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a few nOtes . . .
by Dianne Hughes

Although Tempo is still missing an editor for this issue, 
we have a great Editorial Board that has stepped in with 
its contributions and coordination of the winter issue. 
Todd Kettler has contributed an interview with the 2007 
Administrator of the Year, Jan Fall; Susan Johnsen has 
provided an excellent compilation of research on exem-
plary teachers of gifted and the necessary skills for best 
practice; TAGT’s new President, Ann Studdard, issues 
her call to members to become actively engaged; and 
selected articles are featured from past Tempo issues. 
I want to thank the Editorial Board members for their 
support during the transition without an editor . . . they 
have done an outstanding job! 

Houston was a great venue for the 2007 Annual 
Professional Development Conference for Educators and 
Parents with more than 2,600 participants. The George 
R. Brown Convention Center staff went out of its way to 
address the needs of TAGT and its attendees as well as 
to provide excellent facilities for all of the education ses-
sions and exhibits. The Local Arrangements Committee 
led by Debra Taylor represented all of our outstanding 
gifted programs and their districts in Region 4. Without 
this group, Dr. Laura Mackay, and the many volunteers, 
we could not have addressed all of the details required 
for a conference of this size and scope. Many thanks for 
your dedication to everyone who helped.

Now that we are in a new year, another Parent Conference 
is planned for March 1 at the SMU in Legacy facility in 
Plano. All of the details are on the TAGT Web site; the 
conference will offer program choices from 15 sessions 
of interest to parents, as well as a keynote address by Dr. 
Michael Sayler of the University of North Texas. Plans 
are being finalized for the Leadership Conference in 

Austin that will start on Monday, March 31 and con-
clude on Tuesday, April 1. The new format will allow 
for an additional half day of professional development. 
Keynote sessions will feature Dr. Marcus Nelson and Dr. 
Pete DeLisle. Check the Web site (http://www.txgifted.
org) for complete details and registration information. 
Make plans now to attend! 

You are Invited
Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented
Annual Leadership Conference

Keynote speakers Dr. Marcus Nelson and Dr. Pete DeLisle

The TAGT Annual Leadership Conference brings together leaders in  
education from across the region for advanced sessions designed specifically 
for experienced professionals. The conference focuses on best practices 
and promising programs. Find out more at www.txgifted.org 
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frOm the president
by Ann Studdard

As a new year dawns, it is a time of reflection for most 
of us, and it is also a time of hope for the future. Along 
with hope comes the promise of change, which seems to 
be an inevitable part of living! As an association, TAGT 
represents hope in an ever-changing world for gifted stu-
dents, their parents, and their teachers. I have long been 
a believer in “a time for every purpose,” but just like many 
of you, I want to deal with the change that accompanies a 
“time for every purpose” on my own terms and not neces-
sarily when it rears its head.

Change can be our best friend or our worst enemy. 
I tend to look at the glass being “half-full” versus “half-
empty” when faced with change while others may hold 
the view that it is safer to anticipate the worst and pre-
pare for the best. Regardless of one’s perspective, change 
is a constant force in our world that can either be ignored 
or embraced.

One of the most profound experiences I have had 
with change came during one of my semesters in gradu-
ate school. I had a professor who exhorted us to begin 
class with the mantra, “If you keep on doin’ what you’ve 
always done, you’ll keep on gettin’ what you always got!” 
Although the grammar is far from perfect, I realize in 
retrospect that he was right on target! We must learn to 
expect change and to adjust to it in order to attain that 
which we truly value. 

During my first year as an elementary principal, I fell 
into the trap of believing I could set goals and conquer 
a myriad of changes and challenges in a short period of 
months. A wise mentor frequently kept me grounded by 
reminding me that, in general, it takes 3–5 years to see the 
fruits of one’s labors. With that concept in mind, I believe 
that it is time for TAGT to look ahead to the challenges 
that face our organization and many others across the 
state in the midst of rapid change. Our organization must 
map out a plan of action to ensure that: (1) we build upon 
our history, and (2) we embrace a common vision that 
directly addresses the causes/effects of change upon our 
stakeholders and on the services we provide. 

Today, the faces and numbers of our “stakeholders” 
are reflected in a variety of ways . . . ethnically, profes-
sionally, socially, and financially, to name a few. With 
districts forced to face budget cuts that deal with spe-

cialized training and travel, we must take a strong look 
at a needs assessment for TAGT. Through data-driven 
research (formally and informally), we must identify 
and prioritize the needs of our members, these valued 
“stakeholders.” This research information combined with 
recognized environmental changes within education will 
allow TAGT to outline a plan for effectively meeting the 
prevailing needs of our members while creatively leading 
positive policy outcomes. 

In mid-January, the Executive Board of TAGT met 
to reflect on where we have been and where we need 
to focus our efforts in planning for our future. In the 
months ahead, you may be asked to help the Executive 
Board by completing surveys that will provide data 
regarding your needs, how TAGT can best provide ser-
vices, what you value most about TAGT and why, and 
what you think TAGT is doing “right.”

Your active participation in TAGT matters. This is 
the time for you to consider getting involved. I strongly 
suggest that you take time to contact and get to know 
your regional representative on the TAGT Board. Four 
years ago, the last thing I envisioned was leading an 
incredible Board of Directors for TAGT. Like many of 
you, I had been a TAGT conference attendee for years, 
but it had never really entered my mind to become 
involved in the manner I am today. Let me assure you 
that the possibility and need for you to become involved 
is very real! The gifted students in this state and this 
nation need your enthusiasm and energy, as well as your 
ideas, your input, and your leadership. 

Another exciting conference is planned for next 
November. Your immediate participation can be in 
the form of communication with your administrators, 
other educators, and parents about the TAGT Annual 
Professional Development Conference to be held in 
Dallas in 2008. 

Thank you in advance for all you already have done 
for gifted students across this state! I am constantly 
reminded that the common factor in every successful 
gifted student’s life is an adult who support him or her as 
a “sounding-board,” as a mentor, or as an advocate. The 
time for you to make that kind of difference is today.
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In their seminal study of value-added education, 
Sanders and Rivers (1996) argued that the single 
most important factor affecting student achieve-

ment is the teacher, and that these effects on student 
achievement are both additive and cumulative. In other 
words, students who repeatedly have good teachers will 
achieve at a higher level than students who consistently 
have poor teachers. Haycock (1998) strongly agreed: 
“Schools—especially teachers—really DO make a dif-
ference” (p. 2). Moreover, Darling-Hammond (2000) 
suggested that teacher preparation and certification are 
by far the strongest correlates to student achievement. 

Given the growing evidence that teachers are the 
most critical variable in students’ learning and devel-
opment, this article will focus on exemplary teachers 
of gifted and talented students. What are their charac-
teristics? What does the literature say about the quali-
ties and characteristics of an exemplary teacher? What 
knowledge and skills do these teachers need to have? 
How are these embedded in the new standards for teach-
ers of gifted and talented?

This review selected research studies focusing on 
characteristics of exemplary teachers of gifted and tal-
ented students and teacher standards in gifted educa-
tion. Articles published in Gifted Child Quarterly, Journal 
for the Education of the Gifted, and Roeper Review during 
the past 25 years were reviewed. These selection criteria 
identified 30 articles. Of these, 21 (70%) were empirical 
with 13 using quantitative designs and 8 using qualitative 
designs. All of the quantitative designs were descriptive 
studies with authors collecting data using surveys and 

specific assessment instruments to describe characteris-
tics or differences. The eight qualitative studies collected 
data using case studies, ethnography, and case-based 
scenarios to examine teacher characteristics.

Articles describing exemplary teachers of the gifted 
identified many similar characteristics (Coleman, 1991; 
Feldhusen & Huffman, 1988; Ferrell, Kress, & Croft, 
1988; Ford & Trotman, 2001; Graffam, 2006; Hanninen, 
1988; Hansen & Feldhusen, 1994; Howell & Bressler, 
1988; Joffe, 2001; Kitano & Landry, 2001; Mills, 2003; 
Miranda & Landmann, 2001; Rejskind, 2000; Westberg 
& Archambault, 1997; Whitlock & DuCette, 1989). The 
most frequently mentioned instructional characteris-
tics were student-centered classrooms with high stan-
dards, pacing, and acceleration strategies; curriculum 
modifications including integration of multiple dis-
ciplines, flexible grouping, higher level thinking, and 
metacognitive questioning techniques; varied activities; 
individual work and research; and more positive class-
room climates. Some of the researchers also focused on 
personal and background characteristics of exemplary 
teachers, which included expertise in the knowledge 
area, self-confidence, facilitation, advocacy, an intuitive 
personality, reflective practice, collaboration, creativ-
ity, and an understanding of the gifted student’s needs 
from both a disciplinary and gifted perspective (Howell 
& Bressler, 1988; Joffe, 2001; Kitano & Landry, 2001; 
Mills, 2003; Rejskind, 2000; Whitlock & DuCette, 1989). 
More specifically, Ford and Trotman (2001) described 
the characteristics of exemplary teachers of African 
American students, which incorporated the develop-

what the research says  
abOut exemplary teachers  
Of the Gifted and needed 

KnOwledGe and sKills:
A Historical Review

by Susan K. Johnsen and Rachel Colvin
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ment of interpersonal relationships with students, feel-
ing of responsibility for their students’ successes and 
failures, seeking of opportunities to increase cultural 
awareness and competence, and seeking to integrate 
multicultural education into traditional curriculum. 
Coleman (1991) was the only author who focused on 
tacit knowledge, which is invisible to the observer. He 
categorized a teacher’s planning and action thoughts and 
discovered that an exemplary teacher knew and was able 
to adjust parameters that influenced a good discussion 
such as flow, atmosphere, connections to students’ lives, 
and a loose, but focused, final position. 

Many of these characteristics are embedded in the new 
National Accreditation of Teacher Education standards in 
gifted education (VanTassel-Baska & Johnsen, 2007). These 
standards have a rich history, which began with the work of 
The Association for the Gifted (Parke, 1991), the National 
Association for Gifted Children’s graduate program stan-
dards (Parker, 1996), and independent researchers’ sur-
veys of competencies (Nelson & Prindle, 1992). Only 
recently has Lathlaen’s (1990) hope for National Board for 
Professional Teacher Standards in gifted education been 
realized with the inclusion of gifted competencies in the 
Exceptional Needs Specialist certificate (see http://www.
nbpts.org). Rogers (1989) suggested that standards may 
need to be differentiated for different professional roles 
(e.g., the classroom teacher, the cluster/resource teacher 
of the gifted, and the gifted program administrator). 

Although the field of gifted education has teacher 
standards, which have a foundation of research-based 
evidence, currently only 21 states require gifted and tal-
ented credentialing through certification or endorsement 
(NAGC, 2005). While this number is an improvement 
from Mitchell’s (1984) survey, it has declined since previ-
ous surveys in 1996 (Karnes & Whorton, 1996) and 2000 
(Karnes, Stephens, & Whorton, 2000). This decline in 
state requirements for teachers of the gifted also is appar-
ent at the university level (Parker, 1996; Parker & Karnes, 
1984, 1987) where programs have declined from a peak 
of 134 to fewer than 80 today (see http://www.nagc.org). 
Teachers with specialized training in gifted education 
do appear to differ from novice teachers and are more 
student oriented, have greater depth when describing 
activities, use a theoretical base, emphasize acceleration 
alternatives, focus on the community and its resources, 
expand student interests outside the school day, and tie 
nonacademic topics to academic topics (Hanninen, 1988). 
In addition, when specialized certificates are required, 
Karnes and Marquardt (1995) reported that employers 
are more likely to hire teachers with these certificates with 
the courts ruling in favor of the better qualified teacher 
(e.g., those with specialized certificates).

Because Texas only requires 30 clock hours for 
teachers of gifted education, it has a long way to go 
before parents and other stakeholders are assured that 
teachers have attained the knowledge and skills that 
are required in the new NCATE teacher standards. The 
Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented must be 
diligent in advocating for policies and practices that 
demand high teacher standards to ensure that each 
gifted and talented child accrues the benefits from hav-
ing an exemplary teacher in gifted education. 
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Coleman, L. J. (1991). The invisible world of professional 
practical knowledge of a teacher of the gifted. Journal 
for the Education of the Gifted, 14, 151–165.

This phenomenological and ethnographic study exam-
ined how one expert teacher in gifted education plans 
and thinks about teaching. After extensive observation 
and interviewing, the teacher’s thoughts were catego-
rized into planning thoughts and action thoughts. This 
tacit knowledge of the teacher, which is invisible to the 
observer, included flow (what constitutes a good dis-
cussion), the right atmosphere (one that is conducive 
to sharing ideas and feelings), making it concrete (con-
necting to actual situations in the students’ lives) and the 
final position (loose parameters that get somewhere). 
The author argued that the “way in which the teacher’s 
thoughts are linked to his practice cannot be adequately 
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understood unless one gains access to the invisible, tacit 
knowledge of the teacher” (p. 151).

Davison, J. (1996). Meeting state mandates for gifted 
and talented: Iowa teacher preparation programs. 
Roeper Review, 19, 41–43.

The purpose of this study was to assess the curricu-
lum used in Iowa’s undergraduate teacher preparation 
programs to determine if standards were being met. A 
survey was sent to department heads in each college 
or university with approved teacher preparation pro-
grams. The researchers found that none of the colleges 
or universities required a gifted and talented course 
but integrated the knowledge and skills into preexist-
ing courses such as Exceptional Learner, Exceptional 
Child, and Exceptional Behaviors. Thirty-nine percent 
of the institutions were meeting the state requirements 
through a combination of professional core courses and 
content methods courses with most indicating about 3 
hours of classroom instruction devoted to gifted and 
talented education. The authors felt that not only should 
universities offer separate courses in gifted education but 
also should provide workshops to increase awareness in 
school districts. The authors concluded, “Teacher prepa-
ration institutions and colleges of education directly 
influence how gifted children are educated” (p. 42). 

Feldhusen, J. F., & Huffman, L. E. (1988). Practicum 
experiences in an educational program for teachers 
of the gifted. Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 
12, 34–45.

The authors evaluated the effectiveness of a practicum 
course in an educational program for 209 teachers of 
the gifted. All of the teachers were involved in a three-
credit practicum in which they attended three group 
meetings, kept a log of daily class activities, wrote two 
papers, and taught a group of gifted students for at least 
24 hours in a pull-out setting, resource room, cluster 
grouping, or full-time self-contained classroom. Purdue 
staff members or local education personnel trained and 
experienced in gifted education observed every teacher 
twice during the semester. More than 75% of the practi-
cum participants reported that the observations, feed-
back from the observation forms, and interaction with 
the observer was “very good” or “excellent” (p. 42). For 
clarity of teaching, which included motivational tech-
niques and a variety of methods, 162 teachers were rated 
as high or outstanding. For pacing, 154 teachers were 
rated as high or outstanding. For providing a variety of 
activities, 147 were rated as high or outstanding. The 

highest ratings of all were for the quality of affective 
interactions and higher level thinking, with 169 rated as 
high or outstanding. The lowest ratings were for student 
self-determination, with only 120 receiving outstanding 
or high ratings, and homework opportunities, with 110 
receiving high or outstanding ratings.

Ferrell, B., Kress, M., & Croft, J. (1988). Characteristics of 
teachers in a full day gifted program. Roeper Review, 
10, 136–139.

Using the Teacher Perceiver Interview, the characteris-
tics of teachers in a full-day program for the gifted were 
compared with those in the regular program. Six of the 
themes differentiated between the two groups: focus 
(teaching as a lifelong career), gestalt (well-organized 
and works from where the student is), innovation (tries 
new or different ways to approach learning), mission 
(sees education as the foundation for all), rapport (views 
self as a warm, friendly person), and investment (views 
student learning as her concern). Rapport, gestalt, and 
innovation also were characteristics of gifted teachers. 
The authors concluded that the interview might be used 
as a method for selecting teachers who have a chance of 
succeeding with gifted students.
 
Ford, D. Y., & Trotman, M. F. (2001). Teachers of gifted 

students: Suggested multicultural characteristics 
and competencies. Roeper Review, 23, 235–239.

The authors offered a list of characteristics of exemplary 
teachers of African American students that includes the 
following: 
•	 They	strove	to	develop	interpersonal	relationships	

with students.
•	 They	felt	responsible	for	the	successes	and	failures	

of students.
•	 They	 sought	 opportunities	 to	 increase	 cultural	

awareness and competence.
•	 They	sought	to	integrate	multicultural	education	

into traditional curriculum.

 Characteristics of effective teachers of gifted diverse 
students included self-awareness and understanding, cul-
tural awareness and understanding, social responsiveness 
and responsibility, and culturally sensitive techniques and 
strategies. The authors did not believe that a teacher of 
gifted students must also be gifted. They equated this idea 
with the belief that “teachers of culturally, ethnically, and 
linguistically diverse learners must be culturally, ethni-
cally, and linguistically diverse” (p. 239). They did believe 
that the best way to learn more about diverse cultures 
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was through first-hand experiences. They suggested that 
teachers take multicultural courses or programs offered 
at the university level and become well-read in journals 
that offer discussions on multicultural topics. 
 The culturally responsive classroom includes a holis-
tic teaching philosophy, and a “we-us-our” or commu-
nal philosophy, respect for students’ primary language, 
culturally congruent instructional practices (instruc-
tion should undergo modifications that make it more 
compatible with cultural and learning styles of minority 
students), culturally sensitive assessment, student-fam-
ily-teacher relationships, and diverse teaching staff.

Graffam, B. (2006). A case study of teachers of gifted 
learners: Moving from prescribed practice to 
described practitioners. Gifted Child Quarterly, 50, 
119–131.

The author observed and interviewed two exemplary 
teachers of gifted learners to acquire a better under-
standing of both teacher practices and teacher thoughts 
about those practices. Both teachers were in elementary 
classrooms, where they led pull-out programs of gifted 

learners. Graffam described some specific practices such 
as the number of learning opportunities in the classroom, 
a dynamic planning process, individual work, student-
centered classrooms, metacognitive strategies, accel-
eration, compacting, and positive relationships among 
students with one another and the teacher. Some of the 
author’s central findings were that (a) teaching gifted 
learners requires the teacher to frame individualized 
and whole-group learning simultaneously; (b) the path 
a person takes to become a teacher of gifted learners is 
significant (personal background, preservice training, 
and professional reflection); (c) some elements of the 
“canon” of gifted education are combined in the practice 
of excellent teachers; and (d) the relationships a teacher 
develops with gifted students are the keys to high chal-
lenge, motivation, and personal investment on the parts 
of the students (pp. 129–130).

Hanninen, G. E. (1988). A study of teacher training in 
gifted education. Roeper Review, 10, 139–144.

The purpose of this study was to determine if teachers 
with specialized training in gifted education responded 
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to scenarios differently than those who had not received 
training. Participants included five certified teachers 
with experience in gifted education, five certified teach-
ers without experience in gifted education, and five stu-
dents in their junior year of a university teacher training 
program. The author reported that experts and novices 
differed in these categories: allocation of responsibility 
for learning (experts were student initiated and oriented), 
depth of suggested activities (experts went beyond the 
scenario), general organization schema (experts used a 
theoretical base), programming of academic subjects 
(experts emphasized acceleration alternatives), percep-
tion of the learning environment (experts focused on the 
community and its resources), type of suggested activi-
ties (experts were more specific), consideration given to 
students’ expressed interests (experts expanded student 
interests outside the school day), and programming of 
nonacademic interests (experts tied nonacademic topic 
in with academic topics). 

Hansen, J. B., & Feldhusen, J. F. (1994). Comparison of 
trained and untrained teachers of gifted students. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 38, 115–121.

A total of 82 teachers (54 trained in gifted education and 
28 untrained) participated in this study. Teaching skills 
were assessed by trained observers using the Teacher 
Observation Form (TOF), an instrument that consisted 
of 12 items that focus on critical skills for teaching gifted 
students. Class climate was measured with the Class 
Activities Questionnaire (CAQ). Eight observer/raters 
were used in the study to observe a total of 365 students 
who were selected randomly. Of these students, 270 were 
from the classes of the 54 teachers who had received train-
ing in gifted education and 95 were from the classes of the 
teachers who were untrained. Student t-tests were used 
to compare composite scores for trained and untrained 
teachers for the TOF and the CAQ. The researchers 
reported that teachers who had been trained in gifted 
education demonstrated greater teaching skills and devel-
oped more positive class climates than did teachers had 
no training in gifted education. Students of GT trained 
teachers reported greater emphasis on higher level think-
ing skills and on discussion, and less emphasis on lecture 
and grades than did students of untrained teachers.

Howell, H., & Bressler, J. (1988). Research on teaching 
styles of teachers of the gifted. Roeper Review, 10, 
144–146.

The purpose of this study was to identify characteris-
tic teaching style preferences of teachers working with 

gifted children. The authors used the Teaching Style 
Inventory with 157 teachers. Of these, 123 were elemen-
tary school teachers, 33 were secondary school teachers, 
and one was K–12. Teachers who spent more time teach-
ing gifted children scored on the intuitive component 
of the scale. Intuitive teachers tend to be intellectually 
and innovatively oriented. 

Joffe, W. S. (2001). Investigating the acquisition of 
pedagogical knowledge: Interviews with a beginning 
teacher of the gifted. Roeper Review, 23, 219–225.

The researcher wanted to examine how a fifth-grade nov-
ice teacher’s knowledge of gifted learners’ characteris-
tics and educational requirements and other knowledge 
gained through observation assisted a beginning teacher 
of the gifted in developing specially adapted pedagogy. 
Using a case study, Joffe gathered data through semi-
structured interviews that focused on previous obser-
vations, instructional strategies, curricular decisions, 
the learning environment, and interactions. In terms 
of instructional practices, the teacher reported that 
gifted students were more likely to ask questions and 
ask for support from each other than go to the teacher. 
She also reported more intense parent involvement 
and faster pacing in a classroom for gifted. Successful 
instructional strategies included different expectations, 
flexible grouping, choices, and reading for comprehen-
sion. She described the learning environment as learner-
centered, allowing for independence, open, accepting, 
complex, flexible, and with varied groupings. The novice 
teacher made decisions based on her use of resources, 
discovering students’ instructional levels, a trial-and-
error approach to instructional strategies, balancing 
the whole class with individual student needs, being an 
astute observer, being flexible, and her intuition.

Karnes, F. A., & Marquardt, R. G. (1995). Gifted education 
and the courts: Teacher certification and employment 
decisions. Roeper Review, 17, 229–231. 

This article examined the outcome of an arbitration 
hearing and several court decisions that involved per-
sonnel decisions in the hiring of certified gifted edu-
cation teachers. Teachers trained in gifted education 
prevailed at the appellate court level over teachers who 
were untrained or hired with a temporary certificate in 
West Virginia. A higher court reversed one of the cases 
because the differences in qualifications between the 
two candidates changed during the 9 months it took to 
get the case appealed (i.e., the teacher who did not have 
certification in gifted education had acquired a certifi-
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cate). Two Pennsylvania cases provided mixed results 
regarding job protection for the gifted education teacher. 
Because of the lack of any specialized certification or job 
qualifications, senior employees could not be furloughed 
when they held sufficient certification to hold a position 
filled by a teacher with less seniority. On the other hand, 
if a job required a specialist certificate, then a teacher 
with less seniority would be able to secure or retain the 
position.

Karnes, F. A., Stephens, K. R., & Whorton, J. E. (2000). 
Certification and specialized competencies for 
teachers in gifted education programs. Roeper Review, 
22, 201–202.

State consultants of gifted education were mailed a sur-
vey designed to generate current information regard-
ing the status of certification of teachers of the gifted 
within their respective states. Information relating to 
the existence of published competencies for teachers 
of the gifted was requested. The first survey was mailed 
in the fall of 1998, succeeded by two follow-up surveys 
sent within 2-week intervals to all nonrespondents. Data 
were obtained from all 50 states. Results indicated that 
a total of 28 states have certification/endorsement in 
gifted education. Of these states, Indiana, Montana, and 
Texas indicated that certification in gifted education is 
optional. Twenty-two states indicated that they have 
no special certification requirements for working with 
gifted students. Only two states (Alabama and Louisiana) 
reported requiring a master’s degree for certification in 
gifted education. The authors of this study concluded 
by stating that the lack of specialized requirements for 
teachers of the gifted is of great concern and that recent 
findings indicate that teachers with three to five graduate 
courses in gifted education were significantly more effec-
tive than teachers with no specialized coursework. 

Karnes, F. A., & Whorton, J. E. (1996). Teacher 
certification and endorsement in gifted education: 
A critical need. Roeper Review, 19, 54–56.

This article offered a summary of the status of standards 
for specialized certification in gifted education across 
the United States. A survey was sent to state directors 
of gifted education who were members of the Council of 
State Directors of Programs for the Gifted. The authors 
reported that 24 states required certification to teach 
gifted and 3 provided the certificate as an option (Texas, 
Indiana, and Oklahoma). Twenty-three states reported 
that no certification was necessary to work with gifted 
and talented students. This article also included a help-

ful table of survey data, which provided statistics about 
the current requirements for teaching gifted students. 
The authors concluded, “the reason(s) for the lack of 
certification/endorsement may be lost in history with 
the changes of personnel in colleges and universities and 
state departments of education” (p. 56).

Kitano, M. K., & Landry, H. (Eds.). (2001). Instructional 
cases: Learning from the dilemmas of practicing 
teachers. Roeper Review, 23, 206–218.

The authors gathered instructional cases from practic-
ing teachers to learn about teacher dilemmas and their 
solutions. Data were gathered through small-group 
meetings and written cases. Teachers reflected on how 
they had changed or how they had changed a student, a 
situation, or solved a problem. In examining the cases, 
the authors stated that effective teachers of gifted and 
talented students are authentic, balance content deliv-
ery and relationships with students, provide learner- 
centered instruction, understand student needs in terms 
of both a disciplinary and a gifted perspective, consult 
with others, recognize developmental issues, and reflect 
not only on their practice but on their assumptions about 
themselves and their students (p. 218).

Lathlaen, P. (1990). The National Board for Professional 
Teaching Standards and possible implications for 
gifted education. Journal for the Education of the 
Gifted, 14, 50–65.

The National Board for Professional Teaching Standards 
(NBPTS) was instituted in the fall of 1987 and was 
formed from a recommendation of the Carnegie Forum 
on Education and the Economy through its report A 
Nation Prepared. The NBPTS provides an avenue for 
experienced teachers to be certified to a high standard 
of excellence. The author examined the issues related 
to the determination of the nature of competencies 
for both teachers of the gifted and classroom teachers 
serving the gifted in the regular classroom. These issues 
included curriculum differentiation for gifted students 
in the regular classroom, knowledge of special popula-
tions, inclusion of an introduction to gifted students as 
part of preservice education, status of gifted programs in 
schools where regular teachers are Board-certified, and 
implications for certification of teachers of the gifted. 
The author recommended that (a) educators of the gifted 
needed to support a certificate beyond the general cer-
tificate that specialized in the gifted; (b) educators of the 
gifted should outline what a teacher of the gifted should 
know and be able to do; and (c) teachers, administra-
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tors, parents, and higher education personnel in gifted 
education should become informed about local, state, 
and national policy initiatives so that they can act to 
influence policy in a positive way for gifted education 
when it is required.

Mills, C. J. (2003). Characteristics of effective teachers of 
gifted students: Teacher background and personality 
styles of students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 47, 
272–281.

Administrators from The Center for Talented Youth 
(CTY) of Johns Hopkins University identified 63 exem-
plary teachers who had taught in the CTY during the 
summer for 2 or more years. Teachers completed a 
background questionnaire and the Myers-Briggs Type 
Indicator (MBTI). A sample of 1,247 thirteen- to six-
teen-year-old students who attended the CTY summer 
programs also participated in the study. The students 
may or may not have been taught by the teachers in 
the study. These students also were given the MBTI 
while attending the summer program. The four most 
frequent MBTI types for the CTY exemplary teachers 
were INTJ, ENTJ, ENFJ, and ENFP (I = Introversion, N 
= Intuition, T = Thinking, J = Judging, E = Extraversion, 
F = Feeling, P = Perceiving). All of the types for exem-
plary teachers favor Intuition (N) over Sensing (S). The 
normative sample of middle school teachers preferred 
Sensing (S) to Intuition (N). The four most common 
types for CTY students were INTP, ENFP, ENTP, and 
INFP. The gifted students shared the CTY teachers’ pref-
erence for Intuition (N). “Individuals with a preference 
for N typically prefer to see the big picture, engage in 
abstract reasoning, and generate ideas; they tend to be 
innovative and intuitive and see patterns and themes” 
(p. 278). Differences were found in the J and P types, 
with the exemplary teachers preferring J and the CTY 
youth preferring P. This difference appears to indicate 
that teachers have a stronger need for structure and 
organization than the students do. The teachers were 
also experts in their academic discipline with almost 
85% holding a master’s or doctoral degree.

Miranda, E., & Landmann, R. (2001). Gifted teachers 
creating gifted classrooms: One exceptional teacher, 
one exceptional classroom, Roeper Review, 23, 
230–234.

This article presented a case study of a third-grade 
classroom that provided an enriched curriculum to 
all of the students. Data were collected from students, 
former students, parents, teachers, and the principal. 

The article described how a teacher with a drama back-
ground implemented an integrated curriculum under 
an umbrella theme (e.g., Primitive Times or the Middle 
Ages). For students to work in a living museum of his-
tory, they completed these assignments during a 6-week 
period: 100 words (definitions and spelling), terms of the 
times (research on 20 specific topics), research papers 
(a minimum of 10 pages on a topic of interest), para-
graph translation (paraphrasing an above-grade-level 
paragraph), book reports, interviews (students ask their 
peers questions on topics and take notes), books and 
movies, and the museums (focused free play regarding 
their topics). 

Mitchell, B. (1984). An update on gifted/talented 
education in the U.S. Roeper Review, 6, 161–163.

The author sent questionnaires to state directors of gifted/
talented education programs or their counterparts in 
all 50 states. Responses were received from all but four 
states. In responding to questions regarding budgets, the 
presence of a state department person responsible for GT 
education, tax limitation measures affecting GT, current 
economic effects on GT education, and state guidelines, 
the participants were asked to if their state had special 
certification requirements for teachers of GT. In 1984, 
only 10 states required certification.

Nelson, K. C., & Prindle, N. (1992). Gifted teacher 
competencies: Ratings by rural principals and 
teachers compared. Journal for the Education of the 
Gifted, 15, 357–369.

The authors surveyed rural school principals and gifted 
educators from 40 school districts in a Midwestern state 
to determine their perceptions of gifted teacher compe-
tencies. Participants ranked each of the items on a scale 
from 1 (non-essential) to 5 (essential). Results showed 
remarkable agreement between both rural groups on the 
six “most essential” competencies: knowledge of gifted, 
skill with promoting thinking, ability to develop creative 
problem solving, ability to develop appropriate materi-
als, knowledge of affective needs, and ability to facilitate 
independent research skills. They also agreed on the least 
essential competencies: experience in psychoeducational 
diagnostic techniques, skill in addressing the special 
needs of culturally different, and supervised practical 
experience administering and supervising programs in 
gifted education. Significant differences between the 
rural principals and teachers occurred on items involv-
ing counseling and advocacy skills: skill in facilitating 
group process, ability to instruct other teachers in phi-
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losophy and approaches to GT programming, ability 
to present career education and professional options 
to gifted students, and skill in individual counseling of 
gifted children.

Parke, B. N. (1991). Proposed NCATE guidelines for 
gifted child education. Journal for the Education of 
the Gifted, 14, 423–426.

In this article, the author described the work of The 
Association for the Gifted (TAG), which was active in 
developing guidelines in the area of gifted child educa-
tion that would become part of the National Council for 
Accreditation of Teacher Education (NCATE) review 
process. (NCATE is the primary accrediting agency for 
college of teacher education.) The proposed guidelines 
included seven knowledge statements and five skill or 
mastery statements. The skill statements included the 
ability to plan a sequential differentiated curriculum 
unit, design an educational plan, work constructively 
with parents and key professionals, master strategies 
or procedures for determining individual strengths and 
needs, and master procedures or strategies that can 

determine the degree of success of a program, curricu-
lum plan, and an individual education plan.

Parker, J. (1996). NAGC standards for personnel 
preparation in gifted education: A brief history. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 40, 158–164.

This article described a 1992 symposium that addressed 
the need for the development of professional standards 
for graduate programs in gifted education. In the spring 
of 1993, 50 educators from around the nation refined 
and synthesized the information using a modified Delphi 
approach. The end result of these efforts was the “NAGC 
Standards for Graduate Programs in Gifted Education.” 
These standards incorporated a set of concepts, skills, 
and other professional competencies that leaders in the 
field identified as essential for individuals preparing to 
provide direct services to gifted students. The document 
was designed to serve two purposes: (a) set standards 
for institutions attempting to develop or refine graduate 
programs that prepare personnel for professional roles in 
gifted education; and (b) to prescribe criteria on which 
internal and external evaluation of these programs is 
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based. A copy of the document was placed at the end 
of the article. 

Parker, J. P., & Karnes, F. A. (1984). Graduate degree 
programs in the education of the gifted. Journal for 
the Education of the Gifted, 7, 205–217.

The authors updated a list of graduate degree programs 
in the education of the gifted. The survey revealed 101 
universities in the nation offering programs. All offered at 
least one master’s degree option, 20 offered Educational 
Specialist degrees, and 37 offered a doctoral degree. The 
37 institutions were located in 24 states with only one 
in Texas (Texas A&M University).

Parker, J. P., & Karnes, F. A. (1987). A current report 
on graduate degree programs in gifted and talented 
education. Gifted Child Quarterly, 31, 116–117.

The authors updated the number of graduate degree 
programs since their last report in 1984. They reported 
that 134 colleges and universities in 42 states and the 
District of Columbia offered such programs. These insti-
tutions offered at least a master’s degree (an increase of 
33% over the past 2 years) and 47 (an increase of 27%) 
offered one or more doctorates with major or emphasis 
in gifted education. Admission and program require-
ments were found to vary widely.

Parker, J. P., & Karnes, F. A. (1991). Graduate degree 
programs and resource centers in gifted education: 
An update and analysis. Gifted Child Quarterly, 35, 
43–48.

The authors updated the number of graduate degree 
programs since their last report in 1987. The listings in 
the 1990–1991 directory indicate that 127 colleges and 
universities offered a minimum of a master’s degree, 23 
offered a degree at the specialist level, and 51 offered 
doctoral degrees. A comparison with the earlier direc-
tory indicates that 18 institutions added graduate degree 
programs and 7 eliminated such programs. Four pro-
grams were listed in Texas (Baylor, Texas A&M, Texas 
Tech, and Texas Women’s University). Of these, 84% 
required a practicum.

Rejskind, G. (2000). TAG teachers: Only the creative 
need apply. Roeper Review, 22, 153–157.

This article was a synthesis of previous work concern-
ing creativity in the gifted classroom. In order for a 
teacher to develop a student’s creativity, especially that 

of a gifted and talented student, the author suggested 
different methods that the teacher could employ. With 
each method, he believed that a teacher must have 
the characteristic of creativity in order to fully use the 
methods. The following methods were described: asking 
questions that stimulate creativity, rewarding students’ 
creativity, modeling creativity, teaching creative prob-
lem solving, and using affective measures. The author 
concluded that “creativity is an asset for any teacher; for 
teachers of the gifted it is a necessity. . . . Workshops in 
creative problem solving skills or courses in creativity 
. . . could be extended to make creative problem solving 
a central aspect of training teachers to work with gifted 
and talented students” (p. 156). 

Rogers, K. B. (1989). Training teachers of the gifted: 
What do they need to know? Roeper Review, 11, 
145–150.

Rogers presented a three “Levels of Training” model 
that delineated knowledge and skills for the classroom 
teacher, the cluster/resource teacher of the gifted, and 
the gifted program administrator. For teachers of gifted 
students, both level one and level two training needed 
to be completed within an estimated 225 hours. The 
skills for the GT teachers included identification and 
assessment, teachers’ roles, IEP design, resource provi-
sion, interpersonal skills, counseling, presentation for 
program defense, and program design and implemen-
tation. Competencies included knowledge generation, 
developmental patterns of giftedness, needs of the gifted, 
curriculum development methods and models, individu-
alized teaching/learning techniques, nature of the gifted 
learner, nature of the learning process, integrated lesson 
design, and systems for program development.

Starko, A. J., & Schack, G. D. (1989). Perceived need, 
teacher efficacy, and teaching strategies for the gifted 
and talented. Gifted Child Quarterly, 33, 118–122.

This study investigated the relationships among per-
ceived need, teacher efficacy, and the use of 10 teach-
ing strategies among expert and novice teachers of 
the gifted. The participants included 176 preservice 
teachers, 85 classroom teachers, and 57 teachers of the 
gifted. Each of the participants responded to a ques-
tionnaire. “The teachers’ perceptions of the importance 
of particular strategies in meeting the needs of gifted 
students, their self efficacy regarding the use of such 
strategies, and the actual use of the strategies increased 
with classroom experience and with specialized experi-
ence in teaching gifted students” (p. 121). Teachers of 
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the gifted were more likely to use acceleration, indepen-
dent study, higher level thinking, grouping, creativity, 
alternate textbooks, simulations, centers, and research 
based on curriculum.

VanTassel-Baska, J., & Johnsen, S. K. (2007). Teacher 
education standards for the field of gifted education: 
A vision of coherence for personnel preparation in the 
21st century. Gifted Child Quarterly, 51, 182–205.

In this article, the authors described the new teacher edu-
cation standards in gifted education that were developed 
by the Council for Exceptional Children, The Association 
for the Gifted Division (CEC-TAG) and the National 
Association for Gifted Children. These standards have 
been approved by the National Council for Accreditation 
for Teacher Education (NCATE) and provide a model 
of professional competencies for universities and those 
involved in the professional development of teachers. 
Included in the article are the 10 content standards, the 
knowledge base for the standards, and the implications 
of the new standards. The authors concluded with chal-
lenges facing the field of gifted education: states with-
out mandated teacher preparation programs in gifted 
education, lack of human resources dedicated to gifted 
education, lack of personnel preparation policies at the 
state level that feed university preparation of teachers, 
collaboration with higher education faculty, and com-
petition with alternative preparation programs.

Westberg, K. L., & Archambault, F. X., Jr., (1997). A multi-
site case study of successful classroom practices 
for high ability students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 41, 
42–51.

Ten elementary schools and classrooms were studied in 
order to describe the various practices used to meet the 
needs of high-ability students. Data were gathered in the 
form of full case studies with the researcher observing 
in classrooms and conducting open-ended interviews. 
The authors discovered a number of successful practices 
being implemented at each of the sites. These practices 
included establishing high standards, making curricu-
lum modifications, finding mentors, encouraging inde-
pendent investigations and projects, or creating flexible 
instructional groups. At many of the sites, the teachers 
had a combination of advanced training and knowledge. 
Most of the teachers were willing to make changes in 
their classroom practices if it was a benefit to the stu-
dents. Teachers were able to employ a variety of strate-
gies for differentiating instruction for gifted students. At 
some sites, there was a strong leadership role from the 

administration. In general, these sites displayed a sup-
portive attitude toward the special needs of the gifted 
and talented population. The authors concluded that 
teachers who are effective differentiate for the abilities 
within their classrooms.

Whitlock, M. S., & DuCette, J. P. (1989). Outstanding 
and average teachers of the gifted: A comparative 
study. Gifted Child Quarterly, 33, 15–21.

Using job analysis, the authors created a model to 
characterize superior gifted elementary teachers. The 
instrument was the McBer method, which assumes 
that “outstanding performers need to be studied to dis-
cover what is required for superior performance” (p. 
16). A panel of experts on gifted education created a 
list of skills, abilities, and personal characteristics that 
separated successful teachers of the gifted from aver-
age teachers of the gifted. The panel then nominated 65 
teachers of the gifted, with 15 of those considered out-
standing. The researchers randomly selected 10 teach-
ers from each of these two groups to be interviewed 
and developed a competency model of the outstanding 
teacher of the gifted. A survey was then created from the 
interview data and the competency model and mailed to 
the sample. The results showed that outstanding teach-
ers had significantly higher means than those of average 
teachers of the gifted on the following competencies: 
enthusiasm, self-confidence, facilitator role, applying 
knowledge, achievement orientation, commitment, and 
building program support. The authors reported that 
“the relatively simple background variables of age, the 
type and extent of teaching experience, and whether the 
person had a master’s degree do not correlate with the 
competency scores” (p. 19).
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Dr. Jan Fall was honored with the Texas Association for the 
Gifted and Talented Administrator of the Year award in 2007. 
Dr. Fall agreed to this interview in November of 2007, and the 
interview was conducted in December of 2007. We spoke via 
phone in December and most of the questions were answered 
through e-mail correspondence during December of 2007.

State the title of your current position with Killeen ISD.

I am currently the Coordinator for Advanced Academics 
and the High School Math Content Specialist. The Math 
Content Specialist position has not been filled at this 
time, and I have been assigned to maintain that central 
connection to campuses.

How many years have you been with Killeen ISD, and 
what were some of the stops along the way that you con-
sider significant?

I came to Killeen in April of 1999. As badly as I hated 
leaving Minnesota before the end of the year, when this 
opportunity opened up, I felt really called to move where 
I could truly put my strengths to use for gifted kids. 
 There have been many stops along the way, and I 
think they were all significant to some degree. My own 
upbringing and educational experiences made me a con-
structivist lifelong learner. I began my teaching career 
in special education in Gary, IN. I moved from there to 
Mexico City where I taught first-grade English and bilin-
gual education in an American School. After 4 years, I 
found myself in a Round Rock, TX, middle school where 
I was afforded my first opportunity to work with gifted 
learners. Affirming my own teaching and finding my 
passion led me back to Purdue University to pursue my 
master’s degree in gifted education. I returned to Round 
Rock to teach in an elementary content pullout pro-
gram. Those 5 years left kids in my life who have now 

turned into highly successful adults and lifelong friends. 
Nothing like weddings, babies, and taking your dog to a 
vet of your former second-grade TAG students to make 
you proud.
 This experience left me thirsty for more learning so 
I headed for the University of Northern Colorado for 
my doctorate in gifted education. During that time I 
taught master’s classes, helped run a residential summer 
program for gifted kids, and fell in love with statistics. 
Seriously.
 I started an administrative path after leaving grad 
school and moved to Rochester, MN. In Rochester, I 
received amazing primary health care, learned to cross-
country ski, and roller-bladed marathons but did not have 
much support for identifying and serving gifted children. 
So the cycle back to Texas came to be. You can see the 
variation in my steps along the way, and hopefully, the 
uniqueness of every opportunity. I would not trade one. 

You have worked in gifted education for 29 years in 
various capacities. What drew you to work with gifted 
students in the beginning? 

In 1978, our principal asked me if I would like to be on 
the district task force to research and design the pro-
gram for gifted and talented students in Round Rock. 
I jumped at the chance and found in this study the big 
“a-ha”—an affirmation for what I already knew and did 
as a teacher and a strong desire to learn more. And so 
the passion began.

The history of gifted education is a story of waxing 
and waning priorities. Given these historical patterns, 
where do you see the field today?

My world has gotten rather small and much more elec-
tronic since I returned to Texas. I had not missed a national 
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conference (NAGC) since 1981 until I moved here but 
have only had the opportunity to attend one since 1999. 
That national networking is an important part of keeping 
current with the field. Sometimes reading journals doesn’t 
quite fill the need—similar to asking gifted kids to learn 
on their own without time with their peers. 
 I see the anti-intellectual state of our nation as a great 
concern. It is reflected in school-reform, global economic 
challenges, and all aspects of educational comparisons 
with other countries. We have focused our resources at 
raising the floor, which has provided amazing opportu-
nities to all students and shown growth where we may 
not have seen it before. Unfortunately, it has left many 
children who come to school already knowing how to 
go beyond the bar going home at night saying, “Today, 
I learned nothing new in school.” 
 I believe this is a time when many decision makers 
think all children can do everything gifted children can 
do. There are many wonderful strategies and practices 
that can benefit all levels of students, but there are defi-
nite qualitatively differentiated challenges needed for 
gifted students. This, of course, then becomes a serious 
professional development awareness issue. As leaders 
and advocates for gifted children, we must continually 
inform decision makers about the unique characteristics 
and needs of gifted students. We are blessed in Texas 
to have a State Plan (Texas State Plan for the Education 
of Gifted/Talented Students) that requires the ongoing 
training of those who teach and/or make programming 
decisions for gifted students.
 I applaud with great gusto district leaders who are 
committed to providing appropriate services and mak-
ing gifted children as much a priority as students who 
struggle to pass whatever state standard may be the 
focus. 

As a district-level administrator of gifted and talented 
programs you see these waxing and waning patterns 
played out in specific policies and decisions. Are there 
any specific examples that come to mind presently or 
historically?

I see the NCLB funding totally void of conversation about 
our high-level gifted students. When we study TAKS 
data in our district, it is always about “met standard” and 
“standard not met.” The interest in “commended” status 
is negligible. We talk about aiming at a higher bar, thus 
expecting fewer students to fall below passing, but we 
continue to focus on passing the bar. 
 I know our GT organizations (states and national) 
work with legislators to attempt to maintain any mandates 
or funding that might be beneficial for gifted children. 

In many ways, the Texas State Plan has become a com-
pliance checklist, when its design was to help teachers 
learn about gifted children to better understand and serve 
them. There is constant hard work connecting with leg-
islators at all levels to promote the support for providing 
learning opportunities commensurate to high abilities. 

These are innovative times in the business of education, 
and much of the school reform literature focuses on 
21st-century learning. In what ways does gifted edu-
cation in Texas need to evolve to reflect 21st-century 
learning?

We already know that gifted students will have several 
careers throughout out their lifetimes. Now we know 
this is true for most students heading into the work force. 
We are preparing kids for jobs that don’t even exist yet. 
We must think out of the box to help students prepare 
for and create successful futures. We need to begin pre-
paring students in elementary school for a competitive 
global economy. Our gifted children will be our leaders 
in the 21st century. They need to learn the knowledge 
and skills that will take them beyond testing and into 
responsibility, determination, ambition, and motivation. 
That takes a continuum of good, well-trained, dedicated, 
innovative teachers and flexible, well-created curricu-
lum/lesson design.

What is the role of a leader in gifted education in 
Texas?

There are many roles for a leader in gifted education in 
Texas, and the roles change depending on how the pro-
gram changes. Trust me. I have been a trainer, a teacher, 
an instructional leader, a humorist, a friend, a boss, a 
child advocate, a teacher advocate, a parent advocate, 
an encourager, a curriculum writer, a listener, a learner, 
and I’m sure there are more. I believe the umbrella for 
a leader in gifted education is advocacy. To be a good 
leader there must be passion to serve the kids who need 
us so badly to fight for them. Under that umbrella come 
all the other things: the training, the curriculum develop-
ment, and the support for whomever needs it. Without 
the passion and the dedication to the kids, I don’t know 
how the leadership can be effective. 

What can we do to better prepare leaders in gifted edu-
cation in Texas?

As much as I love the mandates for gifted kids, they 
can too easily turn training into a little box to check 
off. In a perfect world, people would be clamoring to 
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the TAGT annual conference to soak up all the amaz-
ing information about gifted children and how to teach 
them without caring about code numbers at the end 
of the sessions. I think we try many different creative 
ways throughout the state to train and prepare leaders in 
gifted education. More preservice coursework should be 
required for undergraduates. Graduate work is available 
and easily accessible online if not nearby.
 KISD believes all teachers to be leaders so I try to 
use many of the strong teachers of gifted students as 
trainers. This often gives them an opportunity to step 
out of their comfort zone and build their own capacity 
as a leader outside of the classroom. 
 I think it is our responsibility as leaders, to nurture 
and build new leaders in gifted education. I have often 
told teachers I can teach them about gifted kids, but I 
cannot teach them to love kids. Those teachers stick out. 
They are excited about training and learning more. 

In your career as a leader in gifted education you have 
established and maintained outstanding programs for 
gifted students. What are the critical components of 
being a positive change agent for the education of gifted 
students?

Once again, my love of kids and my passion for gifted 
kids and meeting their needs are the most critical com-
ponents. I have never been afraid to stand up and fight 
for what I know is right for kids. Make sure you know 
your data. Always be able to back up what you believe 
with a citation (Feldhusen, 1982). Get the parents in 
your camp. Parents can make a difference. Always talk 
to the kids. Let them tell their stories. Jim Delisle taught 
me how to do a student panel years ago and it is one of 
the best parts of our summer training institute. Nothing 
could be written better than hearing directly from kids. It 
can be a little frightening, but it will validate everything 
you have ever told your teachers about gifted children.
 Try to stay in touch with your former students. 
That will always help remind you why you do this. 
Never, never lose touch of why you started of all of this. 
When I get tired of being an administrator, I start my 
day in a first-grade cluster classroom at my neighbor-
hood school. I hang out with 6-year-olds for a couple 
of hours and things all seem to fall back into place.  

How important are parents in gifted education in Texas, 
and what are some specific roles you see parents playing 
to establish and maintain quality education for their 
gifted children?

Parents are a critical piece to serving gifted students. 
The connection between home and school is very 
valuable, and parents can be great advocates for pro-
gramming and services. A strong parent advocacy 
group can provide out-of-school activities; they can 
be instrumental in helping with legislative and local 
school board issues, and they can help out on cam-
puses with specific class events or field-based experi-
ences. Organizing parents and working with them in a 
positive fashion is also critical. I always try to gently let 
parents know they cannot advocate for their children if 
people run and hide when they come to the building. 

Why is gifted education important today?

Gifted education is more important today than ever. 
There is a vital connection between the current publi-
cations and data on the flat world and the state of our 
educational system and the ignorance of attention paid 
to educating our brightest students. Our gifted students 
are no longer male Europeans as defined by Sir Francis 
Galton in the 1800s. We have a responsibility to identify 
our gifted students in all socioeconomic areas and in all 
ethnicities and provide the best, highest level of rigor 
and engagement possible, so they can go home every 
night and say, “Guess what I learned new today?”

Join Duke TIP and your gifted peers from around the 
world in challenging, engaging and life-changing 

experiences this summer. Program sites include Texas, 
Kansas, North Carolina, New Mexico, California, Virginia, 

Costa Rica, China, England, France & Italy. 

512-473-8400 • www.tip.duke.edu/tagt

What are you doing 
this summer?

Apply now for:
Summer Studies (Grades 7-10)

e-Studies (Grades 8-12)

Field Studies or Institutes (Grades 9-12)

Scholar Exchanges (Grades 9-12)

•
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Cat was conceived the year that her grandmother, 
Catherine, lay hospitalized in a “waking” coma. 
Initially diagnosed with breast cancer, Catherine’s 

lymphoma had spread, resulting in a brain tumor. The 
prognosis wasn’t good. Every day after teaching, I would 
visit her. She was often awake, but unaware of time, place, 
and what we call reality. Most of the time, she didn’t know 
I was there. When she could see me in the room, she 
seldom knew who I was, but she saw geraniums on the 
empty windowsill and loved them. They needed water, 
she said, and wondered why no one ever tended to them. 
 Catherine quite simply “woke up” one day in late 
May. Amazingly, she knew I was nearing the end of my 
pregnancy and although I will never know for sure, I 
think she wanted to come back to share our joy. I believe 
she literally willed herself back into our world choosing 
with it the suffering of a long, slow decline over the easier 
choice of death. Catherine stayed with us for 8 more 
years, tragically classifying her as a “cancer survivor.” In 
doing so, this courageous woman shaped Cat’s young life 
with a model of patience and a view of how the spirit of 
joy can coexist with daily physical pain.
 In her early years, Cat became a weekly visitor to the 
outpatient oncology unit. She and Catherine would sit 
together for hours reading books, playing make believe, 
or rolling a ball back and forth. As Catherine was bound 
to a walker, then a wheelchair, Cat learned to walk and 
run. Without instruction and in a true spirit of joy, Cat 
became her arms and legs, anticipating her needs and 
doing simple errands for her. Now living next door, Cat 
initiated visits without me and the bond increased as 
the two played and worked and rested together. Always 
treated as an equal, they watched and discussed end-
less educational television shows, made and shared fine 
meals together, and loved each other as only the very old 
and the very young allow themselves to love.

 It was during this time that Cat began collecting and 
saving botanicals. She had caches in the garage, behind 
the garden wall, and beneath rocks at kindergarten. She 
collected flowers, leaves, roots, berries, and sap. Some 
she mashed into a pulp, others she organized into groups 
according to parts of the plant, number of petals, sharp-
ness or sweetness of smell, and other self-created cat-
egories. Always an attentive child, botany soon became 
her favorite subject. Her grandfather shared the interest. 
He helped her understand growth cycles, classification 
systems, and nutritional properties. Once he found her 
eating some berries of unknown origin. He reexplained 
forcefully that some plants were very poisonous and that 
she could not eat them. Cat broke into sobs wanting 
to know how she could test them to see if they would 
work as a cure. Secretly afraid of contagion, she had been 
experimenting on herself believing that if she could find 
a prevention, she would find a cure. 
 After a trip to the oncology lab and her introduction 
to the work of Alexander Fleming, the father of modern 
medicine and antibiotics, Cat’s strategy began to change. 
Now she collected for preservation. Second- grade sci-
ence fair was announced and she chose as her topic the 
preservation of tree fungus. Perhaps it was curative. She 
would no longer eat her specimens, but she could save 
them for future testing once she was allowed to work 
within the lab. “Fungus for the Future,” a study of pres-
ervation methods for fungi, won second place at the fair 
and fueled Cat’s search for answers.
 Sadly, Catherine died the following year and Cat’s 
search was over. Time had run out to save the most impor-
tant person she would ever know. Cat was devastated. In 
her mind, the now 8-year-old child had failed to save her 
friend. She had given everything, lived and shared her 
suffering until the very end, and even risked her own life 
to save her. At the final services honoring Catherine’s life 
and courage, on tiptoe, Cat kissed Catherine goodbye and 
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told her that she was sorry that she was too young to save 
her. Her empathy touched us all.
 Derived from the Greek word, “empatheia”, empathy 
translates literally as a “feeling into.” Eighteenth-century 
German aesthetics used the word empathy as mean-
ing to project feeling into a piece of art or something 
with physical beauty. The keen or educated observer 
could later recapture such imposed feeling instilled by 
the artist. The term was later borrowed to form its more 
modem meaning as the projection or capture of feelings 
between individuals.
 Defined as an active state, in 1949 Dymond described 
empathy as the ability to assume the role of someone else 
and accurately predict the feelings, actions, and thoughts 
of another (as cited in Mehrabian, Young, & Sato, 1988). In 
his book, Empathy: A Social Psychological Approach, Davis 
(1996) described empathy as cognitive role-taking and 
affective reactivity. He divides empathy into four related 
constructs of antecedents, processes, intrapersonal out-
comes, and interpersonal outcomes. Kurdek and Rodgon 
(1975) viewed empathy as a complex of skills, rather than 
a singular one. Still, all agree that empathy requires the 
advanced ability to assume another’s viewpoint, assess 
another’s knowledge, and construct the emotional state 
of someone else. Simply put, empathy is the ability to feel 
another’s emotions, and react to them in a meaningful 
way.
 Increased sensitivity, often seen in gifted children, 
is a result of their rapid cognitive ability to process 
great amounts of information on a multisensory level. 
In physiological, mechanistic terms, the gifted take in 
more data and more data types at a single time, sort and 
order it quickly, then resort and process it as more data 
becomes available (Clark, 1997). The ability is innate in 
that density of dendritic connections within the brain 
allows for more firings and more interdisciplinary con-
nections to be made. The ability is also learned as the 
child experiences and hence constructs more schema 
and schematic networks upon which to build (Kagan, 
1970). Advanced language ability, especially the ability 
to name emotions and use words precisely also aids the 
gifted child in empathic development (Smutny, Walker, 
& Meckstroth, 1997).
 As Cat visited Catherine daily, she assumed her 
perspective to anticipate her needs. She was absorbing 
both verbal and nonverbal information and processing 
it to fit her changing worldview. Cat knew for years that 
her grandmother’s death was coming. She knew that 
Catherine was in increasing pain as time passed. Cat’s 
empathy was more than a prediction based on prob-
ability, the two literally shared purpose, action, and 
thought.

 As a parent of a gifted child, I was aware of my 
daughter’s remarkable empathic skill and her deep emo-
tional attachment. I worried daily that Cat’s relationship 
with Catherine would inevitably result in her broken 
heart. No parent wants to see a child experience pain, 
and I knew before Cat’s birth that Catherine’s condition 
was terminal. Parenting Cat required a trust in myself, in 
her, and in my parenting skill to monitor her exposure 
to the most frightening aspects of a declining medical 
condition. We were in constant dialogue, taking one day 
at a time. In the end Cat was changed in ways I would 
never have seen had she not known Catherine or expe-
rienced the loss of her friend and mentor. For us, this 
was the right decision.
 Honesty and respect for the child is an important 
part of parenting. Gifted children expect and deserve 
honesty from their parents and their environment. Their 
brains are literally wired for rapid input and classifica-
tion. Honesty allows them the ability to sort and inte-
grate information accurately. More than academic facts, 
Cat learns daily from her surroundings, the things her 
family shares with her, and our reaction to our lives’ 
events. The decision to always be honest with Cat has to 
be balanced with her emotional capability to integrate 
the information in a healthy, pro-growth way. Both Cat 
and Catherine were honest with their hopes and their 
fears for themselves and for each other. Their mutual 
respect and love permitted the option for growth.
 Poet and philosopher Kahlil Gibran (1923) said that 
our children are but the arrows we send forth. They find 
their own destination. I could not have stopped Cat from 
finding her way or Catherine from forming a path for 
her. I believe it will lead her far and well.
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According to the Center for Demographic and 
Socioeconomic Research and Education in the 
Department of Rural Sociology at Texas A&M 

University (1996), Texas’ population is changing rapidly 
and substantially—with projections pointing to contin-
ued growth, diversity, and social concerns. By 2030, the 
state’s population will be 33.8 million, an increase of 99% 
over 1990. Of this increase, 72% is projected to be due to 
immigrants from other states and from other nations. 
 By 2030 in Texas, Anglos are expected to increase by 
20.4%, African Americans by 62%, Hispanics by 257.6%, 
and all other ethnicities by 648.4%. Of the total popula-
tion in Texas by the year 2030, Anglos will represent 
36.7% and Hispanics, 45.9%. By the same year, of the 
total net change of the state’s population, 87.5% is pro-
jected to be due to minority population growth.

The Fate of the Hispanic  
Bilingual Gifted student

By 2030, two million more students will be enrolled 
in Texas’ elementary and secondary schools. This sug-
gests that more students will be identified and placed 

in gifted education programs. What, then, is the fate of 
Hispanic-bilingual-gifted student (HBGS) identification 
and placement in gifted programs? With the growth of 
the Hispanic population, one would expect to see ris-
ing numbers of Hispanic students in gifted programs. If 
the pattern seen in the past 8 years is maintained there 
is a question regarding positive results of this expec-
tation. Ortíz and González (1989) testified in a report 
from the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Civil 
Rights that minority groups such as Hispanic, African 
Americans, and Native Americans are underrepresented 
in gifted programs by as much as 70%. More recently, 
an analysis of enrollment data by the Austin American 
Statesman (Associated Press, 1996) reports that Hispanic 
students are four times less likely than Anglo students 
to be placed in gifted programs.
 Because there are gifted students in all realms of 
society, it behooves educators to develop programs that 
are designed for all groups. It is surprising that our field 
has not been more assertive in developing more inclu-
sive screening, identification, and curriculum programs. 
Perhaps the fate of Hispanic-bilingual-gifted students 
lies in the hands of current teachers of the gifted. It is 
important to make educators of the gifted aware of the 
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characteristics of Hispanic-bilingual-gifted students so 
that these teachers can more adequately assist in iden-
tification of and/or more effectively serve this group of 
students. 

attributes of  
hispanic-Bilingual-Gifted students

 In our research (Irby & Lara-Alecio, 1995), 11 clus-
ters of attributes of potentially gifted Hispanic bilingual 
elementary students were identified. A discussion of 
those clusters and attributes follows. 

Cluster 1, Motivation for Learning, suggests that 
HBGS’s demonstrate a value for education through good 
school attendance. Additionally, they exhibit a desire for 
learning, are persistent, and have a sustained motivation 
to succeed in school. Motivation to learn also was found 
among characteristics of Hispanic gifted students in a 
study of community perceptions conducted by Márquez, 
Bermúdez, and Rakow (1992).

Cluster 2, Social and Academic Language, assays ver-
bal precocity among HGBS’s considered in our study 
and indicates that they not only like to read, speak, lis-
ten, and write in their native language, but they also 
achieve well in those areas. This supports findings 
from early studies on English-speaking gifted students 
where it was determined that these students were not 
only good readers, but that they also displayed a keen 
interest in reading (Hollingworth, 1926; Stedman, 1924; 
Strang, 1963; Terman, 1925; Terman & Oden, 1947). A 
more recent study by Márquez et al. (1992) found that 
the Hispanic community also perceives gifted children 
within that community as having an interest in reading. 
There is general consensus through observational data 
that gifted children have a propensity toward superior 
verbal behaviors that are expressive, elaborate, and flu-
ent (Renzulli & Hartman, 1971). The results of our study 
support similar observations among Hispanic students 
and their exceptional abilities to verbally express them-
selves in their native language. Additionally, our study 
reports new findings in which gifted, or potentially 
gifted, Hispanic bilingual students are rated by their 
teachers as being good listeners and good writers in their 
native language. 

Cluster 3, Cultural Sensitivity, suggests an expressed 
and observable appreciation for the Hispanic culture 
among the Hispanic-bilingual gifted and potentially 

gifted students. Characteristics observed and included 
under Cultural Sensitivity were (a) pride in their lan-
guage and/or culture, (b) respect for traditional cultural 
and linguistic patterns, and (c) a value for oral tradition 
and history of the native culture. Additionally, this clus-
ter revealed an item that indicates the students have an 
openness toward those who embrace their culture and 
the language no matter what nationality. This cluster is 
an important finding because it addresses the critical 
aspect of culture, which is often lacking among other 
traditional screening instruments as pointed out by 
Cohen (1988) and Bermúdez and Rakow (1990).

Cluster 4, Familial, identified eight characteristics. 
Strong maternal and paternal role models were observed 
among these students, as well as strongly observed inter-
personal relations among family members. Additionally, 
the students exhibited a “caretaker” personality within 
the family. This is supported by a study conducted by 
Ebener (1995) in which he found that high-achieving 
Hispanic students often take over interpretative care-
taker roles between the home and school or community. 
Parents were perceived to demonstrate strong emotional 
support for these children and to participate in school 
functions. These parents were possibly afforded more 
opportunities to be participative in school functions 
due to the teachers’ observations that their students 
have smaller family units (usually less than three chil-
dren). It was determined that HBGS’s display respect 
for authority figures. Additionally, they were observed 
having meaningful transactions with adults. According 
to Perrone and Aleman (1983) and Cohen (1988), the 
strong family and adult relationships and respect for 
authority figures that are exhibited among the general 
Hispanic population may be perceived as a nongifted 
trait, since gifted identification scales tend to equate 
nonconformity toward authority and independent 
thought with superior abilities (Renzulli, Hartman, & 
Callahan, 1971). The Familial Cluster represents critical 
findings that consider the relevancy of family structures 
within the Hispanic culture and among these children. 

Cluster 5, Collaboration, focused on 13 items that dealt 
with the students’ abilities to lead and work with others 
in a cooperative nature. Included characteristics were 
(a) good at setting goals; (b) has a keen sense of justice 
and quickly perceives injustice; (c) is able to categorize 
or judge events and people; (d) has good social adjust-
ment—well accepted by peers and sensitive to personal 
relationships; (e) possesses leadership qualities in rela-
tion to working in the peer group—works well with 
others; (f ) participates in school activities and class dis-
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cussions; and (g) interacts with peers from other ethnic 
groups. The ability to judge events and people is also 
found among the mainstream gifted children (Renzulli  
et al. 1971). Good social adjustment and sensitivity to 
personal relationships are two traits among Mexican 
Americans that are supportive of earlier findings 
reported by Bernal (1974). Additional characteristics in 
this cluster were: (a) indirect at giving criticism—avoids 
conflict—likes to please and is sensitive to the opinions 
of others (The avoidance of conflict possibly emanates 
from the conforming behavior discussed under Cluster 
4, while sensitivity toward others’ opinions is a trait that 
is supportive of Bernal’s [1974] findings.); (b) has a spe-
cial sensitivity to the needs of society (Like many main-
stream gifted children, the findings of our study indicate 
that the HBGS is also sensitive to world needs and is 
good at giving advice; Renzulli et al., 1971); (c) responds 
favorably to typical classroom motivators and rewards 
or awards; (d) is patient; and (e) is good at giving advice 
and judgments in disputes and in planning strategies.

Cluster 6, Imagery, included three characteristics that 
were aligned with the verbal precocity of HBGS’s. They 
tended to exhibit language (spoken and written) rich in 
imagery and appeared to be imaginative in storytelling. 
This finding supports Márquez et al. (1992) findings on 
Hispanic limited English proficient students from the 
community perspective where they determined that 
these students tended to be creative and had abilities 
in written and oral expression, as well in storytelling. 
Being able to image or aptly describe an event or story 
in the native language and to make it vivid and alive were 
characteristics that the bilingual teachers in our study 
perceived to be traits in their HBGS’s. 

Cluster 7, Achievement, revealed that the academic 
giftedness perceived among HBGS’s is multifaceted in 
nature. Not only were academic virtues reported as often 
exhibited, but also achievement branched into more 
intrapersonal cognitive domains. The characteristics 
follow: (a) has the ability to use stored knowledge to 
solve problems; (b) has the ability to generalize learning 
to other areas and to show relationships among appar-
ently unrelated ideas; (c) performs at or above grade 
level in math—likes to do math problems; (d) talents are 
demonstrated through various projects and interests at 
home or in the community; (e) is self-directed in activi-
ties; (f ) perceives cause-and-effect relationships; (g) is 
curious—always investigating or asking questions and 
likes to take risks; (h) tends to prefer novelty, personal 
freedom, and distinctiveness; (i) the level of competency 
between learning and language is consistent; (j) has a 

working command of Spanish as well as English; (k) has 
an entrepreneurial ability; (l) has a rich sense of humor; 
and (m) uses intuition. Many of these characteristics 
were also observed among mainstream gifted students 
(Parke, 1989; Renzulli et al., 1971), with the exception 
of the working command of Spanish and English. An 
additional observed characteristic was reasons by anal-
ogy or contrast, which may be loosely linked to DeLeon’s 
(1983) research that indicated when Hispanic children 
are asked to reason, they tend to give answers in relation 
to their social context, thus making analogies through 
the personal, cultural perspective. A final characteristic 
found in this cluster, not to be confused with a lack of 
organization or interest, was that HBGS’s may not com-
plete one task before going to another. Furthermore, they 
tended to complete tasks in their own time. 

Cluster 8, Creative Performance, was concerned with 
attributes that dealt with the students’ creative produc-
tivity in the arts. These items tend to mirror Torrance’s 
(1970) findings regarding disadvantaged, minority gifted 
students in that they are adept in visual/performing arts 
and are talented in music, art, or drama. Additionally, 
HBGS’s exhibited creativity in movement, dance, and 
other physical activities. The teachers perceived them 
to be creative in lyric production to songs with more 
creativity exhibited in groups.

Cluster 9, Support, addressed five perceived attributes. 
Vocabulary was perceived to be better developed in the 
native language; therefore, these children, like all second 
language learners, need continued support in the acqui-
sition of the second language. It is important to note the 
need for continued support in second language acquisi-
tion among HBGS’s especially because there may be a 
tendency for teachers and administrators to perceive 
that because these students are gifted they may not need 
continued support. Acquisition of a second language is 
a complex process, especially when it is seen from the 
academic perspective (Lara-Alecio & Parker, 1994). 
 Additionally, the children were perceived to respond 
favorably and perform better when the teachers expressed 
confidence in their abilities. Two final items included in 
this cluster were: (a) the teachers perceived the children 
to have one academic area of primary interest (indicates 
a need for teachers to support this area, but enrich the 
students academic environment), and (b) the teachers 
also perceived the students to prefer alternative assess-
ments as opposed to standardized assessments (indi-
cates that teachers need to use multiple assessment and 
evaluation tools with students).
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Cluster 10, Problem Solving, included items that dealt 
with actions and cognitive function in solving problems. 
Within this cluster, two of the items dealt with individual 
versus group problem solving. The students were per-
ceived as being social in groups and as participating in 
extracurricular activities. In cognitive functions, the stu-
dents were identified as global learners who completed 
tasks in a patient, nonhurried, yet effective and accurate 
manner. In a previously described cluster, HBGS’s were 
observed as moving from one task to another, yet getting 
all tasks completed in their own timeframe. In conjunc-
tion with the students’ curiosity and methodological 
manner for task completion, HBGS’s were observed to 
enjoy and achieve well in science, a subject that is both 
investigatory and methodological in nature. They were 
also perceived to perform better on spatial fluency tasks 
as opposed to verbal fluency tasks and to exhibit high 
nonverbal fluency and originality (this is also related to 
Cluster 8, Creative Performance).

Cluster 11, Locus of Control, included various attribu-
tive items dealing with differing internal/external con-
trolling concepts. Locus of Control is generally defined 
as controlling factors one attributes to his or her own 

actions (internal) or to actions directed toward the indi-
vidual (external; Rotter, 1971). HBGS’s have an internal 
locus of control. For example, those items that suggested 
internal locus of control were: (a) exhibits good self-
concept and self-confidence; (b) is trustworthy and has 
responsible social behavior and well-developed social 
skills; (c) acts naturally and does not consciously imitate 
others; (d) completes homework assignments (indicates 
a desire to reinforce self ); (e) has good test-taking skills 
(possibly indicates a keen sense of observation of expec-
tations in the mainstream society and a desire to meet 
those expectations); and (f ) has the ability to meaning-
fully manipulate symbolism in his or her own culture 
(possesses abilities to personally manipulate symbol-
ism—does not allow symbols of the culture to exter-
nally manipulate him or her; e.g., “Que todo tenemos un 
destino y que no podemos modificarlo. Tratar de hac-
erlo es ir en contra de la voluntad de Dios,” is a symbol 
expressing that destiny is something in life with which 
we cannot contend, but these children are perceived 
to be able to manipulate that symbol and understand 
it in context). Other loosely clustered items included 
were: (a) learns better through social interaction than 
thorough isolation and is more cooperative than com-
petitive, and (b) reasons in a step-by-step process rather 
than spontaneous. 
 These findings are critical in the ongoing struggle to 
identify and serve one of the largest minority groups in 
Texas. It is even more critical when considering a recent 
evaluation of Texas programs for the gifted where it was 
determined that in many cases there is little or no match 
between the programmatic services being provided and 
the districts’ plan of identification (Irby, Henderson, & 
Berry, 1992). Traditional evaluation instruments, pur-
porting to measure intelligence and achievement, have 
been deemed inappropriate for minority or culturally 
diverse students (DeLeon, 1983; Markheady, Towne, 
and Algozzinne, 1983; Renzulli, 1970). 
 There is a need for a valid, reliable, practical, unbi-
ased Hispanic-bilingual-gifted screening instrument that 
has the potential to even initially place these children 
into a pool of candidates for service in gifted educa-
tion programs. The development of effective screening 
instruments is critical, because if the initial screening 
instruments of culturally different students are not 
inclusive of appropriate, operational definitions or char-
acteristics of giftedness a particular ethnic group, then, 
as Bernal (1981) determined, students will continue to 
be denied access to programs through their inability to 
move beyond the screening phase. We are concerned 
here with the initial point of referral; more quantita-
tive and qualitative research needs to be conducted 
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in the area of final identification techniques for this 
population. 

suggestions for teachers  
of the Gifted

At this point there are some actions that can be taken 
by teachers of the gifted. First, they must know, under-
stand, and share the characteristics determined signifi-
cant among this population with teachers in bilingual 
education and with Hispanic parents of the potentially 
gifted students on their campuses. A collaborative part-
nership between the teacher of the gifted and the bilin-
gual teacher on a campus must be established. In some 
cases, bilingual teachers have the state required hours 
to teach gifted children within the bilingual setting. In 
that case, it is important for the bilingual gifted teacher 
to share these characteristics with the other bilingual 
staff members.
 Other activities, based upon the characteristics, 
in which teachers of the gifted may engage to support 
Hispanic-bilingual-gifted students are as follows: 

 1.  Conduct supportive conversations with stu-
dents that indicate that we are living in a society 
that rewards education.

 2. Have these students to find outstanding people, liv-
ing or nonliving, from their own culture who have 
contributed to the society and then develop a “Wall 
of Fame” or “Un Umbral de Fama.”

 3. Lead students through an action research project in 
job market economics where they investigate the job 
market, future job market, and determine relation-
ships between education, quality of jobs, and income 
levels. 

 4. Support the students with resources and encourage-
ment to continue his or her endeavors. 

 5. Provide activities for developing social and academic 
language proficiency. 

 6. Provide the students with motivational native 
language books selected according to their read-
ing ability; have a good selection of above-grade-
level reading books in the native language in the 
classroom. 

 7. Provide the students with meaningful writing activi-
ties, such as technical report writing of a personal 
research project, creative writing that includes an 
analysis of a story from varying perspectives (the 
author’s or various characters’) poetry, story-writing, 
or letter writing for specific purposes. 

 8. Provide the students with tapes in their native lan-
guage. The tapes could be musical lyrics with stu-
dents having to interpret the meaning of the lyrics. 
Other tapes could be of native language poetry being 
read. 

 9. Provide the students with time to speak in his or her 
native language. Special meetings could be arranged 
where students may share ideas, discuss current 
events, or set up debates for developing speaking 
abilities. 

 10. Have students interview grandparents and older 
relatives to develop a family history booklet for 
publication. 

These are only a few suggestions that gifted educators 
can implement in the school and with the families of 
Hispanic-bilingual-gifted students. Many other ideas 
could be generated by the gifted teacher, bilingual 
teachers, and parents based on characteristics of this 
population. 

conclusions

 It is of great importance that teachers of the gifted 
become aware of the characteristics of Hispanic-bilin-
gual-gifted students and become advocates for them 
by educating administrators, bilingual and mainstream 
teachers, and parents, as well as society, in general. It 
is necessary that they, above all, remember that the 
exclusion of this Hispanic group of underidentified 
and underserved children in programs for the gifted 
has three main implications. First, it sends a negative 
message to this underrepresented population in district 
gifted programs. It implies that they are somehow less 
able than those in other populations. Opinions such as 
“there are just no gifted minorities” or “minority chil-
dren are in need of academic remediation, particularly 
those who are limited English proficient” are common 
even among teachers who work with these populations 
(Davis & Rimm, 1989). 
 Second, the very act of exclusion is contradictory to 
the American principles of egalitarianism (Gintis, 1988). 
The task of providing equitable service for the gifted is 
made more difficult by the lack of uniformity in objective 
identification procedures and in appropriate needs-based 
curriculum services. Uniformity does not preclude the 
use of a multidimensional approach to the identification 
of giftedness. When reviewing evaluations of programs 
for the gifted it was determined that in many cases there 
is little or no match between the programmatic services 
being provided and the district’s plan of identification 
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(Irby et al., 1992). The first step in the identification pro-
cess is to provide valid, reliable, practical, and unbiased 
screening instruments that are ecologically based on the 
population to be identified and served. To screen minority 
students using mainstream instruments based on percep-
tions of general giftedness and to serve those minority 
students in similar capacities using mainstream gifted 
curriculum and instruction is exclusionary. 
 Third, practitioners must be advocates for changes in 
the identification procedures and programmatic services 
that respond to the characteristics of the Hispanic-bilin-
gual-gifted students. Curriculum and instruction cannot 
be discussed, developed, or delivered in isolation of the 
conceptualization of giftedness of the particular ethnic 
group begin served. Finally, a screening process is neces-
sary in addition to an effective curriculum and instruc-
tion that is sensitive to the characteristics or attributes 
of the Hispanic-bilingual-gifted student population.
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In this era of standards-driven education, legislators 
and educators continue to misinterpret high achieve-
ment as giftedness and misinterpret creativity as a 

fluffy extra. Educators who work with gifted learners and 
creative thinkers experience frustration trying to help 
other educators and legislators understand that while 
high achievers are valuable participants whose high-level 
modeling is desired in the classroom, they still learn 
differently from gifted learners and creative thinkers. In 
environments where learners are respected, valued, and 
encouraged, gifted students’ thinking is more complex 
with abstract inferences and diverse perceptions than 
is typical of high achievers. Creative thinkers, work-
ing in respectful learning environments, question the 
known, inject new possibilities, and make mental leaps 
that surpass the correct-answer-driven responses of high 
achievers. Articulating the instructional implications of 

these learning differences is vital when we strive to dif-
ferentiate instruction.
 Janice Szabos (1989) published a comparison of the 
bright child and the gifted learner that challenges me to 
reexamine the nature and needs of advanced students 
working at different levels of readiness. Pondering sev-
eral of the items in her dichotomy, a three-way compari-
son of a high achiever, a gifted learner, and a creative 
thinker emerged. This analysis evolved over several years 
while working with students representing each of these 
groups who co-exist in many classrooms. I have invited 
hundreds of teachers and students to review and dis-
cuss the items. The resulting three-column comparison 
is proposed for your reflection (see p. 31). Stimulating 
discussion rather than fostering agreement is the goal.
 No column is mutually exclusive. A high achiever 
might also be a creative thinker; a gifted learner might 

educatiOnal services  
fOr hiGh achievers, Gifted 
learners, and creative thinKers
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also be a high achiever; a creative thinker might also 
be a gifted learner; or a student might be all three. The 
characteristics are not intended to imply that the value 
of any column is greater than another. The intent is to 
articulate the differences among the three groups so we 
can constructively address appropriate educational ser-
vices for each. In this brief context, five factors affecting 
educational services are addressed.

1. Knowing Versus understanding

Shepard (1997) provided a classic illustration of the 
differences between knowing and understanding. When 
presented with the following problem, 86% of students 
completed it correctly:

4 × 3 =

 A. 9 B. 12 C. 15 D. 18

Then, students were confronted with the problem in a 
concept-based form.

 Which goes with:
XXXX
XXXX
XXXX

 A. 3 × 4 = B. 3 + 4 = C. 3 × 12 =

With the second problem, only 55% of those same stu-
dents answered correctly. For many, rote learning (the 
first problem) did not transfer to conceptual understand-
ing of the mathematics involved (the second problem). 
Students can know things but not understand them. 
Ultimately, lifelong learning resides in understanding.
 The current skills-extensive emphasis in many class-
rooms increases the danger of fostering knowledge 
more than understanding. Gifted learners and creative 
thinkers are left with few opportunities to satisfy their 
needs for in-depth development of complex, abstract 
concepts.

2. Mastery and Two Ways of Knowing

 Mastery—a buzzword associated with high-stakes 
testing—is an extension of the dilemma of knowledge 
versus understanding. Concerned educators question 
mastery as the ultimate goal for many students: Is mas-
tery a goal or merely a path? Creative thinkers learn 

more when they use basic knowledge as a springboard 
to expand possibilities rather than as an end in itself. 
Gifted learners typically require fewer repetitions to 
reach mastery; hence, they should spend minimal time 
on these exercises and be challenged instead with essen-
tial questions that extend beyond mastery and lead to 
enduring understanding (Wiggins & McTighe, 2005).
 There are two ways of knowing (Stiggins, 2001). To be 
a master of knowledge, students can memorize it or know 
where to find it when needed. Since it is obvious that the 
library and Internet hold more than our brains, both ways 
of knowing can provide an excellent basis for successful 
problem solving, particularly when the problems involve 
essential questions instead of simple correct answers. If 
the goal of education is more than passing standardized 
tests, then both ways of knowing must be acknowledged 
and valued. We know, and students understand, that the 
world does not operate solely on memorized informa-
tion. (Of course, to enable our students to escalate beyond 
mastery, we ourselves must be masters of the disciplines 
we teach. Stiggins [2001] cautioned that we must be pre-
pared to share with students the concepts, generaliza-
tions, and theories that hold facts together.)

3. evaluation 

 Inasmuch as evaluation drives instruction in this era 
of high-stakes testing, the rubrics used in many class-
rooms need overhauling to increase their emphasis on 
content. Gifted learners need a high level of content and 
a faster pace of instruction to continue learning. Use 
rubrics that honor diverse learning profiles and chal-
lenge advanced learners to escalate their understanding 
of concepts and skills. Avoid rubrics that stress proce-
dures over depth or focus on grade-level content instead 
of acceleration. Creative thinkers flow outside the box and 
approach problems in a diverse fashion. It is integral to 
advanced achievement that rubrics incorporate criteria 
descriptions inviting creative adoptions and extensions 
of content rather than only simple correct answers and 
behaviors. Criteria for abstract thinking, concept depth, 
and complexity that invite the integration of creativity in 
beyond grade-level responses are shared as examples.

4. Flexible Grouping

 While whole-class instruction dominates many class-
rooms, it is clear that employing only one grouping option 
for the majority of instruction is a flawed practice. Flexible 
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grouping is a necessity in a differentiated learning envi-
ronment. Without flexible grouping practices, students’ 
needs for appropriate pace, level, and compacting are 
not addressed; and assessment, rather than substantially 
affecting instruction, only serves to determine grades.
 Gifted and creative students need to work by them-
selves, in small groups with others, and with the whole 

class. Decisions about grouping options must be based 
upon content goals, the needs of students, and class-
room management procedures. Realize that ultimately 
the effectiveness of any grouping decision depends upon 
the quality of the learning opportunities presented to 
students. Gifted and creative students must at times 
work:

A High Achiever. . .
Remembers the answers.

Is interested.

Is attentive.

Generates advanced ideas.

Works hard to achieve.

Answers the questions in detail.

Performs at the top of the group.

Responds with interest and opinions.

Learns with ease.

Needs 6 to 8 repetitions to master.

Comprehends at a high level.

Enjoys the company of age peers.

Understands complex, abstract humor.

Grasps the meaning.

Completes assignments on time.

Is receptive.

Is accurate and complete.

Enjoys school often.

Absorbs information.

Is a technician with expertise in a field.

Memorizes well.

Is highly alert and observant.

Is pleased with own learning.

Gets A’s.

Is able.

a Gifted learner. . .
Poses unforeseen questions.

Is curious.

Is selectively mentally engaged.

Generates complex, abstract ideas.

Knows without working hard.

Ponders with depth and multiple 
perspectives.

Is beyond the group.

Exhibits feelings and opinions from 
multiple perspectives.

Already knows.

Needs 1 to 3 repetitions to master.

Comprehends in-depth, complex ideas.

Prefers the company of intellectual peers.

Creates complex, abstract humor.

Infers and connects concepts.

Initiates projects and extensions of 
assignments.

Is intense.

Is original and continually developing.

Enjoys self-directed learning.

Manipulates information.

Is an expert who abstracts beyond the field.

Guesses and infers well.

Anticipates and relates observations.

Is self-critical.

May not be motivated by grades.

Is intellectual.

A Creative Thinker. . .
Sees exceptions.

Wonders.

Daydreams; may seem off task.

Overflows with ideas, many of which will 
never be developed.

Plays with ideas and concepts.

Injects new possibilities.

Is in own group.

Shares bizarre, sometimes conflicting 
opinions.

Questions: What if . . .

Questions the need for mastery.

Abstracts beyond original ideas.

Prefers the company of creative peers but 
often works alone.

Relishes wild, off-the-wall humor.

Makes mental leaps: Aha!

Initiates more projects than will ever be 
completed.

Is independent and unconventional.

Is original, ever changing, and 
misunderstood.

Enjoys creating.

Improvises.

Is an inventor and idea generator.

Creates and brainstorms well.

Is intuitive.

Is never finished with possibilities.

May not be motivated by grades.

Is idiosyncratic.

Note. From Kingore, B. (2004). Differentiation: Simplified, Realistic, and Effective. Austin, TX: Professional Associates Publishing.

hiGh achiever, Gifted learner, creative thinKer
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•	 Independently to avoid compromising what they 
can accomplish. Working independently also enables 
them to pursue individual interests and investigate 
essential, unanswered questions using beyond-
grade-level materials and technology.

•	 In small, similar-readiness groups to honor their 
needs for idea mates and creativity mates rather 
than only age-mates. Working in similar-readiness 
groups can engage more abstract, complex thinking, 
encourage use of sophisticated vocabulary specific 
to a field of advanced understanding, and provide 
continuous learning opportunities that are not lim-
ited to grade-level concepts or materials.

•	 In small, mixed-readiness groups when a teacher’s 
objectives are either group-building or having high-
ability students assist students with fewer skills to 
complete a group learning task or product. This 
option is inappropriate if overused or applied in place 
of other learning opportunities for gifted learners.

•	 In whole-class settings. This option is most viable 
when everyone in the class has about the same schema 
for the content and needs the same or nearly the same 
level of information. The litmus test of whole-class 
grouping is the degree of active, on-task engagement 
exhibited by each member of the group.

 Research studies support the positive effects of 
flexible grouping with gifted students within a class-
room, among grade-level classrooms, across grade 
levels, throughout an entire school, or even between 
schools (Gentry, 1999; Loveless, 1998; Rogers, 1998; 
Winebrenner & Brulles, 2008). Furthermore, the Texas 
State Plan for the Education of Gifted/Talented Students 
(TEA, 2000) specifically addresses requirements for 
grouping options with advanced and gifted learners. A 
summary of three statements from that plan remind us 
of the necessity of flexible grouping.
•	 2.2A; 19TAC_89.3(1) Program options enable gifted/

talented students to work together as a group, work 
with other students, and work independently. . .

•	 2.2R; 3.3R Flexible grouping patterns and indepen-
dent investigation are employed . . .

•	 2.4.1R Flexible practice is employed, allowing stu-
dents to learn at the pace and level appropriate for 
their abilities and skills.

5. attentive Behavior Versus learning

 Many years ago, Paul Torrance (Torrance & Myers, 
1970) mused that teachers are more concerned with 
what students appear to be than who they are. Typically, 

Note. From Kingore, B. (2004). Differentiation: Simplified, Realistic, and Effective. Austin, TX: Professional Associates Publishing.

Grade-level 
Expectation

Advanced response Gifted response

Abstract thinking Concrete ideas; appropriate 
but literal; event based. 

Concludes appropriate 
relationships; uses some 
metaphors to develop 
relationships; discusses 
concepts and principles 
based on events.

Symbolic or metaphorical; 
abstract thinking is evident; 
concludes beyond concrete 
realities or specific objects; 
idea based. 

Complexity Simple and basic 
information; limited critical 
thinking. 

Critical thinking is evident; 
compares and contrasts; 
integrates topics, time, or 
disciplines. 

Analyzes, synthesizes, and 
evaluates across time and 
disciplines; interprets and 
creatively integrates multiple 
perspectives and issues; 
uses beyond grade-level 
resources. 

Content depth Valid content; accurate facts 
and details but little 
depth or elaboration; conveys 
a general idea or 
understanding. 

Covers topic effectively; well 
developed; explores 
the topic beyond basic facts 
and details. 

Precise data; in-depth; well 
supported; develops beyond 
grade level concepts and 
relationships; insightful; 
evaluates the issues of the 
topic. 



33Winter 2008 • Tempo • Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented

high achievers are attentive learners. They acclimate 
well to class procedures and are appreciated for the 
school-appropriate behaviors they model. Conversely, 
some creative thinkers and gifted learners are criticized 
for their off-task behaviors. Instead of focusing on what 
they are doing, ponder why they are doing it. Creative 
thinkers are attentive when learning opportunities 
invite original thinking. Gifted learners are attentive 
when concepts and skills are at their advanced readi-
ness levels. Inattentive, off-task behaviors are more 
likely when classes stress the same learning standards 
as the ultimate goal for all students regardless of readi-
ness or learning profile. Students’ attentive, on-task 
behaviors are not the learning goal; they are the result 
of respectful tasks designed for students at an appro-
priate pace and level of instruction.
 Schools’ planned curricula and learning environ-
ments have fostered and perhaps suggest a prefer-
ence for responding to the instructional needs of high 
achievers. High-achieving students are noticed for their 
on-time, neat, well-developed, and correct learning 
products. Adults comment on these students’ consis-
tent high grades and sometimes assume these students 
are gifted because their achievements surface above the 
typical responses of grade-level students. Hence, the 
first step is to clarify and extend among administra-
tors, teachers, parents, and students an understanding 
of the marvelous similarities and differences among 
high achievers, gifted learners, and creative thinkers. 
This understanding then challenges educators to pro-
vide services that potentially match the paces, levels, 
and learning profiles of these students. We truly can 
educate rather than give lip service to serving gifted 
learners and creative thinkers. Perhaps the ultimate 
goal of education is not to teach students what we know 
but to teach them to understand conceptually and pose 
essential questions that escalate continuous growth and 
understanding. In addition to accurate and complete, it 
is time to envision original and continually developing 
as desired education outcomes for students. All chil-
dren deserve the right to learn at their highest level of 
readiness—even the gifted.
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TAGT Leadership Conference Ad?LAW-RELATED EDUCATION 
 

HATTON W. SUMNERS  
INSTITUTES ON THE FOUNDING DOCUMENTS 

Sessions with scholars provide content and background. Sessions with Law-Related 
Education trained teacher-consultants provide practical lessons and strategies to 
utilize the content in classrooms. No fee. 

2008 Dates & Locations: 
San Antonio—June 9-13 Ft. Bend (Houston area)—June 16-20 

Kilgore—August 4-6  

 BEING AN AMERICAN: EXPLORING THE IDEALS THAT UNITE US 
This twelve-hour institute is for secondary teachers who would like to explore 
material which focuses on the significance of America’s founding documents and civic 
values. No fee. 

2008 Dates & Locations: 
Beaumont—September 10, 2008 Amarillo—June 19-20, 2008 

Midland—June 23-24, 2008  Houston—July 15-16, 2008 
El Paso—August 7-8, 2008 

TEXAS CITIZEN BEE COMPETITION 
The Texas Citizen Bee is a statewide civic education program and competition which 
offers teachers and high school students an exciting way to reach and study America’s 
heritage. The students will use the on-line Study Guide, created by the Bill of Rights 
Institute.  The guide covers the U.S. Constitution, important documents, people, 
issues, and civic values and skills. To participate in your region, please  download an 
application at: www.texaslre.org  

 

TO REGISTER, DOWNLOAD AN APPLICATION FROM THE LFEI WEBISITE, 
www.texaslre.org 

WE THE PEOPLE…TEXAS INSTITUTE 
July 12-18, 2008 Austin, Texas 

This institute is an intensive, six-day professional development program on the U.S. 
Constitution and Bill of Rights. Participants take part in lectures and discussions on 
constitutional themes pertinent to the curriculum content, classroom strategies, and 
performance assessments that are used in Texas schools.  Registration Fee: $75 



Gifted children 
raise a lot of 
questions.

www.txgifted.org

Find the answers at the 2008 TAGT Parent Conference. Learn to 
embrace the challenges of raising gifted children and provide 
every opportunity both at home and in the classroom.   
Register online at www.txgifted.org. 

 Keynote Address: “Gifted and Thriving” by Dr. Michael Sayler
Other topics include:

Scholarships/Summer Programs 
Dual exceptionality 
Parent advocacy 
Misdiagnosed disabilities 

March 1, 2008
Plano, Texas

Social/Emotional Development  
The Teenage Brain 
Testing and Identification 
Internet Safety 
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Mark your Calendar
March 1, 2008 - Dallas, TX
Parent Conference

November 12-14, 2008 - Dallas, TX
Annual Professional Development Conference

“Awakening the Gifts Within”

March 31 - April 1, 2008 - Austin, TX
Leadership Conference

2008 TAGT Event Schedule


