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This action research study explored the development and impact of an 
educational activity, the See Me Statement, designed for students enrolled in a 
gifted and talented teaching endorsement program. Driven by the pervasive 
issues of underrepresentation in gifted education, the See Me Statement was 
designed to scaffold understanding of diverse indicators of giftedness and 
encourage participants to view the classroom through the eyes of a gifted student 
who does not fit the mold of the stereotypical gifted child.  Following an 
introduction to Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) tool, 
participants wrote letters from the perspective of unidentified gifted students 
and urged their teachers and administrators to see them and address their unique 
strengths and challenges. Thematic analysis of See Me Statements revealed 
examples of all ten components of the TABs, with an impressive representation 
of atypical behaviors that are likely to indicate giftedness. Analysis of participant 
reflections on the assignment indicated that writing from the perspective of a 
gifted child promoted empathy and encouraged current and future action to 
address the diverse strengths and needs of all gifted children. Findings support 
the continual need to carefully address potential misconceptions of giftedness, 
and reveal the positive impact of including an affective/attitudinal component 
in professional learning opportunities concerning the gifted. 
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Introduction 
How do we recognize gifted students by their every-day behaviors and attitudes in the classroom?  Many educators are 
quick to share stories of bright students sitting eagerly at their desks, poised and ready to learn, or accounts of children 
who ask insightful questions and can’t seem to get enough of school. But what about those who are more interested in 
writing song lyrics than paying attention in math? Or the students that rally their peers around social justice issues, but 
roll their eyes when the teacher tries to lead a class discussion about civil rights? These students may not fit the narrow 
and stereotypical image of gifted students, but they must be seen, lest we fail to provide appropriate educational services 
to support and encourage them to reach their full potentials.  

This study utilized the action research framework to explore the development of an educational activity, the See Me 
Statement, and its potential impact on pre-service and practicing teachers enrolled in a gifted and talented teaching 
endorsement program. The See Me Statement was designed to encourage participants to view the classroom through 
the eyes of a gifted student who does not fit the mold of the stereotypical gifted child.  Following an introduction to 
Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) tool, participants wrote letters from the perspective of unidentified 
gifted students and urged their teachers and administrators to see them and address their unique strengths and 
challenges. The aim of the activity was to personalize issues of underrepresentation in gifted education and scaffold the 
recognition of non-traditional characteristics of giftedness. Such increased recognition of and empathy for gifted 
students who don’t fit the gifted stereotype lays the foundation for more inclusive identification practices and gifted 
services. 

Review of the Literature 
Issues of underrepresentation have been evident since the formal start of gifted services and remain pervasive today (see 
Peters, Gentry, Whiting, & McBee, 2019 for a recent analysis of disproportional representation in gifted and talented 
programs). Challenges include the underrepresentation of minority students, students from low socioeconomic 
backgrounds, and twice exceptional students. Statistics related to these issues are alarming: as of 2016, African American 
students were underrepresented in gifted education by 43%, LatinX students by 30%, Native American students by 13%, 
and students with disabilities and those learning English by 75% (Peters, 2019). The 2014 U.S. Department of Education 
Office for Civil Rights “Dear Colleague” letter highlighted “chronic and widespread racial disparities in access to 
rigorous courses, academic programs, and extracurricular activities” (U.S. Department of Education, 2014, p. 2). Such 
underrepresentation is “well beyond statistical chance” (Ford & Whiting, 2010, p. 132), and cannot be ignored. 
Thousands of gifted students from diverse backgrounds remain invisible: these students are sitting in our classrooms, 
unrecognized and underserved.  

Frasier’s Four A’s 
The works of Mary Frasier form a strong foundation to advocate for underrepresented gifted students. As a champion 
for gifted students from diverse backgrounds, Frasier used the term atypical gifted to describe gifted students who 
“simply didn’t fit the mold” of the stereotypical gifted child (Martin, 2003, p. 158). Frasier’s Four A’s - Attitude, Access, 
Assessment and Accommodation provide a framework for educators to recognize and confront barriers to success for 
these underrepresented gifted students (Frasier, 1991; 1997).  

Attitude encompasses both the explicit and implicit emotional positions towards Culturally and Linguistically 
Diverse (CLD) students. Studies have revealed negative teacher attitudes toward CLD students who are likely to express 
gifts and talents in an atypical manner (McBee, 2006; Elhoweris et al., 2005). Such teacher beliefs directly influence 
whether students are included or excluded from gifted programs (Ford, 2010; Siegle, 2001, Wright, et al., 2017). Access 
refers to the manner in which students enter into consideration for gifted services: students who fit the mold of a 
stereotypical gifted child are often given easier access to services, but educators must advocate for those who demonstrate 
giftedness in more unique manners (Grantham & Ford, 2007).  
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Assessment is described as the process of “appraising, estimating, or evaluating the presence of giftedness and to 
what degree” (Grantham & Ford, 2007, p. 2). It is imperative that we recognize the pervasive issues of inequity related 
to identification of minority gifted and talented students (Ford & Grantham, 2003; Johnsen, S.K., 2018). Issues of bias 
and lack of cultural relevance often lead to lower standardized test scores for minority and twice exceptional students, as 
well as those from challenging socioeconomic backgrounds. Given the overemphasis on such standardized aptitude 
and/or achievement tests for gifted identification, this presents a clear challenge to equitable representation in gifted 
services (Erwin & Worrell, 2012; Hunsaker, Finley, & Frank, 1997; Mun, Hemmler et al., 2020). As Ford (2004) stated, 
“In gifted education, low test scores often prevent diverse students from being identified as gifted and receiving services” 
(p. 3).  

Finally, Accommodation refers to the educational services that are provided to meet the diverse strengths and needs 
of children identified as gifted. This is of equal, if not greater importance than assessment: why fight to provide students 
the opportunity to participate in gifted services if they will not benefit from being involved? Gifted services should not 
be “one-size fits all”, but should rather be based in culturally responsive practices that ensure services are appropriately 
aligned to student populations (Ford, 2010).  

The Importance of Attitude: Uncovering Misconceptions and Promoting Empathy 
A dynamic and culturally responsive attitude forms the foundation for meaningful change in Access, Assessment, and 
Accommodation.  Successful identification of and service for gifted students from underrepresented populations begins 
with the careful preparation of educators who are not only aware of their biases and prejudices, but also committed to 
being culturally competent (Ford & Grantham, 2003; Esquierdo & Arreguin-Anderson, 2012). As Frasier (1997) 
claimed “the most pervasive reasons for problems in identifying gifted minority students are related to attitudes about 
gifted potential in these groups” (p. 501).  

McBee (2006) referred to teachers as gatekeepers to gifted services and emphasized that educators’ intentional and 
unintentional biases create varying levels of access to gifted education.  In order to address issues of underrepresentation, 
we must explicitly confront deficit attitudes and oppose temptations to acquiesce to the status quo (Ford, 2014; Grissom 
& Redding, 2016). As Frasier reported in her 2003 interview, “I think we ought to approach this whole notion of 
giftedness from the perspective of the child rather than the perspective of the adult who’s going to come up with the 
perfect model to find the gifted child” (p. 162).   

This assertion is akin to the concept of emotional perspective-taking, loosely defined as our ability to comprehend 
other people’s feelings (de Vignemont & Singer, 2006; Decty & Jackson, 2006). Empathy, the ability to emotionally 
identify with another, is central to emotional perspective-taking and fuels the powerful moment when “I and you” 
becomes “I am you” or “I might be you” (Spiro, 1992). Warren (2018) suggested explicit attention to empathy 
development in teacher education serves two main purposes: first, to encourage teacher candidates to notice patterns in 
their own attitudes about race and cultural differences, and second, to equip them to use empathy to guide critical 
decision-making in their future classrooms.  

Empathy is both emotional and cognitive in nature. Adopting the psychological view of others promotes compassion 
and fuels action: “The application of empathy through perspective taking links knowledge of diverse youth and families 
to teachers’ professional decision-making” (Warren, 2018, p. 171). This is particularly important given the juxtaposition 
between teacher populations which are overwhelming white and female (Bitterman, Goldring, & Gray, 2013) and 
America’s public-school population which is often described as a “majority minority” (Maxwell, 2014). Educators must 
recognize that their personal schema of a gifted child is often steeped in unintentional bias, and therefore must be 
critically examined and rebuilt to encompass the diverse characteristics of all gifted students.   

Equipping Educators to Serve Gifted Children 
Educators receive minimal training on how to identify, instruct and meet the needs of gifted and talented learners, and 
thus many do not feel qualified or prepared to teach their brightest students (Sayi, 2018; Spoon et al., 2020). On average, 
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teacher preparation programs in the United States devote a shocking two instructional hours to equip preservice 
educators to serve gifted students in the traditional classroom (National Association for Gifted Children [NAGC], 
2015). Absent well-designed training, educators typically rely on assessments to determine if students qualify for gifted 
services, and seldom acknowledge student behavior as a potential indicator of giftedness (Ford et al., 2008; Ford and 
Whiting, 2010). If behavior is considered when identifying potentially gifted students, educators are likely to 
unknowingly search for stereotypical behaviors: students who are well behaved, earn straight A’s, and show interest in 
school assignments are quickly nominated, while those unmotivated and potentially disruptive in the regular classroom 
setting are overlooked. 

Research has shown that successful training in gifted education first acknowledges existing teacher beliefs and 
practices and then scaffolds buy-in for new initiatives (Little & Housand, 2011; Garet et al., 2001; Richardson, 2003). 
Impactful professional development provides avenues for meaningful reflection (see Means et al., 2009) and includes 
carefully designed learning activities that emphasize real-world, rather than ideal educational settings. Coherence 
between training activities and teachers’ classroom goals motivates the application of research-driven best practices: in 
short, teachers must be convinced that content presented in professional development is both feasible and meaningful 
(Birman et al., 2000; Kwakman, 2003).   

Recently, the National Association of Gifted Children intentionally shifted language from professional development 
to professional learning (PL), emphasizing the importance of continual learning and engagement on the part of both 
teachers and students (Learning Forward, 2011; NAGC, 2019, Spoon et al., 2020). Professional learning promotes 
reflection and long-lasting impact, which contrasts information-dense PD initiatives that often “focus on the symptoms 
rather than the root causes of ineffective teaching” (Yoo & Carter, p. 39).  Intrator and Kunzman (2006) suggested 
effective professional learning mirrors an inverted model of Maslow’s Hierarchy of Needs: emotional needs must first 
be met in order for true skill and knowledge development to occur. Professional learning that contains an affective 
component promotes long-lasting benefits; emotions are a driving force for teacher quality and effectiveness (Day & 
Lee, 2011), and content-heavy training that does not target professional aspirations and values will produce “overloaded 
teachers who work in isolation and will not retain what it takes to do their most inspired teaching” (Intrator & Kunsman, 
2006).  

“One-stop” PD in gifted education often overemphasizes content and neglects to provide meaningful context for 
participants.  As a result, PD is often interpreted as a firehose of information, and participants are left overwhelmed and 
unmotivated (Edinger, 2020).  This is particularly worrisome for PD that targets issues of underrepresentation in gifted 
education: inundating participants with alarming truths about the injustices experienced by students from diverse 
populations may produce a paralyzing effect, leaving participants both discouraged and unsure as to “where to start” in 
efforts to support students in their own classrooms. 

Educators who are overwhelmed and unsupported find comfort in familiar and safe teaching practices, many of 
which are biased towards the majority culture (Bitterman et al., 2013; Boyd et al., 2013). Lortie (1975) described this 
tendency to maintain the status quo as the apprenticeship of observation, claiming that teachers operate under the 
conception of teaching formed throughout their own experiences as students, and thus rely on “ready-made recipes for 
action and interpretation that do not require testing or analysis while promising familiar, safe results” (Buchmann, 1987, 
p. 161). If we want to confront issues of underrepresentation, we must promote professional learning that provides both 
cognitive and affective scaffolding for educators to challenge the status quo. 

Recognizing Diverse Indicators of Giftedness: Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) Tool 
The pervasiveness of stereotypical representations of giftedness is what motivated Fraiser to devise methods to “recognize 
and nurture potential in its rawest stage, in whatever package it comes” (Martine, 2003, p. 160). Rather than solely 
relying on standardized test scores, research has shown that identification for gifted education services should consider 
a student profile, which “provides the most effective and efficient way to display data for interpretation from test and 
non-test sources” (Grantham & Ford, 2007, p. 2). Given the focus on the whole child, identification based on student 
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profiles results in gifted education programs that are more inclusive of children from diverse cultural, economic, and 
language backgrounds (Frasier & Passow, 1994; Grantham & Ford, 2007).   

Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) tool is a particularly effective framework which guides educators 
to recognize gifted potential in all students, particularly those from underrepresented populations (Frasier et. al, 1995). 
For the purposes of this assessment tool, traits refer to relatively consistent patterns of behavior, aptitudes are a student’s 
abilities in a field or their future ability for performance in that field, and behaviors are the responses a student has to a 
stimulus (Grantham & Ford, 2007). The TABs model identifies ten overarching characteristics that are commonly 
exhibited by gifted and talented students: Communication, Motivation, Humor, Inquiry, Insight, Interests, Reasoning, 
Memory, Problem-Solving, and Imagination/Creativity (Besnoy et al., 2016; Frasier & Passow, 1994; Grantham et al., 
2005). Based on extensive review of the literature, these ten themes are meant to give teachers, or other assessors, 
guidelines for which behaviors, attitudes, or traits may indicate a child’s giftedness or talent (Table One  includes a 
description of each component of the TABs). Trained teachers or other school officials may use the TABs to structure 
observations of a student as they work to assess the child’s eligibility for gifted and talented education programs. These 
observations may take place during normal instructional activities, lowering the stress on the student and offering results 
with increased validity. 

The TABs tool is unique in that it offers descriptions of unexpected behaviors which depict giftedness (Besnoy et al., 
2016). For example, where a teacher or parent might see a child’s behaviors as defiant of authority, the TABs observation 
checklist indicates that this behavior may reflect the child’s motivation. A student that doesn’t get along with peers and 
is seen as bossy or manipulative may actually be displaying common behaviors listed in the leadership, communication 
skills, and insight domains. Not all behaviors exhibited by gifted or talented students will be positive! Using only 
identification tools that measure a student’s positive behaviors or progress will not allow us to accurately identify all 
students who are gifted or talented, leaving many students behind in the process as invisible gifted children who will not 
receive the services they need in school (Besnoy et al., 2016; Dunn, Dunn, & Treffinger, 1992). Fortunately, the TABs 
can serve two simultaneous purposes:  first, it provides a framework to organize evidence of giftedness across students 
from diverse populations, and second, its holds teachers and administrators accountable to maintain a more inclusive 
image of gifted children.   

Research Design and Methodology 
This study utilized the action research framework to systematically examine the impact of the See Me Statement, a 
teaching activity strategically designed to scaffold the recognition of non-traditional characteristics of giftedness and 
thus equip educators to appropriately serve the invisible gifted in their own classrooms. In hopes of inspiring current 
and future educators to address local issues of underrepresentation, the main author embarked on a journey of teacher 
inquiry (see Mertler, 2021) to explore the efficacy of her own instruction in an introductory Gifted and Talented 
Endorsement class.   

The study was centered on two research questions: 

➢ Do See Me Statements reflect student understanding of non-traditional gifted characteristics in diverse 
populations? 

➢ Do student reflections suggest the See Me Statement helps promote teacher empathy for unidentified, thus 
underserved, gifted students?  

Overview of Action Research 
Teacher inquiry is rooted in the successful application of action research to educational problems of practice; it is unique 
in that the research is “conducted by insiders, those who work directly with the problem being studied” (Mertler, 2021, 
p. 1). For the past four years, the main author has been examining and reflecting on the impact of the See Me Statement, 
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utilizing the action research cycle to investigate how to best address stereotypical conceptions of giftedness within the 
unique context of her teacher preparatory classes.  

Within an educational setting, action research can be understood as a systematic exploration of pedagogy to improve 
the quality of instruction and bridge the gap between educational research and teaching practices (Dana & Yendol-
Hoppey, 2019). Action research is often depicted as cyclical or spiral in nature; one complete cycle of research builds the 
foundation for additional research to examine problems in greater depth (Barcelona, 2020; Johnson, 2008, Vaughan & 
Mertler, 2020). Mertler (2021) described four stages of the action research cycle: Planning, during which the problem 
is defined and a research plan is formulated; Acting, which centers on the collection and analysis of data related to the 
research question; Developing, which involves the development of an action plan driven by data analysis; and Reflecting, 
during which the researcher critically examines the results and thus paves the way for the next cycle of the research 
process.  It is this cyclical nature that brings depth and rigor to action research; with each cycle, more is learned, and 
greater credibility is added to the findings (Stringer, 2013).    

Action research is centered on solving a context-specific problem; unlike traditional, more controlled forms of 
research, the researcher becomes engrossed in investigating and solving the problem at hand. As Mertler (2021) asserted: 
“It could be argued that literally no one else has the insight and levels of experience necessary to understand and to solve 
a particular context-specific problem of practice than the practitioners who are involved in that setting and with that 
problem on a daily basis” (p. 2). Nevertheless, it is essential that action researchers ensure findings are sound; since the 
researcher is clearly invested in the study, there is danger that findings are clouded by outcomes the researcher hopes to 
see (Stringer, 2013).  

The quality of action research is directly related to the practical application of findings for the intended audience 
(Mertler, 2022).  Such quality is often generally referred to as rigor, and associated with terms such as validity and 
reliability (for quantitative analyses) or accuracy and dependability (for qualitative analyses [see Melrose, 2001]). There 
are various strategies which provide evidence of rigor within action research, ensuring findings are not simply reflective 
of the limited view of the researcher (Chapman, Paterson, & Medves, 2011; Stringer, 2013).  These include, but are not 
limited to: repetitions of the cycle, member checking, participant debriefing, and triangulation of data (Melrose, 2001; 
Mertler, 2021; Stringer, 2013). 

Member checking brings diverse voices into data interpretation; participants are provided the opportunity to review 
raw data and analysis, and work alongside the researcher to validate outcomes of the study (Stringer, 2013).  Participant 
debriefing captures the emotional experience of action research participants, thus providing affective data to further 
contextualize findings. Of course, simple repetition of the Action Research Cycle is not enough to ensure credibility: 
the cycles must be strategically designed to capture quality information, allowing for triangulation of data and thus 
enhancing credibility and usefulness of findings.  

Researcher Positionality 
Before further explaining the study, it is important that the main author divulge her personal interest in the research and 
thus acknowledge how subjectivity may influence the study and its findings (Peshkin, 1988; Holmes, 2020).  I come to 
this research journey directly motivated by my own experiences as an identified gifted-student, but more importantly by 
the “a-ha” moments of realizing my own biases throughout my pre-service teacher education and doctoral studies in 
gifted and talented education. As a well-behaved and high-achieving white female, I easily fit the mold of the 
stereotypical gifted child.  Some of my earliest memories revolve around excitement for school and dreams of one day 
having a classroom of my own. However, throughout my experiences in gifted services, my love for learning was 
increasingly tainted by the “game” of school: Advanced Placement course instructors informed me there was “no time 
for creativity”, pressure to perform overshadowed genuine curiosity to learn, and, most significantly, gifted classrooms 
became smaller and more homogenized. These negative experiences fed my desire to become an educator:  I wanted to 
make a difference.  
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Throughout my educational studies, I completed diverse field experiences in many Title 1 schools and spent 
significant time teaching abroad.  Such experiences brought me out of my comfort zone, revealing the messy biases I 
unknowingly held about teaching and learning, and the truth that my personal understanding of giftedness was far from 
inclusive.  I distinctly remember sitting in the parking lot of a Title 1 school, having just completed an enrichment 
activity for a group of third graders along with other doctoral students in gifted education. Nothing had gone as planned: 
students misbehaved and the classroom had quickly become chaos. However, as our group reflected on the experience, 
we uncovered diverse indicators of giftedness in the midst of our “failed” lesson: student curiosity was evident in their 
unending (and inappropriate!) questioning, and motivation was clear, although it challenged our lesson plan. I 
remember my stomach clenching as I realized I was part of the problem – their giftedness didn’t look like mine, so I didn’t 
recognize it.  

To this day, I think back to that parking lot and promise myself to take the uncomfortable route in my work as an 
educator and scholar.  In no way will I ever fully comprehend the experiences of underrepresented gifted students, nor 
could I fathom that I have the ability to “give them a voice”.  All gifted students have their own voice; it is my hope to 
equip educators who are adept to listen.    

The See Me Statement: Context and Design 
The See Me Statement was designed for a graduate-level gifted endorsement course, the Nature and Needs of Gifted and 
Talented Students. This is the first required course for gifted and talented endorsement, and a common elective for pre-
service teachers at the university. Like many gifted education endorsement courses, 100% of instruction is only and 
asynchronous.  According to the course description, the class “emphasizes the developmental nature of gifted learners 
and their related learning characteristics and needs”.  Given the introductory nature of the course, a vast amount of 
information must be covered, leaving little room for in-depth exploration of essential topics such as 
underrepresentation.  

Since my personal journey in confronting implicit biases concerning gifted education was rooted in challenging 
emotional experiences, I was determined to design a learning activity that would facilitate a similar “a-ha moment” in 
my students. This was particularly important since the course does not contain a field component; I had to be careful to 
convince students of the real-world application of our content, lest they assume a passive stance and view course material 
as purely theoretical. With only two instructional weeks to cover issues of diversity in gifted education, I focused on 
addressing teacher attitudes and values, rather than attempting to cover a large quantity of content related to 
underrepresentation. The See Me Statement was designed to create a meaningful learning experience that challenges 
students to examine issues of underrepresentation from an emotional perspective. It was hypothesized that the empathy 
developed through the assignment would naturally motivate students to examine issues of underrepresentation well 
beyond the content included in the short learning module for the course. 

Participants completed the assignment during the Invisible Gifted Learning Module, which was fifth out of the 
course’s seven content modules. Prior to this module, students completed modules on the following topics: Defining 
Giftedness and Talent, The Characteristics and Needs of Gifted Learners, Legislative Issues Related to Gifted 
Education, and Gifted Education Programming.  The Invisible Gifted Learning Module was aligned to the following 
student learning objectives: describe the unique characteristics of culturally and linguistically diverse (CLD) gifted 
students, explain issues of underrepresentation in gifted education, discuss a myriad of factors that lead to issues of 
underrepresentation, and argue the importance of dynamic, rather than deficit thinking when identifying and teaching 
gifted learners. In the first week of the learning module, students investigated the literature on issues of 
underrepresentation in gifted education through an interactive online case-study, with specific emphasis on Frasier’s 
Four A’s and Trait’s Aptitudes, and Behaviors tool.  

The See Me Statement was assigned during the second week of the Invisible Gifted module, and designed to target 
teacher attitudes and values towards gifted students from diverse populations (see Table Two for full directions for the 
See Me Statement assignment). Participants used the literature covered in week one to write research-based personas (see 
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van Rooij, 2012; Baek et al., 2008) of unidentified gifted students and thus “put a face” to issues of underrepresentation. 
These personas were written in the form of a letter: the assignment required students to assume the role of an 
unidentified gifted child and write a letter to teachers and administrators urging them to recognize and serve her gifts 
and talents.  Students were challenged to “become” their persona and use the letter to provide evidence of giftedness that 
is expressed in diverse manners. 
Table 2 
See Me Statement Directions and Requirements 

After reviewing the materials on the Invisible Gifted, assume the role of a student who may, unfortunately, not be 
identified for gifted and talented services via traditional identification procedures. Using your knowledge of issues of 
underrepresentation in gifted education, write a letter urging teachers and administrators to “see” your gifts and 
talents and better support your learning.    
Your letter should include the following: 

● A clear description of who you are: Paint a picture of the student’s life – is he or she from a traditionally 
underrepresented population?  Perhaps an English Language Learner?  A culturally diverse student? A 
student who may be twice-exceptional?  A student growing up in poverty? 

● Evidence of your gifted characteristics: Provide anecdotal evidence that you are gifted, and remember that 
giftedness manifests in diverse manners. Be sure to review Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors (TABs) 
identification tool. 

● An honest description of some of the unique challenges you may face as a student from a traditionally 
underrepresented population in gifted services 

● Suggestions for how teachers and administrators can support you in the regular and/or gifted education 
classroom  

Personas are commonly used in the marketing field: fictitious representations of potential clients are carefully 
designed to “convey the needs, wants, and attitudes of the user in the context of the product/service being designed” 
(van Rooij, 2012, p. 79). Research has shown that personas help students gain empathy for the individuals they will 
serve; while fictitious, personas make the strengths and challenges of future students feel “real”, and thus promote an 
empathic connection between teacher and student (van Rooij, 2012, Kelchtermans et al., 2009). Research around first-
person narrative writing has also focused on the medical field, since quality clinicians must be able to empathize with 
their patients (Dean et al., 2010; DasGupta & Charon 2004). Challenging physicians to view illness from the patients’ 
perspectives has resulted in more successful medical practices: increased empathy leads clinical students to ask better 
questions and demonstrate greater emotional connection with their patients. Such emotional connections in the medical 
field are often called Points of Contact, and form a foundation of trust and collaboration between clinicians and their 
patients (Dean et al., 2010). 

The See Me Statement was designed to promote similar Points of Contact between teachers and students: the 
challenge to “walk in the shoes” of an unidentified gifted child brings an emotional connection to the content in the 
Invisible Gifted Module. Creating a persona challenges students to consider the diverse characteristics, attitudes, and 
behaviors of gifted children from a personal lens (see Hammond, 2009), thus promoting the empathy that is central to 
the attitudinal component of Frasier’s 4 A’s Framework. In short, the goal was for students to experience what it feels 
like to be an unidentified gifted child who is not receiving appropriate educational services.  

Cycles of the Action Research Process 
Figure One summarizes the progression of the action research process since the See Me Statement was first assigned in 
Spring 2018. As depicted in the figure, there have been four distinct cycles, each characterized by a new data-driven 
action to strategically examine the research questions. While the majority of the research was conducted from 2018 – 
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2019, it is important to note that the COVID-19 pandemic significantly delayed formal data analysis and sharing of 
findings.  

Figure 1 
Cycles of the Action Research Process 

Cycle One: See Me Statement first assigned. Initial reading of the first See Me Statements had a profound impact on 
the main author.  The process of reviewing and providing feedback for these statements organically mimicked the 
ongoing and reflective nature of thematic analysis techniques. I was shocked by the vivid personas that brought Frasier’s 
TABs to life, and several of my online students stopped by my office to discuss the impact of the assignment in person. 
Furthermore, almost half of my students chose to further examine issues of underrepresentation in gifted education for 
their final independent study project.  Students chose to examine populations such as English Language Learners, 
African American girls, and Native American students, and many cited the See Me Statement as the initial inspiration 
for topic selection. This anecdotal evidence of the positive impact of the assignment inspired a more formal analysis of 
student learning demonstrated in the See Me Statement and an investigation into the prolonged impact of the activity.    
Cycle Two: Course Eye-Opener Reflection first assigned. The Course Eye Opener Reflection was created to 
formally capture the potentially positive impact of the See Me Statement and thus provide data triangulation for the 
positive anecdotal evidence which characterized Cycle One of the action research study (Stringer 2013).At the end of 
the semester, students were required to reflect on their biggest take-aways from the course and discuss essential content 
they would want all educators to understand about gifted and talented education (see Table Three). These reflection 
questions were purposefully written to be general and open-ended; it was important not to implicitly suggest the 
Invisible Gifted Module and See Me Statement should have had the most impact on student learning.  Students 
completed these reflections at the end of the course, five weeks after the See Me Statement was assigned. In addition to 
collecting evidence of student learning through the Course Eye Opener Reflection, See Me Statements were also 
formally analyzed for evidence of student understanding of non-traditional characteristics of giftedness.  

Table 3 
Course Eye-Opener and See Me Statement Impact Reflection Prompts 

Course Eye-Opener Reflection Prompts 
(Fall 2018 – Fall 2019) 

See Me Statement Impact Reflection Prompts 
(Fall 2019) 

▪ What was the biggest eye-opening concept covered 
in class?  

▪ What are the top 2-3 things you would want your 
colleagues to know about gifted education? 

▪ Think back to the See Me Statement assignment that you 
completed for the Invisible Gifted Module.  What 
student did you choose to “become” when writing this 
assignment, and why? 

▪ What was the impact of writing from the perspective of 
a gifted student from an underrepresented population?  
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Data Analysis 
Document analysis techniques were used to examine both the Course Eye Opener Reflections and the See Me 
Statements. Document analysis is a common form of qualitative research in which documents are interpreted by the 
researcher to give voice and meaning around a topic of study (Bowen, 2009). In contrast to more rigid research 
procedures, document analysis is meant to be both ongoing and reflective: “the investigator moves between concept 
development, sampling, data collection, data analysis and interpretation” in search of underlying meaning and emergent 
themes and patterns within documents (Wood et al., 2020, p. 457).  Given the cyclical nature of document collection 
and interpretation, there is seldom a clear stopping point between data collection and analysis (Corbin & Strauss, 2008; 
Wood et al., 2020).  

Bowen (2009) described three stages of document analysis: superficial examination (e.g., quickly skimming through 
all documents), thorough examination (carefully reading all documents in full), and interpretation.  Thematic analysis 
is a common interpretive strategy: qualitative data is systematically analyzed, organized, and described via emergent 
themes (Braun & Clarke, 2006). Wood and colleagues (2017) proposed the following steps to conducting a trustworthy 
thematic analysis: familiarizing yourself with the data, generating initial codes, searching for themes, reviewing themes, 
defining and naming themes, and producing the report.  

Thematic analysis represents large quantities of qualitative data as meaningful patterns and themes, but it is 
imperative to address the fact that this reductive process is highly impacted by researcher positionality (Green, 2000; 
Wood et al., 2017). Credibility of thematic analysis addresses the alignment between true document content and the 
researcher’s representation (Tobin & Begly, 2004). Several techniques have been shown to improve credibility, such as 
prolonged engagement with data, data collection triangulation, and researcher triangulation (Lincoln & Guba, 1985; 
Wood et al., 2017). Triangulation provides a confluence of evidence and reduces the impact of potential bias by 
examining multiple sources of information (Bowen, 2009). Triangulation also protects against a “garden path analysis” 
in document analysis, in which researchers are unknowingly tempted to follow attractive themes that confirm bias 
(Bazeley, 2009).  

Course Eye Opener reflections were analyzed using inductive coding; it was essential to let this data “speak for itself” 
rather than to approach analysis with a preconceived notion of overall course impact (see Bazeley, 2009).  All student 
reflections were initially reviewed in one sitting, allowing the author to become fully engrossed in the data (Tucket, 
2005). Initial codes were developed, and the data was reviewed again through this framework to begin examining 
emerging themes. Thematic analysis became richer with time; as more students completed the See Me Statement and 
reflection over various semesters, multiple cycles through the coding process produced a rich narrative of the impact of 
the course and assignment. See Me Statements were analyzed via deductive coding, utilizing Frasier’s TABs as the coding 
framework.  This analysis followed a similar procedure: all See Me Statements were initially reviewed in one sitting, and 
then the work was coded for examples of each of Frasier’s traits, aptitudes, and behaviors. It is important to note that 
document analysis spanned three cycles of the Action Research Study, thus providing ample opportunity for 
triangulation of findings across both time and student populations (Creswell, 2008; Mertler, 2022).   

Cycle 3: Student Research Group formed. In Spring 2019, the main author formed a student research group, in 
hopes of providing continued professional development for students in gifted education and enhancing credibility of 
the analysis of the See Me Statements via researcher triangulation and member checking (Stringer, 2013; Wood et al., 
2017). Students were selected based on: 1) commitment to gifted education demonstrated throughout the course, 2) 
advanced writing ability, and 3) interest in professional involvement in the field of gifted education.  The research group 
was composed of five students, and met weekly during the Spring and Fall 2019 semester (Note: Members of the research 
group are listed as second authors for the study).  Students played an active role in the writing process, and thus gained 
experience in advocating for gifted children in a more formal manner. Throughout the process of writing this article, it 
became clear that students were deepening their knowledge of issues of underrepresentation in gifted education through 
the data analysis and writing process. While data from research group interactions was not formally captured, the 
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conversations with these students provided a contextual richness for the understanding of the ongoing impact of the See 
Me Statement.  

Cycle Four: See Me Statement Impact Reflection assigned. Up until this point in the study, ongoing analysis of 
Course Eye-Opener Reflections had revealed a prolonged impact of the Invisible Gifted module and student 
commitment to raising awareness of diverse characteristics of giftedness in their own classroom and school settings. For 
this reason, we were less concerned about pressuring students to report positive learning experiences related to the See 
Me Statement, and thus created the See Me Statement Impact Reflection to collect targeted data about the impact of 
the assignment (see Table Three). These See Me Statement Impact reflections were analyzed using inductive coding, in 
hopes to capture the authentic learning experiences that arose from the assignment.  This added another layer of data 
triangulation to the study, providing further credibility to analysis of the See Me Statement and Course Eye-Opener 
Reflections submitted from Fall 2018 onward.  

Results 
Document analysis techniques were used to examine See Me Statements (collected across three semesters, beginning in 
Fall 2018); Course Eye-Opener Reflections (collected across three semesters, beginning in Fall 2018) and See Me 
Statement Impact Reflections (collected Fall 2019).  

See Me Statements 
Deductive coding of See Me Statements revealed evidence of each of the ten Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors in Frasier’s 
TABs, as depicted in Table One. It is particularly notable that these excerpts challenged stereotypical depictions of gifted 
students. For example, rather than depicting motivation as a student who eagerly completed all assignments, one 
participant painted the picture of a resilient child writing her autobiography (even if that meant ignoring school 
assignments!). Another described a student who asked thought-provoking, yet dark questions that “often focus on the 
bad parts”, illustrating how inquiry can often manifest in an intense, almost disturbing manner. Finally, rather than 
depicting a student’s reasoning skills in an academic context, one participant described a seemingly rebellious child who 
challenged the teacher’s rules and proposed a better way of running the classroom.   

Table 1 
Sample Excerpts from See Me Statements that Correlate to Frasier’s Traits, Aptitudes, and Behaviors  

TABs 
Component 

Description Correlating Excerpt from See Me Statement 

Motivation 

Evidence of desire to learn 
Forces that initiate, direct and 
sustain individual or group 
behavior in order to satisfy a need 
or attain a goal 

“Mommy’s working late again tonight, so I’ll stay up late 
so I can say hi.  That will give me some time to work on 
my book.  My autobiography.  I used to bring it to 
school, but one time the teacher took it while I was trying 
to write during math class – well math is stupid (and 
easy) anyway!” 

Interests 

Intense (often unusual) interests 
Activities, avocations, objects, etc., 
that have special worth or 
significance and are given special 
attention 

“My test scores aren’t that high even though I’m told I’m 
smart.  Not like anyone ever gives me anything else to 
learn about – I find that stuff all by myself.  I have friends 
in the GT program, but they all look and act the same.  
There aren’t any kids in there that look like me.  Maybe 
that is why I’m not a part of it.” 

Communication 
Skills 

Highly expressive; effective use of 
words, numbers, symbols 

“You are going to have to see me soon, because some of 
the students are making fun of me for being a “nerd”, so 
I’m thinking about trying to be not so smart somehow.  
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Transmission and reception of 
signals or meaning through a 
system of symbols (codes, gestures 
language, numbers) 

I’ve heard some people in the office say that there aren’t 
many gifted kids at our school.  I do not understand that.  
If giftedness is genetic, I do not think it avoids certain 
people.  Blue eyes do not avoid poor people, and that is 
genetic.  If it is not genetic, then maybe it does have 
something to do with how much money we have, but 
many gifted historical figures had nothing growing up.  
Maybe I should research what it took for someone to see 
them and use that to make someone see me.” 

Problem-Solving 
Ability 

Effective, often inventive, strategies 
for recognizing and solving 
problems. 
Process of determining a correct 
sequence of alternatives leading to a 
desired goal or successful task 
completion 

“Hispanic students, like me, are less likely to be identified 
as gifted than other white students because of 
stereotypes.  When we first start school, we meet with 
ELL teachers a lot.  Does the gifted teacher meet with 
them?  Do you have training for teachers to identify 
gifted students?  To teach gifted students?  To see 
different students as gifted?” 

Memory 

Large storehouse of information 
on school or non-school topics 
 
Exceptional ability to retain and 
retrieve information 

“Although I may not always understand what my peers 
and teachers are saying, I know that I understand some 
things faster than my peers do; I have also realized that I 
understand things a lot differently than my peers do. You 
know those people on the game show Jeopardy? Those 
people that have a lot of useless facts memorized? I like 
to think that will be me one day. I have a memory like no 
other and I remember a lot of useless facts when I hear 
them.” 

Inquiry 

Questions, experiments, explores 
Method or process of seeking 
knowledge, understanding of 
information 

“Sometimes it can be hard to focus on tasks at school 
because I have so many questions during class. I am 
constantly asking thought provoking questions about 
the content and mixing it with real world problems that 
can come from it. Most of the times these questions are 
dark and focus on the bad parts of it. But this is just me 
trying to get the whole picture of everything.” 

Insight 

Quickly grasps new concepts and 
makes connections; senses deeper 
meanings 
Sudden discover of the correct 
solution following incorrect 
attempts based primarily on trial 
and error 

“I never do well on these math tests – I know all the 
answers, but can’t tell you how. My teacher back home 
explained it differently.  What’s up with all those steps 
we have to do, just to get the obvious answer? I just 
know.  The word problems take forever to figure out – 
and they are about random things like football.  
American football!” 

Reasoning 

Logical approaches to figuring out 
solutions 
 
Highly conscious, directed, 
controlled, active, intentional, 

“When my teacher does not give clear directions, I get 
frustrated. I like knowing what my teacher is expecting 
from me so that I can perfect my work and make her 
proud.  Sometimes I question her procedures, but it is 
only because I am curious of what we are doing and why 
we do it that way. I tend to be bossy because I do not like 
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forward-looking, goal oriented 
thought 

my peers’ input. I think I know what’s best. I often am 
seen as different from my peers, but it’s not a bad thing. 
Some of my responses to you are not meant to be 
disrespectful, it is how my parents have talked to me.” 

Imagination/Cre
ativity 

Produces many ideas; highly 
original 
Process of forming mental images 
of objects, qualities, situations or 
relationships which aren’t 
immediately apparent to the senses.  
Problem-solving through 
nontraditional patterns of thinking 

“My teacher always fusses at me for drawing on the back 
of my paper after I have finish my classwork.  It seems 
like I am always done way before everyone else, but I 
don’t know what she wants me to do instead – I stay 
quiet the whole time.  Sometimes I get bored in class, and 
I chose to doodle instead.  I can always doodle what I 
want, but sometimes we learn about things I don’t care 
to learn about.  Why do we have to learn those things?” 

Humor 

Convey and picks up on humor 
Ability to synthesize key ideas or 
problems in complex situations in a 
humorous way 

“Unfortunately, not many of my teachers or peers take 
me very seriously though because I am really funny and 
try to make my questions humorous and am looked at as 
the class clown. I am also pretty disruptive because they 
come to me really fast and I interrupt a lot from my 
ADD. I don’t take medicine for it because I need a really 
high dose and don’t like the way it makes me feel.” 

Note. Samples were strategically selected to illustrate understandings of nontraditional (e.g., “problem child”) 
manifestations of giftedness. 

Course Eye-Opener Reflections 
Student submissions for Eye-Opener reflections centered on two questions: What was the biggest eye-opening concept 
covered in class? and What are the top 2-3 things you would want your colleagues to know about gifted education? Seventy-
five percent of the student reflections explicitly mentioned the Invisible Gifted module as the most eye-opening concept 
covered in class, and seventy-nine percent of students reported that issues of underrepresentation and stereotypical 
conceptions of giftedness were among the top things they would want colleagues to know about gifted education.  

As depicted in Figure Three, inductive coding revealed two initial themes in student reflections: commitment to 
action to improve gifted education and a changed attitude towards giftedness that challenged stereotypical 
representations of gifted children. The theme of a changed attitude harkened back to Frasier’s Four A’s framework, 
which inspired the main author to further code student responses that revealed a commitment to action into themes of 
the remaining components of Frasier’s Four A’s: Access, Accommodation, and Assessment.  
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Figure 2 
Qualitative Analysis of Course Eye-Opener Reflections 

The theme of access was characterized by determination to advocate for administrative/legislative change in gifted 
education (N = 10), as well as a commitment to become a voice for students who are not receiving appropriately 
challenging and supportive educational services (N = 11). Reflections asserted that teachers must “notice the 
characteristics of the invisible gifted student” and be “vigilant in identifying students who may be minorities or may fly 
under the radar.”   As one student wrote,  

As a classroom teacher, you can refer students for services, nurture their unique needs, and advocate for their success.  
Every student deserves to have their needs met to ensure their academic success. As a teacher, you can be their voice 
and be a positive role model.  It all starts with awareness of the topic [of giftedness] and then steps can be taken to 
make sure every student is receiving appropriate services.  

It was most encouraging to see that students recognized the connection between a dynamic attitude toward the 
gifted and increased access for diverse populations: “Our misconceptions can cause way more problems than we realize, 
especially with the students who are missed in the identification process being likely to get bored in class and even drop 
out.  Underrepresented populations are not underrepresented because they don’t exist, but because we have a rigid view 
of what a gifted student looks like”.  Such assertions indicate that students resisted the comfortable, narrow-minded 
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conclusion that issues of underrepresentation are “someone else’s problem”, and instead recognized the potential impact 
of their own attitudes and assumptions concerning gifted children.  

In addition to advocating for more inclusive identification practices, students expressed concern for creating 
supportive learning environments that appropriately challenge all students: “I would also encourage them [my 
colleagues] to evaluate their own classroom environment.  Do all students feel safe to fail?  Do all students feel safe 
enough to show off their brilliance in a way that does not lead to bullying or peer pressure?” Such statements were 
ultimately coded under the framework of accommodation (N = 14), and focused on practical changes that students 
were determined to make in their own classrooms. Widened views of giftedness convinced students that “gifted children 
truly need educational services in order to reach their full potential”.  As one student wrote, “It is our responsibility as 
educators to provide differentiation to all learners, not just ones who struggle. Gifted students deserve to have more 
challenging tasks, not just more tasks.  They need something to allow them deeper thought”.  

Commitment to action was largely characterized by a frustration with narrow identification and service practices for 
gifted education (N = 36). As one student wrote, “If someone is not aware of what concomitant problems or different 
lifestyles and cultures look like, they may not identify certain gifted students, making groups disproportionately 
represented in gifted services and forcing students to go without the services they need.”  Such assertions were ultimately 
categorized under Frasier’s assessment framework, as they reflected a commitment to improve assessment practices that 
identify students for gifted services. Students advocated for the use of multiple identification criteria, criticized an over-
reliance on biased standardized tests, and supported ongoing observation of behaviors that may indicate giftedness. Six 
students shared that they planned to propose the TABs and/or F-TAP as potential tools for identification of gifted 
services in their own school/work environments. As one student wrote,  

The biggest thing I would like my colleagues to know about gifted education is that there are no cookie-
cutter students in gifted.  Gifted students come in all shapes, sizes, ethnicities, cultures, genders, and 
levels/types of abilities.  I would want them to know that they cannot judge a book by the cover.  Another 
thing is that they need to help create supports for minority and impoverished students. They need to make 
concerted efforts to make sure that those students are considered for gifted services as well. They need to 
observe, evaluate, and recommend those students equally. 

The most evident theme across student reflections was a changed attitude towards the meaning of giftedness (N = 127). 
Students discussed previously narrow perceptions of gifted children, and were most surprised to learn the “negative” 
characteristics (or concomitant behaviors) of gifted students (N = 53).  One student shared,  

When I become a classroom teacher, the first thing I want my colleagues to know is that gifted students 
may all share the same title, but each of them brings their own unique needs to the table. Some students 
may be gifted but present their gifts in a negative manner. Often your most troubling students may 
actually be gifted and [absent appropriate services] these students are unaware of or have not been given 
the chance to explore and foster their gifts. 

Many students confessed they had previously assumed that “gifted students were obviously gifted” and painted the 
image of a gifted student as an “eager child sitting in the front row of the classroom”.  Students discussed the detrimental 
impact of such stereotypical views of the gifted, and admitted that they previously thought issues of underrepresentation 
were “simply not a problem due to wishful thinking”.  Reflections indicated a realization of the negative impact of a 
turning a blind eye to the challenges of CLD gifted students: “I did not realize how many students lack gifted education 
services either due to the biases educators hold about the students' race or socio-economic status, or due to the students' 
behaviors that are seen as "bad" behaviors by educators, when really these behaviors are indicators of giftedness”. One 
student shared how a such a narrow mindset may have impacted her ability to appropriately serve students in her third-
grade classroom:  
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I have referred many students for additional testing based on classroom performance and test scores.  After 
completing this [See Me Statement] assignment, I wondered if I had missed anyone.  Many students with 
low incomes are not always identified and are often overlooked. Many people stereotype or judge them 
based on income which is extremely wrong and immoral. Thank you for making me reflect back on my 
previous students to make sure I did the right thing.   

See Me Statement Impact Reflections 
Participants in Fall 2019 responded to additional reflection prompts that explicitly addressed the impact of the See Me 
Statement: Think back to your “See Me Statement”. What student did you choose to become?  What was the impact of 
writing from the perspective of a student from an underrepresented population? As summarized in Figure three, thematic 
analysis indicated that completing the See Me Statement promoted empathy for underserved gifted students and 
scaffolded the realization of previously narrow-minded views of giftedness.  Students were inspired to advocate for gifted 
children who don’t fit the “stereotypical mold” and expressed commitment to hold themselves accountable and 
appropriately serve gifted students in their own classrooms.   

 
Figure 3 
Word Tree Summarizing Qualitative Analysis of See Me Statement Impact Reflections 

Students expressed an impactful emotional connection with the gifted students they chose to become for the 
assignment: “Writing from the perspective of a student from an underrepresented population was rather humbling.  It 
reminds you to have empathy and to seek understanding and all the facts so you can best serve your students”.  
Participants placed themselves in the shoes of gifted students “who are told to rush to the next assignment rather than 
pursue their passions”, “who are gifted but perceived as the opposite because of where they are from or the languages 
they speak”, and “who are seen as boisterous and annoying, and thus not expected to succeed”. One participant shared 
that “writing the See Me Statement made her slow down and really think about the implications of teacher actions”. In 
short, viewing the classroom through the lens of an unidentified gifted student shined a new light on teacher attitudes 
and actions, which inspired participants to take action and advocate for the rights of all gifted students. 

Indeed, the most commonly used term in See Me Statement Impact Reflections was inspiration, leading participants 
to take actions that are clearly rooted in Frasier’s Four A’s. Assertions to advocate for changed attitudes concerning “bad 
kids” and those who may be overlooked align to attitude, while commitment to hold themselves accountable to “seek 
all the facts before making a decision” and to be “conscious when looking for signs of giftedness” demonstrate this 
dynamic perspective seeping into both the access and assessment framework. Finally, desire to support students 
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“regardless of the circumstances” and appropriately “challenge, rather than give extra work” demonstrates 
accommodation that is designed to reach specific students, rather than a blanket approach.  As one student wrote,  

The impact of writing from that perspective [of an unidentified gifted student] is that I was put in the 
shoes of the gifted person who was left out.   The one who wasn’t helped and the one who learned to give up 
and stop caring because they were bored and not developing their talents.  This further pushes my need to 
help these students and to change teachers attitudes about the “bad” kids.  

Implications for the Field  
Issues of underrepresentation in gifted education are indisputable and cannot be rectified by a simplistic approach. The 
challenge lies in crafting learning experiences that promote both cognitive and affective (attitudinal) learning outcomes. 
While analysis of See Me Statements revealed cognitive understanding of diverse indictors of giftedness, the more 
compelling finding was the emotional impact of the assignment. Overemphasis on content ultimately disengages 
teachers who are driven by a sense of purpose and meaning (see Yoo & Carter, 2017), while the promotion of empathy 
bridges gaps in professional teacher preparation (Dolby, 2012; Peck et al., 2015). As Warren (2018) proposed, “Empathy 
is the piece of the student-teacher interaction puzzle that connects what a teacher knows or thinks about students and 
families to what he or she actually does when negotiating appropriate responses to students’ needs, or when the teacher 
is arranging learning experiences for students” (p. 171).  

The positive impact of the See Me Statement reveals the power of stepping outside of one’s perspective and creating 
a personal connection to big-picture issues such as underrepresentation. The Invisible Gifted Learning Module spanned 
two weeks, but the See Me Statement required students to personalize the issues of underrepresentation and consider 
how they impact individual learners who teachers may find in their own classrooms. As one student reflected on the 
assignment, “writing from their [an unidentified gifted child] perspective really made me think about education in a 
different light. It made me internalize the information we had been learning and think of ways I can serve all gifted 
students”.  

When taking on the persona of an unidentified gifted child, students are able to empathize with the unique challenges 
that the invisible gifted are likely to face. This empathy promotes an understanding of another’s experiences, which has 
been shown to encourage individuals to be more careful when interacting with those who may act or look differently 
than themselves (Fairbairn, 2002). Research in the field of medicine has indicated that the connection between reflection 
and empathy is bidirectional (affecting both caregiver and patient), as well as mutually nourishing: “When doctors or 
medical trainees reflect on their own lives in medicine and when they inspect the memories and associations triggered by 
their care of the sick, they become all the more available and useful to their patients” (DasGupta & Charon, 2004, p. 
352). Such assertions can also be applied to professional learning opportunities in education: by reflecting on students 
that are harder to see as gifted and confronting potential misunderstandings about gifted students, participants in the 
study developed a more inclusive conception of the gifted and talented.  Not only did this empathy help them identify 
or ‘diagnose’ underrepresented students as gifted, it also led them to establish methods to ‘treat’ these students by leading 
them to the resources they deserve.  

Inspired by the positive impact of the See Me Statement, the authors propose the following practical suggestions to 
craft meaningful instructional activities to better equip educators to recognize and serve gifted students who break the 
stereotypical gifted mold.  

Less is more. There are a plethora of issues with underrepresentation in gifted education, but we must be careful 
not to paralyze learners with data without providing appropriate opportunities to internalize content covered in 
professional learning.  Resist the temptation to “cover everything”, as this often results in participants taking a pass ive 
stance throughout the training.  

Prioritize affective learning outcomes. Presenting content outside of an affective context is unlikely to have a 
lasting impact.  Purposefully design learning opportunities to promote attitudinal change: utilize emotional perspective-
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taking strategies (such as the See Me Statement) to encourage a personal connection with the content covered 
throughout the professional learning experience.  

Make it personal. Alarming statistics of underrepresented populations in gifted education can be jarring, but 
putting a face to these statistics can motivate change.  Discuss the nation-wide context of underrepresentation, but focus 
the conversation on issues that are closer to home. Ask teachers to critically examine the gifted population in their own 
school – what would it feel like to be the only English Language Learner in the gifted program?  Why do the same ten 
students seem to be nominated for every award?   

Embrace the uncomfortable. Effective professional learning opportunities challenge participants to confront 
potential misconceptions. Many participants are more comfortable sitting through a slideshow about diversity in gifted 
education than they are engaging in emotional perspective-taking tasks. Expect resistance from some participants:  this 
is an indicator that true learning is taking place.  

Conclusion 
This action research journey was characterized by faces, rather than nameless data.  Behind our findings lie current and 
future educators that are determined to act and ensure all gifted students are seen, and thus appropriately served.  It is 
our hope that the findings in this study inspire other educators to craft meaningful learning experiences that promote 
not only cognitive understanding, but affective commitment to making change in their communities.  

Imagine you are the child that is “left out” of the game of gifted education, silently sitting on the outside of the circle, 
looking at your friend’s cards and thinking of more than one way that she could win.  Imagine being  dealt into a game 
that was played by rules written in a different language, or rules that contradict your culture and upbringing. This is the 
reality for too many of our brightest children. As educators, administrators, parents, and friends, we must see these students, 
and we must provide culturally-responsive services that meet their strengths and needs.  
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