in multiple ways (Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). Once 

the codebook was developed, I analyzed all interview transcripts again, applying the developed 

codes. As an additional measure, I conducted member checks as part of the second interviews. I 

used second interviews as a tool to corroborate and clarify data from the initial interview of 

each participant, and also to probe further on some statements and to seek elaboration to 

provide me with a more complete understanding of the participant’s ideas and experiences. 

Throughout the research process, my memos and researcher’s notebook served as an 

audit trail to track how and why I made decisions and how and why decisions were changed as 

the study progressed. From all of this, I developed the findings which I discuss fully in the next 

chapter. 
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Chapter 4 

Findings 

The Research Questions 

The questions that guided the research were: 

1. How do North Carolina gifted education teachers in the elementary grades perceive the 

diversity status of the gifted education program? 

2. How much power do gifted education teachers feel they have to influence the diversity 

and the curriculum of the programs in which they teach? 

3. What kinds of strategies or adjustments to the school system’s guidelines do gifted 

education teachers make in order to affect the diversity of their gifted education 

classes? 

The findings presented below are arranged by research question, with each question’s 

discoveries organized in the order of the list of questions given above. The first section 

discusses AIG teachers’ perceptions of the diversity status of their programs and is followed by 

some of the reasons the teachers think the diversity problem exists. Next, as I examine the 

agency perceptions of the AIG teachers, I first address agency over the curriculum and then 

focus on the agency they feel they have over the diversity of their gifted education programs. 

Finally, in describing the strategies and adjustments that AIG teachers make in order to 

diversify their instructional audiences, I share the ways in which AIG teachers tinker with 

policies and procedures, interpret the concept of giftedness, and find ways to diffuse their 

instructional opportunities across a greater portion of their elementary-school student 

populations. 
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Perceptions of Gifted Education’s Diversity 

Gifted education teachers talked about the diversity of the gifted education program in 

two ways. First, they generally view the diversity of gifted education as troublesome. 

Additionally, they gave a variety of explanations for this low level of diversity. In the following 

sections, I discuss these two findings. 

Troublesome Lack of Diversity 

When talking generally about the diversity of gifted education programs, 17 of the 21 

study participants indicated unequivocally that diversity in gifted education is a problem. 

Another two participants said that diversity can be a problem, but they felt it was important 

that the diversity of the program not be forced, but rather occur naturally. The remaining two 

teachers indicated that diversity of the gifted education classes was not really a problem at 

their schools.  A gifted education teacher from a small, rural school system said, “We are a Title 

I and we have about 70% free and reduced lunch, and in my AIG (Academically and/or 

Intellectually Gifted) classes, I do not have that. Most of them are coming from mid, middle to 

upper class families.”  

A suburban teacher responded, “I wish our identified students was [sic] a true reflection 

of our population and I don't know how to get there. I don't have the answers, but I would love 

to see more… When 98% of my class looks like I do, and comes from a neighborhood like I do, 

um, it's, it's troubling.” When this teacher was prompted to reflect specifically on the diversity 

of the gifted classes in that particular school, she elaborated. “They're not [diverse]. I have 106 

students on my roster. I might have, let me, I can count them on one hand. I have probably four 

African Americans, I have one, maybe two, Hispanics, and the rest are White or Asian.” 
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Another suburban teacher responded to the question about how diverse her classes are 

by saying, “Not very. I don't have actual percentages, but if I had to guess, I would say it's about 

10 to 15% of students who are non-white and then the rest are White.” A teacher from a rural 

school simply replied, “Uh, yeah, the diversity of my classes is next to none.”  

Study participants primarily spoke of diversity in terms of race and ethnicity. 

Occasionally, a teacher considered program diversity as inclusive of socioeconomic status or 

gender. It was rare that when unprompted, anyone mentioned twice-exceptionality or English 

language learning as components of diversity. No participants identified dialect diversity as a 

gifted education concern.  

Attributed Sources of Diversity Problems 

Study participants offered a range of reasons for the lack of diversity. The AIG teachers 

most often placed the blame at the district, teacher, or parent and student level, and they also 

attributed problems with a lack of diversity to socioeconomic levels of families and students.  

Issues Attributed to the School District Level. When participants considered their 

school district as a source of diversity problems, their concerns often focused on staffing and 

time. An AIG teacher serving in a rural school system referred to time issues when talking about 

efforts to serve some populations of students. “The problem we run into is that with 

scheduling, a lot of our additional services, EC (Exceptional Child) services, ESL (English as a 

Second Language), speech, all of that is scheduled at the same time that [often is] given to us 

for AIG also. So scheduling those services is really tricky for our students who have speech 

concerns or are twice-exceptional or ESL.” Also citing time issues, an AIG teacher from a large 

school system lamented the difficulty of collecting work samples from classroom teachers. The 
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participant explained that work samples would be helpful for identifying students for AIG who 

might not qualify otherwise, but they are unable to find time in their schedule to collect the 

samples themselves, due to scheduling demands outside of their control. “I mean, if I had more 

time to go into the classrooms and see how these guys are interacting during collaborative 

work, during partner work… just the way that they communicate and the things that they say, 

because oftentimes they're not going to write it down. But they'll tell you a whole, you know, 

five minute explanation.”  

Another AIG teacher was frustrated by the lack of enrichment in the regular education 

classroom, asserting that increased classroom enrichment opportunities would better develop 

the higher-level thinking skills needed for AIG identification. They connected the frustration to 

time restrictions and policies and resources mandated at the district level. “We have that 

curriculum in [the County] that other AIG teachers wrote, but it doesn't necessarily go along 

with anything, so I'm still writing a ton of my own curriculum. But … I don't have time to do that 

and create all of the enrichment activities for the classroom teachers, also.” This teacher then 

clarified her statements by adding, “And so they (district administration) need resources to give 

us as AIG teachers, and we need research-based resources to give the classroom teachers.”  

The lack of time and the lack of funds were often seen as intertwined, but study 

participants frequently put the fault squarely in the hands of people who decide how much 

funding should support gifted education students. “[Our county], you know, I think if [our 

county] could, they would raise it (the minimum score for AIG identification) to 97% just to 

make the funding formula work (the formula for allotting AIG teacher funding), you know, 

that's 11-13% or something like that,” expressed an AIG teacher from a suburban school 
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system. The school system in which the teacher worked used a funding formula that started 

with the number of gifted-identified students who were in a school to determine how many AIG 

teachers were assigned to the school, as well as whether the AIG teacher for the school was 

funded for a part-time position or for full-time. The funding formula could leave an AIG teacher 

with quite a large caseload, which would mean they would have little flexible time in their daily 

schedule. This teacher was discussing how limitations to her time interfered with searching for 

giftedness in often under-identified populations of students. 

A participant from a different suburban school system was more explicit. “it [gifted 

education services] wouldn't just benefit these small populations of students in which the 

decision-makers think, oh, it's just the top 10%, it's not that many of them (in) school. The 

funding of gifted education does support the whole school and enriching and nurturing all of 

the students, and making [sure] the students are getting more one-on-one time with smaller 

class sizes and all these really great things. And the questions that you're asking is kind of like, 

we just, we know what to do [to increase our diversity], but we don't have the money to do it.” 

A different AIG teacher was kinder to their school system’s administration, commenting, “I 

mean, generally, I know that they have the best interest of the kids at heart. The problem is, is 

we're severely underfunded and there's, with the way that they do all the allocations and things 

like that, none of us have enough time to do what we really need to do.” 

 Teachers also attributed some of their diversity-related concerns to the teaching 

materials adopted by their school systems. This was expressed by one participant from a large 

suburban school system. “It's very scripted, especially this year. Teachers have been told not to 

deviate from the script at all and it's very repetitive…The importance of differentiation, simply 
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because this year, our school this year, our upper grades were told to adopt an 

[English/Language Arts] curriculum that they could not deviate from and so that has really 

impacted my students.” An AIG teacher in another school system, expressed a similar issue in 

describing the difficulty of collecting work samples that support AIG identification. “In language 

arts, especially because they are being taught to, they're being taught language arts through a 

program that's supposed to make them critical thinkers, but it really is teaching them a script to 

follow, and they're not reading independently anymore, and they're not writing creatively, and 

truthfully, their writing is horrendous because they're just writing it according to the script. And 

it's hard with this [language arts] program because everything they do in the classroom is just 

spitting stuff back out according to a formula.” The teacher disliked the way the curriculum she 

called “scripted” prevented classroom teachers from providing opportunities for students to 

show unique or higher-level thinking, thus stymieing efforts to identify giftedness in a wider 

swath of the school’s population. 

 Issues Attributed to Classroom Teachers. Over half of the AIG teachers in this study 

placed at least some blame for the lack of diversity in gifted education on the regular education 

classroom teachers. Frequently the AIG teachers would comment on how hard classroom 

teachers worked, the exceptional expectations that are placed on them, and that classroom 

teachers are doing all they can just to fulfill the demands placed on them. Still, the AIG teachers 

often mentioned classroom teachers as a source of the diversity problem. “I think that there 

are more gifted children there. I just don't think they've had opportunities to show it, or they 

never get instruction on their level, and then they get labeled as the behavior issue,” 

commented one AIG teacher from a rural school system. Later this teacher added, “I think 
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[classroom teachers] look for those kids who are doing exactly what they want them to do, who 

don't need much help, rather than the kids who are asking lots of questions, who are interested 

in how things work, or sometimes the class clown.” 

 AIG teachers often felt that regular education teachers lacked the necessary training to 

effectively recognize and foster giftedness in students. Said one gifted education teacher, “I'm 

not trying to pick on classroom teachers. I'm not. I don't think we're giving them the tools in 

order to really be successful at some kind of differentiation system. So there's a real lack of, I 

think, what good quality instruction looks like … particularly for the classroom teachers. And I 

think that affects the referrals, I think it affects the decisions, and I think it affects our universal 

screening.” An AIG teacher in a smaller school system offered, “I think differentiation is hard for 

the regular ed(ucation) classroom because there's so much that you're differentiating for. You 

know, they're very concerned with differentiating for lower, for their EC (Exceptional Children) 

students and they always forget [gifted students].” A teacher in a larger school system simply 

stated, “I think there's lack of education on that part about what gifted children really are.” 

 Many AIG teachers were frustrated by what seemed to them to be a lack of cooperation 

from regular education teachers, particularly when it comes to collecting documentation of 

higher level work done by AIG ‘candidates.’ One suburban school teacher complained, “So the 

teachers became my largest obstacle because they would not put [Advanced Level] 

assessments on exam, on the test. They just wouldn't. They wouldn't put it on assessments, 

they wouldn't put it on exit tickets, they wouldn't put it anywhere.” This exasperated the AIG 

teacher as they struggled to collect work that might point to student giftedness in a wider 
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assortment of learners, thus limiting the pool from which potentially gifted students might be 

drawn.  

A participant from a rural school in that same school system echoed the thoughts of the 

suburban teacher. “It's a lot of harassing teachers to give you things. I can collect my side, I’ve 

got all my ducks in a row, but then when you're like, do you have three [Advanced Level] work 

samples in math for this child? And, most of them look at you like a deer in a headlight, like, 

'say what?'” One AIG teacher summarized the frustrations by saying, “I'm, you know, I'm only 

kind of like a peer-to-peer resource kind of thing. I can't, you know, make the teachers give 

[higher level work opportunities] and I can't make the students do them.” Though a few 

comments were made regarding personal failings of classroom teachers, most AIG teachers put 

the source of teachers’ shortcomings in a lack of education for understanding what giftedness 

is, how it may manifest itself in the classroom, and how to nourish giftedness in their students. 

 Issues Attributed to Perceived Deficits of Parents and Students. Most of the 

participants’ comments centered on obstructions in the school system and from regular 

education classroom teachers; however, some also made comments that revealed deficit-

oriented blaming of students and their parents for the dearth of diversity in gifted education. “I 

have some kids who are very, very bright, but they don't know how to control themselves, their 

bodies, their words. And so, because they're now a behavior problem and a distraction in the 

classroom, you're certainly not going to get to see any [on grade level or above grade level] 

work from these kids to do the portfolio with them,” commented an AIG teacher in a rural 

school. The same teacher also blamed students’ home environments. “With [our third grade 

program], I had a few that were low economic income African American, not a lot of support at 
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home, multiple kids running around all the time, and this was a virtual environment, but it 

came down to getting that child to login to the class.” A teacher from a large suburban school 

system talked about a student who kept coming close to being identified, but whose work 

products weren’t quite at the required level. “I can't, I don't want to say she's lazy. I just think 

she's distracted by other things, by life in general.” An AIG teacher in a small school system 

observed, “It's just one of those things, home life, six children, the oldest was babysitting the 

babies, you know, mom was getting ready to have another baby. They very rarely came to 

school.” 

Issues Attributed to Socioeconomic Status. Nearly two-thirds of the AIG teachers 

discussed socioeconomic status and how that influences ethnic/racial diversity of gifted 

education classes, as well as the fact that socioeconomic status itself is its own reflection of a 

lack of a different kind of diversity in AIG programs. One teacher expressed that concerns about 

the lack of racial diversity in gifted education were misguided, saying that we ought to be more 

disturbed by socioeconomic diversity in gifted programs. “Honestly, I think we're looking at the 

wrong thing. I would like to see this information disaggregated by income level instead of by 

race. I think that we're doing people a disservice by saying, because of your skin color we're 

saying you're over-represented or underrepresented. I think it has a lot more to do with their 

environments, not that there's no layer of that, but I think that's more icing instead of cake.” 

Another teacher in the same school system wanted to see socioeconomic status play a role in 

gifted identification criteria. “I think that [low SES] should be considered… The reason I feel that 

way is because, you know, when you think about low socioeconomic students, do they have the 
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same opportunities to be exposed to the same things that, that children [have] that come from 

higher economic status.” 

Other teachers put the responsibility for their school’s lack of diversity in gifted classes 

on the students’ higher socioeconomic statuses. In describing why the gifted program at their 

school was not diverse, one teacher indicated that the school’s attendance zone was not 

diverse, implying that this meant a lack of diversity in their gifted classes was okay. “The, the 

nodes that it pulls from, and it is pulling from a higher SES node, and that's, and that's where 

the kids are coming from.” Another teacher made a similar statement when discussing what 

she felt was a good level of ethnic diversity, but a lack of socioeconomic diversity in the school’s 

gifted classes, saying “I think we do a pretty good job here of trying to make sure that we can, 

that … we have a good balance. But I also think some of that goes with socioeconomic status 

and the kids that tend to be African American or Hispanic in our school, not all of them, but 

some of them, tend to be higher socioeconomic status anyway.” 

Alternatively, some teachers blamed the students’ low socioeconomic status as a reason 

for the lack of ethnic and racial diversity in the school’s gifted program. “My school had a 

population shift two years ago, three years, we're going into our third year with this new 

population. The pocket of kids that we have received have less opportunities at home…They're 

coming from a much more lower [sic] income area,” indicated a teacher from a rural school in a 

large school system. A teacher from a different rural school in a different school system further 

iterated the idea that low socioeconomic status was an impediment to a student’s chances to 

be identified as gifted. “I think (it) has to do with people's economic levels and, you know, those 

more professional parents are the ones that are talking to their children, and, you know, giving 
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them experiences outside of school. Where a lot of the poor communities, which tends to be 

the Hispanic community around here, they're just more concerned with getting food on the 

table lots of times than having those, you know, conversations with their kids and you know, 

helping them outside of school.” 

Gifted Education Teachers’ Sense of Agency 

 Participants’ comments about their agency as gifted education teachers fell primarily 

into four different categories. There were some who indicated they had no power at all, as well 

as a small group who said they had total power. It was more common, however, for the 

teachers to discuss varying degrees of agency in their jobs, especially in the arenas of power 

over what curriculum they used in their classes and their perceptions of their power to affect 

the diversity of those same classes. 

Power over Curriculum 

When asked generally about the amount of power they felt they had as AIG teachers, 

most participants initially tended to say they had none. One participant’s reaction at the 

beginning of the interview provides a good illustration of this pervasive feeling. I began each 

interview with information about what to expect in the interview. “The purpose of this 

interview is to find out how much power you feel you have as a gifted education teacher.” At 

this point, one teacher interjected, “All right, that makes me laugh already.” After completing 

interviews with the first two participants, I began to specifically ask about the agency the gifted 

education teacher had over the curriculum they used in their classrooms in order to prime the 

participants into thinking of themselves as possibly having power, rather than shutting down all 
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sense of personal decision-making. This seemed to help the participants enlarge their perceived 

sense of agency.  

A unique benefit of being an AIG teacher in North Carolina is that the AIG program is not 

subject to high-stakes test-based accountability policies and has more curriculum flexibility. 

Generally speaking, North Carolina school systems do not have a mandated curriculum that 

their AIG teachers must follow. This is what attracts many regular education teachers to seek 

out positions in the gifted education program in their school systems.  

Most of the study participants indicated they feel far more control over the curriculum 

they teach in their gifted education classes than they feel they have over the diversity of their 

gifted programs. One teacher said, “As far as power to teach (participant’s emphasis) diversity, I 

have complete, I have complete autonomy of my class. And my gifted program has been 

designed and created by myself. And I have complete support from my staff and my parents 

and my admin.” Another teacher from a different county said, “I am going to just put this out 

there, I, I have a lot. I do pretty much what I want to do and I always have, for 13 years, and I've 

always made growth. My kids always make growth. But I think it goes back to what we were 

talking about earlier. I come in my classroom and because I'm a lone island, you know, I can 

kind of do what I know is best for kids. And so I do. I would say, I definitely have a lot of power 

about what goes on in my classroom.” 

An AIG teacher from a smaller county said, “I feel that we have a curriculum for math. 

However, it is not the expectation that we follow it page by page; there are probably teachers 

that don't use it at all. [The school system] offers professional development. But no one has 

ever been said [sic], you must do this. I feel on a daily basis, I could do whatever I wanted, and 
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as long as my students’ scores at the end of the year show growth, no one is going to bother 

me.” Most of the participants were in similar circumstances, feeling like the school system 

provided them with many resources, but the AIG teachers were able to make their own choices 

about which tools to use from their resource toolboxes. None of the participants indicated that 

they had no control over their curriculum. 

Power over Diversity 

Participants’ feelings about their power over the diversity of their programs was 

completely different from their feelings of agency regarding their curriculum. AIG teachers 

work with students who are identified as gifted through a process that typically involves 

standardized aptitude testing, sometimes additional achievement testing, and often includes 

some form of qualitative information such as classroom teacher recommendation or student 

classroom performance. Because of this, some AIG teachers felt they had no control at all over 

their classes’ diversity. A quote from a participant in a medium-sized school system makes this 

evident: “I have no input on identification, much to the dismay of the clients and the parents 

that are in our [Community]. They feel that if they send me a very nice email or, you know, 

offer to volunteer, that I can place their student. I have no control over that. Whatever the 

submitted plan is to the state is what our district follows, and as a gifted teacher I'm entrusted 

to follow the plan to the letter.” A similar sentiment was echoed by someone from a large 

school system: “Now as far as identifying more diverse students, I don't really have any control 

over that at all. Because I have to use the parameters [the County] has given me to identify a 

student.” A respondent from a small school system was comfortable knowing they had no 

control over the diversity of AIG classes: “OK, so the diversity, I would say, none. Essentially, so, 
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but I'm okay with that. I'm okay with that. That's not part of my job description. Of course, I 

want diversity and I want everybody represented in my, in my class. I mean, that's somebody 

else, on somebody else's list of responsibilities, I think. And I'm fine with it being that way.” 

Other teachers felt they had at least some influence over the diversity of the gifted 

education classes in their schools. One teacher from a large school system felt that a portfolio 

system that was coming soon in their school system held promise for teacher agency relative to 

the diversity of gifted classes. When portfolios are used in school systems in their gifted 

identification process, they usually include some codified form for the collection of available 

data. This data may include information such as the testing and qualitative measures listed 

above, and might also include testing from previous years, ratings instruments, English 

Language Learner status, and classroom work samples. The teacher commented, “I feel like I 

don't have much power at all, because I have to follow the school system's rules. However, with 

this portfolio thing coming… I think that, if I can get some people on my team and really 

understanding what we can do with this, we might be able to have more power than we have, 

than I think we have.” Later in the interview, the teacher referred again to the upcoming 

portfolio identification. “Well, I think that now, like, if I see [a high score on the Nonverbal 

Subtest] on a CogAT, I can push to get a really good portfolio on that kid, like I can push the 

teacher to, to assign them things that are worthwhile, and, you know, what I can give them, you 

know what I mean.” A different teacher in the same school system said, “… with this new 

portfolio identification, I guess, I feel that I have pretty much power, because if I felt strongly 

about putting a child through and I pushed it, you know, the [School’s Decision Group] would 



64 
 

probably look at him and give someone a benefit of the doubt,” and later added, “So I guess as 

far as identifying diversity, the portfolio method does give us more autonomy.”  

 At least two-thirds of the school systems in which the study’s participants work had 

some sort of instructional setting designed to cultivate potential talent in non-identified 

students through enrichment programs. Many AIG teachers saw these programs as gateways to 

influencing the diversity of gifted classes. Some of the programs use distinctive names, so in 

order to protect participant confidentiality, I refer to all of these programs as Cultivating 

Potential. A participant from a suburban county expressed, “I would say some power, possibly, 

because of the, because of the [Cultivating Potential] Program.  When we're looking at 

nominations, um, I will often nominate a kid myself if a teacher doesn't, if I see something of 

potential there, even when a classroom teacher is looking at me like I have three heads like, 

why do you want this kid.” A participant from a smaller county shared, “Based off of data and 

then, um, I always put my highest Asian child on there [the list of potential students], my 

highest African American child, and my highest Hispanic child. And then I go to the [classroom] 

teacher, and I'm talking about the [Cultivating Potential] list. And I go to the teacher, and I say, 

here's my list, what do you think? And I explain to them, I'm taking the highest African 

American, I'm taking the highest Hispanic, and I'm taking the highest Asian. And the majority 

(participant’s emphasis) of the teachers are very receptive to my [Cultivating Potential] group.” 

 Likewise, at least two-thirds of the participants felt that a good way to influence the 

diversity of the gifted program in their own schools was through the AIG teacher’s education 

and guidance of classroom teachers. “I can work to increase awareness and one of the places 

that I do that is, as you were mentioning language, and the fact that, just because a student has 
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issues with language does not mean that they cannot be gifted in math and what their service 

is, you know. And to make sure that my school and the teachers at my school know that just 

because the kid is struggling in one area doesn't mean that they're not going to be gifted in the 

other.” The same teacher added a short time later, “Just because they [students] have trouble 

focusing doesn't mean that they aren't gifted and what are they giving you and, yes, they may 

be walking around the room to do it, but that's okay. So I think that we have those 

conversations. Just because they're not a teacher pleaser doesn't mean, and that may be 

actually, yeah, helping, is just that conversation. Like my teachers, they know that, that not all 

the gifted kids are going to be teacher pleasers, for sure.”  

A teacher from a rural county expressed comparable thoughts. “But I do think that we 

have a lot of, I have a lot of power to impact the diversity, and I tend to try to pull a lot of kids in 

that I have some portfolio evidence for. And kind of challenge teachers to watch them a little 

bit more throughout the year and provide them some advanced opportunities and see how 

they handle it, and generally they do rise to the occasion, so. I feel pretty positive about that 

aspect of my role and know that it's something that I'm always keeping in mind as I'm looking at 

student data and students that we're identifying.” Another participant echoed a similar 

sentiment. “I do think I’ll be able to have a little more influence over that [diversity] this coming 

year. And we've really, like I said, I’ve really worked with the teachers, we have to work on that 

[Advanced Level] expectations, so.” 

 It was unusual for a participant to express they had complete agency when considering 

the diversity of the gifted programs in their schools, yet there were two gifted education 

teacher participants who felt this way. One AIG teacher in a rural school system said, “I have 
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complete autonomy, I pretty much run the AIG program. I have complete autonomy in my 

school system.” A similar sentiment was expressed by only one other participant, an AIG 

teacher who also teaches in a rural county. “Yeah, I think I have 100% flexibility with, with who 

gets identified and with the curriculum that I do.”  

Strategies and Adjustments to Increase Gifted Education Program Diversity 

 Despite feeling impotent when it comes to increasing the diversity of their gifted 

education classes, AIG teachers manage to use a number of different tactics, even subterfuge, 

to increase the diversity of their instructional audiences. They use a wide continuum of 

strategies and adjustments to their school systems’ guidelines in order to affect the diversity of 

gifted education classes at their schools. Such activities run the gamut from sponsoring school 

clubs, all the way to providing direct AIG service to students who are not AIG-identified. 

Enrichment Activities for a Whole Grade Level or School 

 Several AIG teachers described their involvement in whole-school or whole-grade 

activities and considered it a way to increase student critical-thinking skills at a level that 

exceeds the classroom teachers’ usual restriction of such instruction to just gifted-identified 

students. An AIG teacher in a rural county creates opportunities for all students to participate in 

Odyssey of the Mind, a critical-thinking program that involves team competitions. Other things 

teachers do to involve more students school-wide include the school spelling bee, Battle of the 

Books (a book-based reading competition for grades 3 – 12), and various clubs that are open 

to any students at the appropriate grade levels. An AIG teacher at a large suburban school 

system sponsors a book club for upper elementary grades. Another teacher in a similar school 

system also sponsors a book club, and additionally, a math club and a chess club. These clubs 
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are “open to fourth and fifth graders,” and “Nobody has to be in AIG for that.” Teachers in two 

different school systems run a Robotics program that is open to all students in certain grade 

levels. “That could be anybody in fourth and fifth grade and the parameters are set by the 

company that runs the competition. So you have to be of a certain age. Any student in our 

school is allowed to apply, whether you're gifted or not.” Other AIG teachers did special in-

school activities such as Math Superstars (a voluntary math enrichment program) and Rubik’s 

Cube groups that learned the Rubik’s Cube algorithm, which the teacher presented at differing 

levels appropriate for different ages. 

Serve Non-Identified Students 

 Many AIG teachers do various whole-school or whole-grade activities as described 

above. However, the primary way that the study participants endeavor to increase the diversity 

of their gifted education classes is by providing AIG services to non-identified students. This 

differs from the instances described in the previous section in a critical way; these are direct 

services provided by the AIG teacher to students who were chosen specifically for this inclusion, 

not an anyone-can-join scenario like the earlier examples. This can mean that non-identified 

students are included in AIG classes with the gifted-identified students, or sometimes the AIG 

teacher serves small groups of students who are not yet identified as gifted. Serving non-

identified students is a risky pathway for AIG teachers to take, because parents whose children 

were not included may feel that preferential treatment was given to other students but not to 

their children. If parents were to create a public challenge to the failure to include their 

children, it would create difficult situations for the AIG teacher and the school’s administration. 

Despite these and other prospective consequences, many of the study participants engage in 
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this practice in order to serve a more diverse group of students. They feel that their hands are 

tied by their school systems’ identification procedures, and this is one of the only ways the 

teachers are able to serve a more diverse group of students. 

 A teacher in a rural school system said, “I’m still going to pull in other students based on 

interest in advanced work and things like that.” In a suburban school system, an AIG teacher 

regularly works with enrichment groups. “I will offer to meet with, with kids that, and I mostly 

do it on what teachers think, and I find that they send me a diverse group. If they weren't I'd be 

pushing more for other things.” Another teacher in that same school system also referenced 

teacher input in the school’s enrichment groups. “And I end up with, you know, anybody who 

is, of, you know, above whatever. So it'll be my AIG-identified kids, but then we'll pull other 

ones like the Level 4 non-AG that used to be that category in the state [on the state’s End-of-

Grade Tests]. I'll pull some of them, based on what the classroom teacher's seeing, just so that 

they can have some experience. And I think it's a lot of questioning too, you know, when I'm 

doing these small groups and just to get them thinking in a different way and at some of the 

higher level pieces.” One AIG teacher had very low numbers of gifted-identified students in the 

school and served other students as a way to boost the program. “I did add students in, with 

permission of our principal … because my numbers were so low. Because you got to do 

something to grow. My first principal and I sat down, we talked all of this through, and that's 

when we decided to do it by quarter, and you know, of course, the AIG kids stay constant, but 

then, who came in and left rotated. And you might be invited in first quarter, might be invited 

in for a second, might third, might fourth, you might stay the whole year. It just depended on 

the data that not just I collected, but your teacher collected.”  
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Group Flexibility 

Several AIG teachers in rural school systems used group flexibility to serve more diverse 

groups of students. The concept of group flexibility was generally used by participants to 

discuss ways that gifted-identified and non-identified students might rotate in and out of their 

gifted education sessions. They did this in their actual AIG classes, as well as in their Cultivating 

Potential groups. One participant said, “And so I said, until you can get all your work made up, 

get caught back up, you're staying in your core classes. And she's not identified, she's just one 

of the enrichment kids, so we do move them in and out like that as, as needed.” An AIG teacher 

in a tiny school system explained her use of flexible grouping. “So I've made more flexible 

groups at that school to try and pull in some more diversity in there, and to, yeah, just to try 

and make it a little bit more diverse. I've done the same thing at two of the other schools where 

I didn't have a very large population of students at all.” Another participant discussed how 

flexibility is manifested when working to increase diversity in the Cultivating Potential groups in 

the younger grade levels at that school. “If they tell me No in the lower grades, I'll let it go or 

they might even tell me to wait. Because I do have some kids that maybe pop up on the data at 

the beginning of the year, but they're struggling in the classroom so we'll say, let's not do them 

right now. Let's wait and see if maybe we need to pick them up at middle of the year. Or also 

the opposite is true. We could say, well, they're kind of on the edge, why don't we go ahead 

and send them now. But if it becomes to be like, you see, like, they're not being successful, then 

we can kind of pull them out. So in my lower grades, there is some flexibility between 

classroom performance, what the data says, what the teacher thinks.”  
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By and large, the gifted education teachers recognized that diversity in gifted education 

is an issue, and they suggested many different sources of the problem. The study participants 

were ambivalent about how much agency they had; they felt they had plenty of power to affect 

curriculum, but little power to affect diversity. AIG teachers use a variety of strategies to affect 

AIG program diversity in the ways they feel are available to them. Many of these strategies 

involve actively working against hoarding by expanding opportunities for participation in 

higher-level activities for broader groups of students. These findings will be examined further 

and resultant proposals will be offered in the Discussion and Implications chapter. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion and Implications 

This interview study was designed to investigate North Carolina elementary school AIG 

teachers’ understanding of the diversity of their gifted education programs: how they perceived 

the diversity, what power they felt they had to affect the diversity, and any measures they took 

outside of their ordinary job duties and responsibilities to increase the diversity of the student 

groups they served. An examination of these three ideas is important because children from 

so many groups are under-identified for inclusion in gifted education programs. These under-

identified children may come from minoritized racial groups, families of low income, or be 

children who have already been identified with another learning exceptionality. Failure to 

identify gifted children from these groups deprives them of the learning experiences they need 

in order to develop (educationally) at the rates that they could, if they had been identified. This 

under-identification is a disservice to these children and a failure of their educational 

institutions.  

Summary of Findings and Contribution to the Literature 

After many hours of conversation with study participants, followed by lengthy and 

careful analysis, I was able to answer my research questions. The AIG teachers I interviewed 

were clear in their assessments of the diversity of their gifted education programs, which they 

found lacking. They readily shared their mixed feelings about the agency they are able to 

exercise in their various situations. Additionally, the AIG teachers described the many ways they 

went outside their school systems’ expectations of their performance of their professional 

duties.  
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The AIG teachers who participated in the study generally see a lack of diversity in the 

gifted education programs in their schools and they find it to be disturbing. Participants offered 

a variety of reasons that the programs are not as diverse as they feel they should be. These 

reasons could be grouped into four main categories: district-level problems, classroom teacher 

issues, deficits attributed to parents and students, and socioeconomic concerns. The teachers’ 

perceptions of the problematic status of diversity in their gifted education classes echoes what 

is found in the literature (Ford & Young, 2014; Mansfield, 2016; Ramos, 2010; Stark, 2014) 

where it has been repeatedly noted that gifted classes are overwhelmingly populated by White 

students.  

The participants’ sense of agency was divided. The AIG teachers felt that they had a 

great deal of power to determine the curriculum they covered in their gifted education classes. 

On the other hand, few of the teachers felt they had much (or any) power over the diversity of 

the students in their gifted education classes.  

These findings about teacher agency are a unique contribution to the literature. To my 

knowledge, no one has previously investigated how much agency gifted education teachers 

have to affect their gifted education programs. This finding indicates that efforts to increase 

diversity should be addressed at the school district level, and possibly even at the state 

department of education level, because the necessary decisions and actions needed to improve 

the lack of diversity are not in the AIG teachers’ hands. 

Despite expressing an initial feeling of powerlessness when it comes to increasing the 

diversity of their gifted education classes, AIG teachers do manage to challenge the hoarding of 

the opportunity to participate in gifted education by using a number of different tactics. Some 
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strategies were concerned with who they would bring into their actual gifted education classes, 

some strategies involved a bit of playing around with policies and procedures, and other 

strategies were more related to activities that the teachers did in order to expose a wider 

student audience to the higher-level thinking skills often reserved for the gifted education 

classroom.  

This description of the strategies teachers use to ameliorate the lack of diversity in their 

gifted education classes is another unique contribution to the literature. There are many 

experts who advise what teachers should do to increase diversity in the gifted education 

programs in their respective schools (Allen, 2017; Ecker-Lyster & Niileksela, 2017; Ford, 2010), 

but little has been done to investigate what teachers are already doing. This information could 

inform school districts about ways to reach a more diverse population with their gifted program 

instruction. 

Implications for Practice and Policy 

After so many decades of concern, there continue to be tremendous issues of under-

identification of students from certain groups, particularly students of color. It appears that AIG 

classes, as currently conceived, are an exemplar of opportunity hoarding. Membership in gifted 

education programs seems reserved for White students of middle class and upper class 

economic groups. Miller (2009) asserts that the under-identification situation should be 

resolved because, “Underrepresentation sends a message of exclusion that can lead to 

perceptions of racism or elitism” (p.98). It is my conviction that this is exactly what is 

happening. Students of color are being excluded from gifted classes at a rate that is far outside 

the realm of chance (Ford & King, 2014); this indicates a willfulness in the disregard of these 
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children. The Supreme Court’s 1954 ruling in Brown v. Board of Education decided that 

segregation in education was no longer legally allowed. However, segregation is exactly what 

has been happening in gifted education (Thornton, 2022). White people of a certain economic 

status have reserved the specialness of giftedness for themselves and their like. Access to gifted 

education classes has been constructed in such a way as to exclude children of color from gifted 

identification. Ford (2014a), when speaking of the current state of gifted education said that 

“elitism is the belief that certain persons or members of certain groups deserve favored and 

preferential treatment by virtue of their perceived superiority, as in intellect and ability” (p. 

187). This is part and parcel of hoarding opportunity. In this case, the opportunity being 

hoarded is the ability to receive the level and type of educational experiences necessary for 

gifted children to thrive.   

Many implications for practice and policy can be drawn from factors learned during this 

research. Points raised in the interviews with study participants lead me to propose 

recommendations to expand opportunities and reduce hoarding by addressing the issue at 

three levels: at the field of education level, at the school district level, and at the individual 

school level. Discussion of these points follows.  

Implications for the Field of Education 

The field of education has a large part of the burden to bear here. For decades, experts 

in education have decried the disproportional representation of students from the many 

different demographic groups in gifted education programs, yet this imbalanced representation 

persists. Why is this? For one thing, the field of education itself continues to be overwhelmingly 

White, despite the fact that less than half of the U.S population under the age of 16 identifies as 
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White (Frey, 2020). Along with the White face of education flow the White sensibilities that set 

and continue to set the standards for what happens in America’s schools, however intentionally 

or unintentionally that may harm a student group. Despite the passing of nearly seven decades 

since the Supreme Court decision in Brown v. Board of Education, school segregation continues 

in America in its gifted education programs (Ford & King, 2014). Facially neutral programs that 

proportionally disadvantage any student group are programs that are not, in fact, neutral 

programs. 

How can the field of education respond to this inequity? One way is to provide early 

exposure to giftedness and gifted education for pre-service teachers as an exceptional children 

category (Kaya, 2015). The AIG teachers in this study frequently mentioned classroom teachers’ 

lack of training in giftedness as an impediment to finding more gifted children among students 

of color. This situation could be improved if pre-service teachers experienced exposure to 

giftedness and the needs of gifted learners at a level that is equivalent to their exposure to 

other categories of exceptionality that is routinely an aspect of pre-service teachers’ education. 

As part of this shift to equally consider all types of exceptional students, pre-service teachers 

could become familiar with the instructional expectations that are essential for teaching gifted 

learners. 

Implications for School Districts 

The school districts or local education agencies (LEAs) are also complicit in the 

disproportional representation of various student groups in gifted education programs. There 

are many steps they might take to ameliorate the lack of proportion. One point that came up 

from several study participants was the need to expand identification methods. Some AIG 
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teachers noted that portfolio identification that was used in their school districts found more 

gifted students from groups in which students had been previously under-identified; there were 

other study participants who would like to see a portfolio component added to their districts’ 

identification pathways. A similar method used by some of the AIG teachers and desired by 

others would be an identification matrix that gave points for components not often explicitly 

considered in decisions for gifted placement. These would include such elements as free and 

reduced lunch status of the student, English language learner status, other learning 

exceptionalities that have been identified for the student, and for students who are 

experiencing homelessness. Adding attention to these factors and providing more pathways to 

identification could reduce disproportional representation in gifted programs (Peters et al., 

2019). 

Another wish expressed by the AIG teachers in the study was for time to nurture and 

develop gifted behaviors in all populations of students. Some of the participants did this already 

through their Cultivating Potential programs, and others wanted the time to perform this type 

of activity in their districts, a technique supported by the literature (Kuo, 2022; Plucker & Barab, 

2005). Likewise, many of the teachers desired to be able to nurture younger students as a way 

to increase gifted identification of more demographic groups in the later school years. Talent-

nurturing programs are recommended in the literature as essential for decreasing 

disproportionality in gifted education programs (Ford & King, 2014; Peters et al., 2019), so there 

is good support for this request from the AIG teachers. 

There was considerable concern expressed by the study participants regarding lack of 

knowledge about giftedness on the part of classroom teachers: what giftedness is, how it looks, 
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and what it is not. This is an area that also is addressed frequently in the literature (Allen, 2017; 

Kaya, 2015; Miller, 2009; Plunkett & Kronborg, 2011, Szymanski & Shaff, 2013). One way that 

school districts could improve the knowledge about giftedness among classroom teachers is to 

provide ongoing quality professional development sessions on giftedness that include learning 

about how to recognize potential giftedness in students, what classroom behaviors might 

indicate giftedness, and understanding the difference between gifted students and students, 

often called teacher pleasers, who are skilled at meeting teacher and school expectations. 

Regular professional development in this area could boost identification of students in currently 

under-identified groups. 

Implications for Individual Schools 

Principals, as leaders of their schools, can also make an impact on who might be 

considered as gifted by establishing a school culture that respects diversity of students, parents, 

and the community in which the school is located (Freeman, 2005). The principal should set 

expectations for the staff in regards to their attitudes toward students of color, toward 

students whose families face economic challenges, and toward students who have learning 

differences. It would be wise for the principal to have professional learning sessions to help 

their mostly White staff understand cultural differences that often exist between White 

teachers and students and families of color. Additional learning sessions to discuss assumptions 

school staff make by stereotyping students and parents who face economic challenges would 

also be beneficial. The staff should learn about the ramifications that can arise when teachers 

allow their stereotypes to affect how they view these parents and families. A principal who is a 
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strong leader can make a difference in a school’s values, and by extension a difference 

regarding which children are considered as potentially gifted (Lewis et al., 2007).  

A Critique of Gifted Education’s Current Status 

 The implications in the previous section address problems in gifted education as it 

currently exists. In lieu of those recommendations, some experts suggest that deeper structural 

changes are needed, including the abolishment of gifted education programs. Montoya et al. 

(2016) encourage schools to end the racial segregation of gifted education programs in favor of 

“personalized/differentiated and more challenging curriculum for all kids in every class” (p.137). 

Similarly, Roda (2015) lobbies for the phasing out of gifted education programs, and suggests 

that all students “learn side by side in ‘gifted for all’ culturally responsive learning 

environments” (p. 159). Proposals to eliminate gifted education programs often build from an 

understanding that gifted education has racist segregationist origins that harken back to the 

purported end of racial segregation in U.S. schools, as school systems searched for ways to 

stem White flight to private (and now charter) schools (Borland, 2005; Roda, 2015; Stark, 2014). 

After legal school segregation ended, the protected White educational space (Diamond & 

Lewis, 2022; Howard, 2018) of the gifted classroom became a way for many school systems to 

hoard the opportunity of participation in gifted classes for White children (Martschenko, 2021; 

Miles et al., 2019; Staiger, 2004). By maintaining the primarily White space of gifted education 

as it currently exists, Sternberg et al. (2021)  fault educational institutions for continuing de 

facto school segregation. 

 If gifted education in its current form ceases to exist, a new plan for challenging high 

ability learners would be needed. One strategy that has been suggested by several experts in 
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the field is mixed-ability classes in which the learning needs of all students are met by the 

classroom teacher (Borland, 2005; Peters & Borland, 2020; Roda, 2015). In such heterogeneous 

classrooms, curricula and instruction would be differentiated to meet the learning needs of all 

the students in those classes.  

 This strategy would still require many of the same implications noted in the previous 

section in order to work effectively: implications at the levels of the field of education, school 

districts, and individual schools. Even if gifted education as a separate educational program 

were to be ended, classroom teachers still must undergo the training they require in order to 

be able to successfully differentiate curricula and instruction for learners who may have already 

mastered the grade-level curricula, or learners who master it more quickly than their 

classmates. This would mean training at the university level for pre-service teachers, or 

professional learning opportunities in their districts and schools for in-service teachers. As 

repeatedly emphasized by the study’s participants, classroom teachers do not currently have 

the training necessary to successfully meet the needs of learners who need more challenge in 

their classes. Rather than perpetuating a discriminatory system that for decades has lamented 

its lack of diversity, high ability students would be better served by classroom teachers who are 

successfully prepared to differentiate instruction for the full spectrum of learners. 

Recommendations for Further Research 

I propose four areas of additional research, discussing two areas that extend the current 

study and two areas of investigation that arose out of the interviews. I begin with ideas for 

research that would explore concerns revealed by participants and end with ways to potentially 

extend the reach of this study. 
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Many study participants lamented classroom teachers’ lack of understanding of the true 

nature of giftedness, and expressed their confidence that this lack of understanding interfered 

with the school’s ability to include a more diverse group of children in their identification 

activities. Would targeted professional development (PD) help? Miller (2009) found that 

university education on giftedness that was completed prior to joining the teaching profession 

had little influence on teachers’ conceptions of giftedness as compared with professional peers 

who had little or no prior education on giftedness. What effect would professional learning 

sessions on giftedness have if the training took place after the learners were already engaged in 

the teaching profession? Researchers could design a study to measure the effectiveness of 

professional development (PD) on giftedness-related topics such as gifted behaviors in 

students, gifted vs. teacher pleaser, or recognizing giftedness in students of color, as potential 

topics for teacher learning. This could help administrators determine which types of PD would 

be best for them to incorporate in their school systems, particularly if funds were not unlimited. 

Another area that warrants investigation is the role played by building administrators, 

most often school principals. Some of the study participants referenced principals’ leadership 

styles as a component that affected the AIG teachers’ freedom to search for under-identified 

students in their schools. This was particularly true for those who served more than one school, 

or those who had taught long enough to experience the influences of different principals’ 

management styles. The AIG teachers discussed administrative styles that ranged from 

principals who micromanaged their staffs to principals who were completely hands-off, trusting 

their staffs to do their best on a day-to-day basis. Riehl (2000) found that principals’ 

management styles affected the levels at which diverse students thrived in a school. Research 
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in this area could offer ways to advise and shape principal training in ways that would be more 

conducive to the inclusion of greater numbers of under-identified students in gifted education 

classes. 

In addition to these two areas of investigation, there are also opportunities for 

exploration that would extend the research completed for the current study. First, I restricted 

participation to AIG teachers who work at the elementary school level. This means that the 

study could be extended into higher grade levels including high school, where investigation 

could include Advanced Placement courses, International Baccalaureate programs, and other 

higher level curricular opportunities. Extending the research to encompass higher grade levels 

could reveal the measures used by teachers in middle and high schools to increase diversity in 

gifted education and advanced curricular courses for older students. 

A further extension of the present research could spread its reach to other parts of the 

country. My research was restricted to AIG teachers in public schools in North Carolina; the 

findings could be augmented by expanding the investigation into other states. This could reveal 

whether in other states or other regions of the country, educational organizations elsewhere 

are doing a better job of addressing under-identification of students from historically 

minoritized demographic groups. 

Limitations of the Study 

The findings of this research are limited to the teachers who participated in the study 

and cannot be generalized to represent all elementary-level gifted education teachers. The 

teacher participants were self-selected and geographically limited to gifted education teachers 

in North Carolina. Teachers who did not choose to participate may have brought different 
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viewpoints to the interviews; likewise, gifted education teachers outside of North Carolina 

could have different perspectives on the topics I researched. Additionally, despite the study’s 

emphasis on diversity in gifted education, the teachers in the study did not comprise a diverse 

sample. 

Even though the homogeneity of the participant group matches that of the people 

generally found teaching in elementary schools, a more diverse group of participants likely 

would have added depth and complexity to the study’s findings. Finally, my sample is 

heterogeneous in terms of years of experience teaching, years of experience teaching gifted 

education, and types of communities in which the participants teach, but I have not 

investigated how these differences may have affected teachers’ perspectives. Each of these 

gaps provides an area that could be explored with additional research. 

Conclusion 

Under-identification of students from historically marginalized demographic groups is a 

long-time problem of gifted programs that is not getting much better, despite years of concern 

over this failure of the educational profession. AIG teachers know about it, but feel powerless 

to effect changes in the status quo. Still, many of them have found ways to introduce gifted-

classroom material to students who have not been identified as gifted. In this way, the teachers 

are making small inroads to the problems caused by under-identification. School systems 

should codify ways to incorporate similar activities into the procedures they use to identify 

students who are gifted. In this way, perhaps, the education industry can break its opportunity 

hoarding tendencies and truly make gifted-identification a more equitable part of public 

education. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Interview Protocol for Initial Interviews  

Interview Questions  

Build Rapport 

Thank you for taking the time to participate in my research. As a reminder, this interview will be 
recorded for transcription. The purpose of this interview is to find out how much power you 
feel you have as a gifted education teacher. The interview will also explore your perceptions of 
the diversity of your classes. (Be sure to collect the following information at this time.) 

□ Are you currently teaching gifted education classes? (If not, how many years has it been 

since you taught in gifted education classes?)  

□ How would you classify your school’s setting:  rural, suburban, or urban? 

□ In what region of the state or in which county is your school located? 

□ Walk me through what a typical instructional day is like for you. 

 

 

 

 

Interview questions: 

 

1. What are/were your school system’s policies regarding how a student qualifies to be 
identified as a gifted student? 

 

 What, if anything, would you do to change it? Why? 

 

 

 

 

(Prompts, if needed) 

Tell me more about that. 

How would that be different from the current policies? 

 

(Prompt, if needed) 

Give me a picture of what your day is like now and also what a normal day was 

like before COVID. 



101 
 

2a. Several school systems have concerns about the diversity of gifted education classes. 
What are your thoughts about this? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

2b. How diverse are/were your gifted education classes? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

3. People often think of student diversity in regards to race and/or ethnicity, but it is 
additionally defined in many other ways, as well. 

 

 Diversity can include differences in socioeconomic status, home language and/or 
dialect, and dual identification areas such as being gifted and also being identified as 
having a specific learning disability or autism. 

 

 Thinking of diversity as including these different aspects, how would you modify your 
ideas about the diversity of your gifted education program? Why? 

 

(Prompts, if needed) 

What do you think the schools mean when they say “diversity” of the gifted 

education classes? 

 

What do you mean when you talk about “diversity” of gifted education classes? 

 

Why do you think there is concern about the diversity of gifted education 

classes?  

 

(Prompt, if needed) 

How do/did you feel about the level of diversity in your classes? 
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4a. Some gifted education teachers feel like they have a lot of control over what happens 
within gifted classes at their schools, while some teachers do not feel they have much 
control at all. Many other teachers lie somewhere in between these two positions.  

 

How much power do you have to influence the diversity of the gifted classes you teach 
at your school? 

 

What makes you say that? 

 

4b. In what ways have you tried to influence the composition of the gifted classes at your 
school? 

 

With what results? 

 

Why did you (or did you not) attempt to influence the make-up of your gifted classes? 

 

4c. School systems typically have certain guidelines for teachers who work in different 
roles in a school.  

 

In what ways have you gone “outside” the school system’s guidelines at your school in 
order to expose more students to curricula that would ordinarily be reserved for 
gifted-identified students?  

 

  

What are some of the things you have tried/done? How did that work out? 

 

(Prompts, if needed) 

What else do you want to add or say about the level of diversity in GE classes? 

 

What other ideas do you have about the diversity in your GE classes? 
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Demographic-ish questions 

□ How many years have you been teaching (or did you teach)?  

□ How many years have you taught (did you teach) gifted education classes? 

□ Have you always taught in your current school system? (If not, how many years have 

you taught in your current system? In what state, county, or country did you teach 

before your current position?)  

□ How do you self-identify ethnically and/or racially? 

□ What was the first language and/or dialect you learned to speak? What other languages 

and/or dialects do you currently speak? 

□ What is your gender identification? 
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APPENDIX B 

Codebook 

Codes Code Definitions Subordinate Codes Participant Quotes 

Change ID Ways that the GE teacher 
would change how their 
schools system identifies 
students for participation 
in the gifted program 

Add/keep portfolio 
Allow verbal expression 
Consistency 
Different grade level – Initial ID 
Different test(s) 
Include other areas of ID 
Include performance tasks 
Local norms 
More flexibility 
No more labels 
None 
Online testing 
Single Subject ID 
Streamline process 
Use different score level (Cut-off 
scores) 
 

“I do hope that Our County will keep the 
portfolio system similar to what we were 
doing this year with COVID. Given my 
population I think my kids did very well 
with the portfolio system.” 
 
“So, I'd like to see it kind of firmed up 
with some more precise examples of 
what can be used and some more 
uniformity, but not so much so that you 
can't meet the needs of different   school 
settings. It's like a really fine line there.” 
 
“I feel like there has to be something 
better than a standardized test score 
because they're so biased or can be very 
biased.” 
 

ChangeWish GE teachers’ wish list for 
how they would like their 
GE program to be 
different 

Curriculum has more cultural 
diversity 
Expose students to Difference 
Monitor hi-achieving non-identified 
students 
More flexible [Cultivating 
Potential]  
More Staffing 
Nurture younger students 

“Yeah, I wish that we would have nurture 
in our school.” 
 
“But I think the [Cultivating Potential] 
Program and putting children in, in 
portfolio, and boom they're in until   the 
end of 12th grade is making a travesty of 
the whole gifted program.” 
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Perception of AIG for students 
Teacher Training/Materials 
Use diff service model 
Use more/other diversity definitions 
 

“And so they need resources to give us as 
AIG teachers, and we need research-
based resources to give the classroom 
teachers for what good quality 
enrichment looks like. And then PD about 
how to make sure that that's happening 
on a daily basis, and what does that look 
like.” 
 

Dialect GE teachers awareness of 
dialect differences in 
themselves and in their 
students, and how these 
differences could affect 
GE identification 

Different Language (participant’s 
definition of term) 
Self, unrecognized 
Self, names other (recognized) 
Some awareness of others 
Unaware of Differences 
 

(What other languages and/or dialects do 
you currently speak?) 
 
“Pretty much English.” 
 
“Southern. I was born and raised in (a 
Deep South state). My dialect is heavy, 
heavy Southern.” 
 
“I would say, based on where we live 
that's not really an issue here. There's not 
any population that has in it an 
exceptionally different dialect than their 
peers.” 
 

Diversity 
Definitions 

The different aspects of 
diversity that were noted 
by the GE teachers 

Twice-Exceptional 
ESL 
Gender 
Race/Ethnicity 
SES 
 

“I don't know why there is such a 
discrepancy, and why it's so heavily, you 
know, Caucasian.” 
 
“Teams of gifted educators across the 
district meet and we review the work and 
we score it on a rubric. Points are also 
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given for students who have frequent 
absences, might be labeled as McKinney-
Vento or have twice exceptionality, so 
we've really tried to move towards more 
inclusive practices.”  
 

Diversity 
Problems/Causes 

Problems caused by lack 
of diversity or over-
concern with diversity, 
and what the GE teachers 
offered as reasons/causes 

Biased Tests 
Do the best that we can 
Don't force it 
Gifted population unequal to school 
population 
I don't know 
LEA issue 
Need nurture younger students 
Parent Deficit 
School/Home Relationship 
Societal 
Socioeconomics 
Student deficit 
Student Environment 
Teacher Deficit 
Teacher Rec is part of ID 
Tracking 
Why try? 
 

“A lot of it, I think, has to do with 
people's economic levels. And those 
professional parents are the ones that 
are talking to their children, giving them 
experiences outside of school.” 
 
“But I do think if you rely heavily on 
teacher recommendation, your group is 
going to be skewed.” 
 
“I think that [classroom teachers] lack 
some awareness of what those gifted 
behaviors look like in a kid who's not 
performing academically gifted, what 
might that look like for a kid who's not 
exactly teacher-pleasing.”  
 
“I think a lot of that stems back to 
nurturing those potential gifted traits 
when they're in kindergarten, go[ing] 
back to having universal pre-K where 
these kids get the start that they need. 
The potential is there, it's just not being 
grown the way that it could and should 
be.” 
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Perceptions of 
Diversity 

GE teachers perceptions 
of the diversity of the GE 
program in their 
schools/school systems 

Program’s Diversity Matches 
School Population 
Program is not diverse 
Other 
Program’s diversity is Problematic 
 

“(So how diverse would you say your 
gifted education classes are?) I'm just 
going to say low. It needs to be increased, 
how about that?” 
 
“So they're not super diverse. Oh, it 
doesn't (match the school population). 
It's definitely not the same.” 
 

GE Tr 
Power/Agency 

How much power/control 
GE teachers felt they had 
to influence the diversity 
and/or GE curriculum in 
their schools 

Power over curriculum - all 
Power over curriculum - none 
Power over curriculum - some 
Power over diversity - all 
Power over diversity - none 
Power over diversity - some 
Power – none at all 
 

“I have almost like all the power to 
determine the curriculum that we use. 
Like, we have things that we are 
recommended to use. There are things 
that are available to us, but ultimately, 
it's up to us to decide what we use.” 
 
“I do wish it was more diverse with some 
of our students, in some of our schools. 
But that's, you know, not anything that I 
can control.” 
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Influence GE 
population 

Ways in which the GE 
teacher attempts to 
influence who is able to 
qualify for gifted services. 
Could be ways they tried 
to influence diversity or 
tried to increase the 
gifted population at their 
schools. 

Advocate at district level 
Has done nothing 
Influence Teachers 
Leadership role 
Nurturing 
Push for students’ Identification 
Push in (to regular classroom) 
Serve non-identified students 
Use local norms 
Wide net 
 

“Well, the main thing I've tried to do is 
push for students to be in one, have the 
ability to be in one subject or the other, 
and not have it be an all or nothing 
situation.” 
 
“So I think with the way we're doing 
things, and the way we're trending 
towards more enrichment, more kids are 
having the opportunity to come in and 
experience gifted education, even though 
they're not gifted.” 

Subversion Things that the GE 
teachers did that were 
outside of their 
prescribed duties or that 
contravened district 
guidelines for the GE 
program 

Challenges for whole grade/school 
Choose NOT to serve 
Creative Interpretation of 
Guidelines 
Different service model 
Err on the side of identification 
Fudge points 
Group flexibility 
Influence teachers 
Local norms 
None 
School Clubs 
Serve non-identified students 
Serve other grades 
Teach GE as a Special to all students 
Work around the teacher 
 

“We made the decision to not pick her up 
as a Talent, technically, this is probably 
against the rules, but to not pick her up 
as a [Cultivating Potential] student the 
first quarter of the year.” 
 
“I went in and said, I currently have four 
classes of one student. Can I go pull some 
friends just for project work short 
term…and send them back, just to see 
how they're going to do, because testing 
is not going to be done fast enough for 
that to happen.” 
 
“I may have, in the past, fudged a point 
or two, here, there, especially on the 
portfolio.” 
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Teacher is split The role of the GE teacher 
is split, either within the 
same school as, for 
example, split between 
GE and Intervention 
positions, or the teacher 
serves the GE role in 
more than one school. 
 

More than one role in the school 
Administrative supervisor fills 
multiple roles 
Serves more than one school 
 

“The problem now is that they've 
combined the gifted teachers with the 
instructional coaching.” 
 
“Well, I am the only facilitator in my 
county so I serve all five schools that we 
have in my county. I'm at a different 
school every day.” 

Teacher 
Misunderstandings 

As perceived by the GE 
teachers: 
misunderstandings of 
regular education 
teachers regarding 
giftedness in general, 
gifted students, and/or 
the role of the gifted 
education program 

Behavior challenge students can be 
gifted 
Different Dialect/Language, can be 
gifted 
Dual identification (2e) is possible 
Gifted vs Teacher Pleaser—don’t 
know difference 
Inattentive students can be gifted 
Low SES student, can be gifted 
Student has poor grades, can be 
gifted 
Students who do not do work can 
be gifted 
Time with GE teacher not beneficial 
 

“I think that there are more gifted 
children there. I just don't think they've 
had opportunities to show it or they 
never get instruction on their level, and 
then they get labeled as the behavior 
issue.” 
 
“[The student] was demonstrating very 
typical AIG behavior and the teacher just 
was very irritated by [her].” 

Note: Boldfaced, italicized subordinate codes are the ones most frequently named or referenced by participants.


