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ABSTRACT 

JENNIFER ELAINE WYNN 
ATTRIBUTES OF EFFECTIVE ELEMENTARY PRINCIPALS WHO LEAD 
SUCCESSFUL GIFTED PROGRAMS: A CASE STUDY 
Under the direction of DR. SUSAN MALONE, DR. CARL R. MARTRAY AND 
DR. JOSEPH L. BALLOUN 

This case study explored the effectiveness of three elementary principals who 

despite the constraints ofNCLB, still manage to focus on the changing needs of the gifted 

students and the gifted program in their building. The purpose of this study was to 

discover leadership attributes pertaining to the behaviors, knowledge and dispositions of 

elementary principals who led strong gifted programs in their respective schools. For this 

study, I interviewed three elementary principals and three lead gifted teachers from three 

elementary schools. Data were accumulated through semi-structured open-ended 

interviews and document collections found on each of the study site school's website. A 

cross-case analysis was used to analyze the data. 

Analyses revealed the following six categories of stewardship: Stewardship of 

Lifelong Learning, Stewardship of Purpose, Stewardship of Operational Systems, 

Stewardship of Vision, Stewardship of Ethics, and Stewardship of Resources. From the 

six categories, Wynn's Framework of Gifted Leadership was developed to provide 

insight into the key leadership roles that best support elementary gifted programs. Further 

xii 



analyses revealed the key components among elementary principals who are effective 

leaders of successful gifted programs in their respective schools. 

The principals in this study provided resources and implemented additional 

initiatives and programs beyond the mandated gifted program. They valued the expertise 

of their gifted teacher. In addition, their gifted programs were at the top of their care list. 

Finally, their passion and advocacy are the reasons why their gifted programs are 

reaching the apex of success. 

The findings from this study suggest the importance for conducting behavior 

assessments of principals who lead successful gifted programs, in an effort to expand the 

knowledge base of gifted education. Future research can also be conducted to assess 

teachers' perceptions of leader behaviors of effective principals who lead successful 

gifted programs, by utilizing and administering a teacher survey or behavioral checklist, 

developed from the Wynn's Gifted Leadership Framework. Finally, research studies 

should be conducted in an effort to compare effective leaders of successful schools who 

lead strong gifted programs to effective leaders of successful schools who lead 

unsuccessful or non-existent gifted programs. 

x i n 



CHAPTER ONE 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

Picture this: you are an elementary principal in the 21st century. You aspire to 

meet the learning needs of all the students in your building. However, in an age of 

accountability, you are bound by federal mandates as in the No Child Left Behind Act 

(NCLB, 2001), as well as being required to provide extended services such as 

remediation and tutoring for low achieving students (Lewis, Cruzeiro & Hall, 2007). You 

see the importance of the pendulum swing to ensure that no student is left behind, yet, 

you are aware of a flaw. You are cognizant of a subpopulation in your building that is not 

being challenged and in some cases is being neglected: gifted students. The bar for them 

has not been raised. Despite the obstacles, you seek to provide the gifted students in your 

building an equitable education. You want to know what your role is pertaining to gifted 

programming. What might that look like? 

The Problem and Its Significance 

In the 21st century, American public school elementary principals have assumed 

the role of instructional leader to oversee all teaching and learning practices designed to 

promote student achievement (Council of Chief State School Officers (CCSSO), 2007; 

Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano, Waters, McNulty, 

2005; Murphy & Alexander, 2006; National Association of Elementary School 

1 



Principals (NAESP), 2001). Because the main responsibility of the elementary principal 

is to facilitate meeting student learning needs, emphasis has been placed upon an 

assortment of programs such as Individuals with Disabilities Education Act (IDEA), Title 

I remedial interventions, English Language Learners (ELL), Migrant Education Program 

(MEP) and gifted programming (Lewis et al., 2007). In addition to this list of programs, 

NCLB has mandated an additional responsibility to ensure that no child will be left 

behind academically (Lewis et al.). NCLB further addresses gifted education through its 

various titles, but only briefly and incidentally. 

According to the National Association for Gifted Children [NAGC] (2008b), a 

federal mandate or policy in America does not exist to enforce the implementation of 

gifted and talented education programming. The role of the federal government is 

minimal with the exception of the Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented Students Education 

Act. This federal program funds approximately $8 million each year for national research 

in the field of education and provides aid for gifted programming that is sparingly spread 

across the fifty states (NAGC). Researchers note that there is a wide disparity among 

gifted programs in America across each state and that gifted education policies vary from 

state to state in regard to mandates and levels of funding (Delisle & Lewis, 2003). Only 

six states, including Georgia (State Law: OCGA 120-2-152, 1998), mandate and provide 

full funding for gifted programs (Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 2008). 

Twenty states mandate and provide partial funding for gifted programs. Four states 

mandate gifted programming but do not provide funding. Eleven states do not mandate a 

gifted program; yet, gifted funding is available. Nine states do not have a mandate and no 

gifted funding is available to provide for gifted programs (Davidson Institute for Talent 
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Development). The National Association for Gifted Children (2008a) notes that there are 

two types of state-ordered mandates for gifted education. The first mandate is for all local 

school districts to identify gifted students. The second mandate requires that services be 

provided to all students identified as gifted. If a state does not have mandates to identify 

and serve gifted students, the responsibility to fund and implement a gifted program lies 

on the shoulders of each local school district (NAGC). 

In 1958, Georgia was the first state to pass legislation to meet the needs of gifted 

students and has provided multiple means for identifying them (Andrews, 2008). After an 

extensive review of gifted education programs across the state of Georgia, a summary of 

students being identified as gifted was compiled by the Georgia Association for Gifted 

Children: Department of Education. At the state level, 9.8% of students were identified as 

gifted. Approximately 43 out of 181 public school systems in Georgia identified over 

10% of the student population as gifted. Ten reported no identified gifted students in their 

county and there were ten systems not in compliance with the state law mandating 

education programming for gifted students. In essence, officials suggested that there were 

pockets of inconsistency throughout the state of Georgia in how gifted students were 

identified and served by each Local Education Agency (LEA) in order to meet their 

individualized needs (Andrews). 

Within each LEA, effective elementary principals have the chance to make it their 

responsibility to be knowledgeable about gifted education and to provide active 

assistance to gifted learners, and to the gifted programming in their building (Lewis et al., 

2007; Norton & Zeilinger, 1983; Weber, Colarulli-Daniels & Leinhauser, 2003). By 

knowing and understanding the human development of gifted learners, the elementary 



principal can plan professional development to better prepare teachers to identify gifted 

students using multiple criteria, and to develop a more rigorous and enriching curriculum 

that fosters learning (Hollingworth, 1926; Kohlberg, 1981; Tannenbaum, 1958; 

Tomlinson, 2003; Van Tassel-Baska, 2003). As a result, effective elementary principals 

implement learning strategies that aid teachers in their endeavors to be responsible not 

only for their own learning, but for the learning of all students, including gifted students 

(NAESP, 2001). In meeting the needs of gifted students, the elementary principal, who 

serves as the instructional leader, also promotes the importance of attending professional 

development courses pertaining to the needs of gifted students. The elementary principal 

must encourage the incorporation of (a) gifted goals, (b) research-based gifted practices, 

and (c) test data assessments of gifted students into the school professional learning plan 

(Landrum, Callahan & Shaklee, 2001; Rogers, 2002a). 

Despite the competing demands of NCLB and mandated remedial programs, some 

principals around the country are refusing to detour and continue to support strong gifted 

programs that meet the needs of gifted students (Clark 2005; Kenney, 2007). Clark noted 

that principals in one school district in Ohio acknowledged that NCLB did not address the 

needs of their gifted learners. In fact, progression of learning among their gifted students 

slowly declined and in some cases regressed. Hence, principals within this Ohio school 

district acknowledged the fallacy in the belief that gifted students can learn on their own 

and made it part of their mission to ensure that gifted students were being challenged. 

Booth, Brown and Edwin (1985) stated that principals who are effective in 

meeting the needs of gifted students performed tasks such as (a) developing and 

implementing identification procedures, (b) creating an awareness of the needs of gifted 
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learners among staff, parents and the community, (c) developing and/or maintaining 

programs that meet the needs of gifted learners, (d) ensuring differentiated instruction, (e) 

using community resources in the education of gifted students and (f) applying ongoing 

evaluations of the gifted program. Almost two decades later Weber et al. (2003) 

conducted a qualitative study on the role of the elementary school principal from two 

different educational systems in Florida. One principal was from a public school that 

offered gifted programming and the other principal was from a private school that strictly 

focused on the gifted learner. In this study, both elementary principals leading gifted 

programs acknowledged necessary skills such as (a) modeling good communication, (b) 

evaluating and modifying the gifted curriculum and (c) encouraging professional 

development, in order to adequately serve gifted students. Four years later, Lewis et al. 

(2007) investigated two elementary principals of rural public schools in a Midwestern 

state. In this study, both elementary principals acknowledged the importance of (a) 

maintaining open communication among staff, parents and community, (b) meeting the 

affective needs of gifted students, (c) challenging gifted learners, (d) evaluating the gifted 

curriculum (e) providing professional development in the area of gifted education and (f) 

incorporating the needs of all students including gifted students into the school 

improvement plan. 

Purpose of the Study 

As an aspiring elementary principal with a background in gifted education, I was 

left to ponder the thought of how, despite the pressure to meet the needs of the students 

who need remedial services, some elementary principals still find the time, besides 

adequate resources, to meet the academic and affective needs of gifted students. In order 
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to ensure excellence in gifted education, elementary principals need to be adequately 

prepared to appropriately identify gifted students and to provide a rigorous program that 

will meet their individualized academic needs (Booth & Brown, 1985; Marshall, 

Ramirez, Plinske, & Veal, 1998; Norton & Zeilinger, 1983; Taylor, 1987; Van Tassel-

Baska, 2003). A great deal depends on the principal's strength as the instructional leader 

and the individual's knowledge of the educational and affective needs of gifted and 

talented students (Clark, 2005; Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Weber et al, 2003). As the 

instructional leader, the elementary principal is responsible for incorporating the gifted 

program into the framework of the school improvement plan (Norton & Zeilinger). 

Successful gifted programming has been related to specific abilities and attributes 

of principals (Booth & Brown, 1985; Lewis et al., 2007; Norton & Zeilinger, 1983; 

Taylor, 1987; Weber et al., 2003). Yet, I found a lack of current or extensive research 

pertaining to the role of elementary principals in identifying and serving gifted students, 

although abundant research in the field of general education pertaining to effective school 

principals and successful schools exists (CCSSO, 2007; Cotton, 2003; Gray & Streshly, 

2008; Marzano et al., 2005; McEwan, 2003, 2009). In an effort to describe and analyze a 

pattern of relationships pertaining to the role of the elementary principal in identifying 

and serving gifted students, I used a number of leadership frameworks, based upon recent 

research, that characterize specific skills, traits, and responsibilities of principals who 

lead successful schools. These frameworks served as a guide in structuring the research 

design and analyzing the research data (Booth & Brown; CCSSO; Cotton; Gray & 

Streshly; Marzano et al.; McEwan). 



The primary purpose of this qualitative case study was to investigate key elements 

relating to Georgia elementary principal behaviors that influence the success of a gifted 

program. A secondary purpose was to discover possible evidence concerning Georgia 

elementary principals' knowledge base related to identifying and serving gifted students. 

Lastly, the study examined the dispositions of elementary principals in Georgia regarding 

identifying and serving gifted students. 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 

Effective Elementary Principals of 
Successful Gifted Programs 

Behaviors 

1. With students, teachers, 
parents and community 

2. Leadership behaviors 
for curriculum, 
professional 
development and 
resources 

Knowledge 
1. Of gifted programs 

2. Of identifying and 
serving gifted 
students 

Dispositions 
1. Beliefs / Values 

2. Commitments 

3. Characteristics 

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework. 

It is postulated that the conceptual framework presented above pinpoints the key 

components among elementary principals who are effective leaders of successful gifted 

programs in their school. The important facts to know from my conceptual framework are 

the behaviors, knowledge, and dispositions of elementary principals regarding gifted 

programming. These key components are separate but interlock through actions taken by 

the elementary principal. Combining all of the key components provides the recipe for 

academic success of gifted students. 



Research Questions 
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In an effort to conduct an in-depth study of the role of the elementary principal in 

identifying and serving gifted students, this study was driven by the following research 

questions: 

(Rl) In Georgia schools with strong gifted programs that value identifying and 
serving gifted students, what are some key elements relating to leader behaviors 
that can influence the success of a gifted program? 

(R2) What evidence exists concerning Georgia elementary principals' knowledge 
base related to identifying and serving gifted students? 

(R3) What evidence exists concerning dispositions of elementary principals in 
Georgia regarding identifying and serving gifted students? 

I conducted an in-depth qualitative case study of elementary principals in Georgia 

who lead strong gifted programs in their school. This approach was used to report cross-

case analysis of strong gifted programming, not the judging of one case against another. 

Similar skills and characteristics were expected to emerge in my study related to the role 

of the elementary principal in identifying and serving gifted students as in other research 

studies discussed in Chapter Two (Booth & Brown, 1985; Lewis et al., 2007; Weber et 

al., 2003). Furthermore, it was hoped that I would supply a significant usable framework 

pertaining to the role of elementary principals in identifying and serving gifted students. 

Hence, this qualitative study was conducted to provide insight into the key leadership 

characteristics that best support gifted education at the elementary school level. 

Limitations 

The limitations of this study included self-reported data and voluntary 

participation from the participants. Research was heavily dependent upon my skills as a 



9 
researcher to analyze the variables relevant to the participants under study. As the 

researcher in this qualitative case study, I served as the instrument; therefore, potential 

biases may have occurred. Furthermore, I elected to look only at elementary principals in 

Georgia. It was my intent to interview one principal and one lead gifted teacher from 

three different counties in Georgia. However, due to unforeseen obstacles, such as a 

limited pool of school systems based on the participant population criteria and time 

restraints, the elementary principals and lead gifted teachers for this study were selected 

from two counties within Georgia. In addition, I set out to gain access to conduct my 

research in three different types of schools in order to represent diverse cases. Due to the 

narrowed selection of conducting my research in two counties in Georgia, the participants 

were limited to urban and rural schools. 

Summary 

This chapter provided an introduction to the study. It explained the problem and 

its significance, and revealed the purpose of the study. It also presented the conceptual 

framework and research questions, and noted the limitations of the study. 

Chapter 2 includes a review of the literature related to the attributes of effective 

elementary principals who lead successful gifted programs. Chapter 3 describes cases 

being studied and their associated demographics, as well as a thorough explanation of the 

methods and procedures used in conducting the study. Chapter 4 contains an examination 

and discussion of the six categories of Stewardship used in Wynn's Framework of Gifted 

Leadership that emerged in the study. Chapter 5 yields the findings pertaining to the three 

research questions referenced in this Chapter. It also presents a summary discussing the 

findings, their implications, and a conclusion. 



CHAPTER TWO 

REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 

Introduction 

Elementary principals are adapting, growing and developing into better equipped 

leaders who are addressing challenges faced in 21st century schools (Cunningham & 

Cordeiro, 2003). One such challenge is NCLB, which called for more accountability and 

education reform across the United States. In order to adhere to the guidelines of this 

policy, the expectations and roles of the elementary principal have shifted. Elementary 

principals are no longer called upon to maintain a single role as the school administrative 

manager. They are required to be instructional leaders who oversee all teaching and 

learning practices to ensure student achievement (CCSSO, 2007; Leithwood, Seashore-

Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano, Waters & McNulty, 2005; McEwan, 

2003, 2009; Murphy & Alexander, 2006; NAESP, 2001). In completing this large scale 

task, the elementary principal must maintain an expanded knowledge base of 

instructional models to ensure that the learning needs of all students served are addressed 

through ongoing professional learning (Dufour, Eaker & Dufour, 2005; Murphy & 

Alexandar, 2006). These effective elementary principals are responsible for maintaining a 

school culture that promotes student learning at its best (Elmore, 2000; Fullan, 2003; 

Ubben, Hughes & Norris, 2001). 

10 
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Research-based frameworks of strong leadership describing specific functions of 

effective elementary principals exist (CCSSO, 2007; Cotton, 2003; Gray & Streshly, 

2008; Marzano et al., 2005; McEwan, 2003). Effective elementary principals possess 

certain characteristics such as persistence, ambition and self efficacy that enable them to 

lead successful schools (CCSSO, Cotton; Gray & Streshly; Marzano et al; McEwan). 

These effective elementary principals provide self direction and set out to lead others 

(Covey, 2004). They also follow an internal set of values and set direction toward a 

unified vision (Kets de Vries, 2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Sergiovani, 2005). Effective 

elementary principals are all unique individuals aiming to achieve a high level of 

excellence. They all demonstrate common leadership behaviors such as sustaining a 

school culture that focuses on student achievement, modeling good character, and 

upholding strong lines of communication among all stake holders. Common leadership 

behaviors have been researched and demonstrated a positive correlation between 

effective school leadership and student achievement (CCSSO; Cotton; Gray & Streshley; 

Marzano et al.; McEwan). Effective elementary principals not only know what to do, but 

also when, how and why to do it (Fiedler, 1997; Waters, Marzano, & McNulty, 2003). 

The effective elementary principal acts as an active member of the staff, one who 

serves, facilitates and instructs teachers to promote differentiated instruction to meet 

individualized student learning needs, including the learning needs of gifted students 

(Davis & Grimm, 2004; VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). In order to ensure 

excellence in gifted programming, elementary principals need to be involved in the 

process for establishing identification criteria, as well as, facilitate a rigorous program 

that meets the differentiated academic needs of gifted students (Callahan, 2004). 
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Gifted programs are guided by methods that require careful planning, 

development and implementation in order to meet the specialized instructional needs of 

gifted learners which may not be met in the regular classroom (Callahan, 2004; Renzulli 

& Reis, 2003; Rogers, 2002a; Van Tassel-Baska, 2003). National gifted standards 

relating to best practices for identifying and serving gifted students have been established 

(Landrum, Callahan & Shaklee, 1998, 2001). However, gifted programming is not 

mandated by the federal government (NAGC, 2008b). Gifted and talented students are 

mentioned in NCLB. Yet, there are no provisions in NCLB that hold schools accountable 

for students who are already performing above proficiency (Colangelo, Assouline & 

Gross, 2004b). Thus, the role of the federal government appears to be minimal when 

addressing the gifted population. One exception is the Jacob Javits Gifted and Talented 

Students Education Act (NAGC). 

The percentages of students identified as gifted in America range between 2% to 

11%, averaging to about 6% (Andrews, 2008). There are a wide variety of disparities 

among gifted programs in each state across America (Delisle & Lewis, 2003). 

Furthermore, gifted education policies vary from state to state. Only six states, including 

Georgia, mandate (State Law: OCGA 120-2-152, 1998) and provide funding for gifted 

programs (Davidson Institute for Talent Development, 2008). 

Georgia has been considered a national leader in providing multiple means for 

identifying gifted students. However, according to Andrews (2008), pockets of 

inconsistencies in the way each Local Education Agency (LEA) is adhering to legislation 

exist (SBOE Rule 160-4-2-.38; State Law: O.C.G.A. 120-2-152). Within each LEA, the 

elementary principal has a duty to provide knowledgeable concepts and active assistance 
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pertaining to gifted learners, as well as the gifted programming in their building (Lewis et 

al., 2007; Norton & Zeilinger, 1983; Weber et al., 2003). In meeting the needs of gifted 

students, the elementary principal, who serves as the instructional leader, also promotes 

the importance for attending professional development courses pertaining to the needs of 

gifted students. In addition, the elementary principal must encourage the incorporation of 

gifted goals, research-based gifted practices, and test data assessments into the school 

professional learning plan in order to produce a high achieving school that ensures 

academic success for all students, including gifted students (Landrum et al., 1998, 2001; 

Rogers, 2002a). 

This chapter provides an extensive review of the literature that guides this study 

of Georgia elementary principals and their role in identifying and serving gifted students. 

The chapter is divided into eleven categories: (a) leader characteristics, (b) knowledge 

base of leaders, (c) leader behaviors, (d) school leadership, (e) effective principals of 

successful schools, (f) elementary principals as instructional leaders, (g) gifted education, 

(h) context of gifted education, (i) gifted in context of the No Child Left Behind Act of 

2001, (j) conceptions of giftedness, (k) gifted programming, (1) responsibility of gifted 

coordinator and (1) elementary principals and successful gifted programming. Each of 

these categories adds to the framework for this study. 

Leader Characteristics 

Although there is a continuing debate covering what characteristics and traits are 

possessed by effective leaders in schools, a review of leadership characteristics 

demonstrates that effective leaders possess some common characteristics. The following 

is a review of the literature that covers some of these common leader characteristics. 
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Researchers and theorists have set out to distinguish leaders from non-leaders and 

have attempted to define the characteristics of great leadership (Bass, 1990; Covey, 2004; 

Schermerhorn, Hunt & Osborn, 2005; Stogdill, 1974). Volumes have been written in an 

effort to define leadership (Covey). Yet, it must be noted, that it is difficult to establish 

one true definition or criterion of leadership (Clark & Clark, 1990). Rost (1991) stated ... 

"that over 60 percent of the authors who have written on leadership since 1910 did not 

define leadership in their works" (p. 6). Stogdill interpreted leadership as the process of 

encouraging the actions of an organization to set goals and reach common outcomes that 

is focused around achievement. Kenzevich (1975) defined leadership as a force that can 

influence the actions of people, guide and maintain direction, and establish a unified 

purpose to reach appointed goals. Bass (1985) maintained that it is difficult to narrow 

down leadership into one all-encompassing definition. Cheng (1996) affirms two general 

components of leadership; first, leaders have the ability to influence the behavior of 

others, and second, a leader is goal oriented and focuses on achievement. According to 

Kets de Vries (2001), leadership can be viewed as a property and a process. In the case of 

property, leadership is a set of characteristics that enables leaders to attain goals. Kets de 

Vries noted that the process of leadership is willingness to labor for the cause, reference 

power bases and to direct activities toward a unified goal. Covey stated that leadership is 

teaching people to recognize the value of self worth and to self actualize their own 

vitality to the organization. Sergiovanni (1992, 2005) held that there is value in 

recognizing three important aspects of a leader: the heart of leadership, the hand of 

leadership and the head of leadership. The heart of leadership is what a leader believes 

and values (Sergiovanni, 2005; Kouzes & Posner, 2002). The hand of leadership views 
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situations in reference to behaviors and circumstances. The head of leadership uses the 

belief theory applied to practice and its application to real world situations. By using 

these aspects in unity, over time personal vision and an internal set of values become the 

driving force behind effective leadership (Sergiovanni). 

A comprehensive range of leadership characteristics is standard among effective 

leaders (Kets de Vries, 2007). Buckingham and Clifton (2001) acknowledged 34 

characteristics that a group of corporate leaders possessed. In their research, they 

recognized that some behaviors were more apparent than others, depending on individual 

strengths and specific situations. In addition, the corporate leaders in this study revealed 

that effective leaders hired the right people, placed people in the right positions and 

focused their attention on strengthening the organization (Buckingham & Clifton). The 

characteristics of these leaders, as well as other effective leaders remain constant (Senge, 

1996). The best leaders are committed to public service, well liked, patient, tolerant, 

mature and willing to work hard (Hesselbein & Shrader, 2008). Covey (2004) noted that 

master leaders possess three common characteristics: service, passion and adaptability. 

Noble leaders possess characteristics of optimism, faith, and hope (Bennis, 2003). A vital 

leader engages in thinking, making decisions and solving problems (Wong & Wong, 

1998) to inspire others to find their voice (Covey). Eminent leaders set direction within 

an organization, demonstrate good character, mobilize individual responsibilities and 

generate organizational capabilities (Ulrich & Smallwood, 1999). Covey noted that great 

leaders set out to increase their own influence, as well as the influence of members within 

the organization. Covey (2004) developed the four concepts of leadership to guide 
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leaders in promoting individual and organizational successes. The following four roles of 

leadership act as a compass for guiding a personal model of leadership: 

1. Modeling (conscience): Set a good example 

2. Pathfinding (vision): Jointly determine the course 

3. Aligning (discipline): Set up and manage systems to stay on course 

4. Empowering (passion): Focus talent on results, not methods, then get out of 

people's way and give help as requested (p. 114). 

Effective leaders come in a variety of shapes, sizes, ethnic backgrounds, and 

dispositions; yet, they all manifest common characteristics that make them stand above 

the rest (Bennis, 2003). These leaders are excellent communicators, processors, 

innovators and transactors (Kets De Vries, 2007). Effective leaders also maintain a shared 

vision, passion towards life and profession, integrity at all cost, trust to ensure growth, 

curiosity to want to learn and a risk-taking spirit (Bennis). These leaders are ethical and 

abide by a set of morals (Bennis; Burns, 2005). Hence, effective leaders possess common 

characteristics that make them great (Sparks, 2005). 

Knowledge Base of Leaders 

Knowledge base is a database of specialized information used to develop 

understanding and foster teaming relationships within an organization (Cunningham & 

Cordeiro, 2003; Leithwood & Duke, 1999). It serves as a means to generate scientific 

knowledge and to secure professional stability (Culbertson, 1988). Leading requires 

mastery; and mastery is obtained when leaders accumulate a specialized body of 

knowledge that reflects competency and proficiency. An established knowledge base that 

focuses on improving respect and standing in an organization should be implemented by 
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a leader (Shulman, 1987). In addition, when leaders accumulate new knowledge and can 

adequately apply the concepts to a pre-existing knowledge base within their profession, 

then positive changes can take place within an organization (Elmore, 2000; Fullan, 2003; 

Sergiovanni, 1992) Empirical research is essential for establishing a professional 

knowledge base; yet, practical knowledge created by professionals assists in building a 

knowledge base, too (Ayers, 1988). Knowledge base is driven by practice and based on 

real world situations that require more accuracy than theory (Hallinger & Murphy, 1991). 

Hence, knowledge and practice of leadership coexist according to Cornbleth (1986). 

A political push to institute a stable knowledge base for leadership accreditations 

and licensing practices exists (English, 2006). Experts in the field note that empirical 

research should not be the predominant factor for establishing a knowledge base. There is 

error in setting a prerequisite knowledge base because new information is constantly 

generated (Fullan, 2003; Imber, 1995; Sergiovanni, 1992). Therefore a leader must be 

equipped with a knowledge base that encompasses specialized information, knowledge of 

history, ownership of personal and professional values, and established field of study 

guidelines to effectively lead (Cornbleth, 1986). 

Leader Behaviors 

Leadership behaviors are extensive and leaders select or invent patterns of 

practice that are rational responses to an array of diverse challenges. Leaders act on what 

they feel and think (Leithwood & Duke, 1999). Leader behaviors have been shown to 

determine the development of job satisfaction and performance (Herzberg, 1968). 

Leaders who speak with clarity and accountability, while respecting all staff members 

within the organization have the capacity to produce extraordinary results (Sparks, 2005). 
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Assessments designed to measure the effectiveness of leader behaviors have been 

recognized as beneficial in providing evidence of great leadership. However, it is 

important to note that analyzed self-reported leadership behavior assessments have led to 

inaccuracies when trying to categorize a specific leadership style exhibited by a leader 

(Bulach, Booth & Pickett, 2006). 

Behavior theorists postulate that specific leadership behaviors make staff 

members more effective (Rost, 1991). Schermerhorn et al. (2005) stated that "the 

behavioral perspective assumes that leadership is central to performance and other 

outcomes are based on behaviors" (p. 242). For example, Jim Collins, along with 21 

graduate students, analyzed 1,435 companies to document how good companies moved 

forward to achieve greatness. These researchers found eight common behaviors of 

successful "Level 5 Executives" who lead great companies (Collins, 2001). In a review of 

Collins work, Gray and Streshly (2008) note that these behaviors were classified as 

compelling modesty, duality of professional will and personal humility, and a culture of 

discipline (Gray & Streshly, 2008). Collins further noted that great leaders attributed the 

success of the companies they lead to their employees, as well as to factors other than 

themselves. However when failure occurred, they blamed themselves and took full 

responsibility (Collins). 

McGregor (1960) revealed a behavioral view of leadership using the Theory X 

and Theory Y concept. The two opposing constructs showed how leaders viewed 

behavior within an organization. In Theory X assumptions, the leader coerced and 

controlled staff members. Leaders who follow the Theory X belief system think that staff 

members dislike work and lack responsibility and ambition. In Theory Y assumptions, 
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the leader's role is to develop potential and encourage all staff members to use their 

potential to reach common goals. Leaders who follow the Theory Y belief system think 

that all staff members are committed, self-disciplined and creative. 

Blake and Mouton (1964, 1985) developed the managerial leadership grid using 

the research derived from the Ohio State leadership studies. The managerial leadership 

grid plots how much attention is focused upon the following two concepts: (1) the 

concern for people (vertical axis) and (2) the concern for production (horizontal axis) 

(Schermerhorn et al. 2005). According to Blake & Mouton, both axes have a range of 

zero thru nine with zero indicating minimum concern and nine indicating maximum 

concern. Most people fall somewhere in the middle of the two axes. The leaders who 

score on the far end of the scale, either minimum or maximum, are categorized into four 

specific types of leaders. First, the authoritarian leader (high task, low relationship) 

avoids cooperation and expects the staff to follow through with demands to meet 

production. Second, the team leader (high task, high relationship) leads by example and 

encourages the staff to reach goals through the use of team cooperation. Third, the 

country club leader (low task, high relationship) uses rewards to maintain order, as well 

as to encourage the staff to attain set goals. Fourth, the impoverished leader (low task, 

low relationship) is unconcerned with the welfare of the staff and the demands of 

production. These leaders delegate and then disappear. Finally, the best type of leader, 

according to Blake and Mouton (1985), the team leader, falls close to nine on both axes, 

but is sometimes required to implement one of the other three existing types of leadership 

depending on the circumstance. 
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House's (1971, 1996) path-goal theory of leadership emphasizes how a leader 

influences followers' perceptions of both work aspirations and personal aspirations to 

gain leadership satisfaction by the masses. The path-goal approach shows four types of 

leader behaviors: (a) directive, (b) supportive, (c) achievement oriented and (d) 

participative (House & Mitchell, 1974). After thirty years, an expansion of leader 

behaviors that include traditional and novel leadership to the original path-goal 

relationships have added support to encourage training that can be used to manipulate 

leadership behavior to fit the situation contingencies and leaders to self-diagnose 

situations and be able to change the contingencies (Schermerhorn et al., 2005). 

In essence, leader behavior is the most important factor that affects an 

organization's climate (Bolman & Deal, 1991). Effective leaders participate in 

collaborative planning and encourage shared leadership. The next generation of leaders 

knows that staff members are a critical piece in the leadership process (Bennis, 2003). 

Together, in the 21st century, leaders and followers will lead successful organizations 

through active participation and involvement (Rost, 1991; Sergiovanni, 2005). 

School Leadership 

Before looking at effective principals who lead successful schools, it is important 

to consider the premise of school leadership. My investigation revealed that school 

leadership is influential within an organization. If the leadership is not constant and 

positive then the performance of the principal will be less than successful. 

Educational administration has evolved to support the American system of 

education. In the early 1800s, the responsibility for maintaining adequate supervision and 

administration for education was practically non-existent. It was a job assigned to an 
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individual within the community whose position, known as the school agent, mainly 

reflected the use of unskilled and inadequate professional practices in the field of 

education. Over time, great strides have been made to meet the practical and 

administrative needs for maintaining an effective educational school system (Berry & 

Beach, 2006). 

Just as the one-room school was an evolutionary step in the American system of 

education, the role of school agent evolved into the educational leader, and then into 

principal and finally superintendent. Over time, knowledge was gained from running a 

school. In addition, a collection of professional characteristics, behaviors, and 

dispositions were derived. Eventually, the needs of the community, its children, and the 

schools evolved and progressed (Berry & Beach, 2006). 

By the late 1800s, the first university-level training for educational leadership was 

developed at the University of Michigan to fulfill the scope and purpose of preparation of 

an effective school leader. By the 1900s, the inception of school leadership as a 

profession was established. In some instances, knowledge gained from prior professional 

experiences has stood the test of time and is still practiced. In other instances, former 

leadership practices have been challenged and need to go, in an effort to meet the 

growing needs of the education system within the 21st century (Berry & Beach, 2006). 

In striving for excellence, effective school leaders self-assess their capabilities to 

ensure adequacy and reliability of leadership practices being implemented within their 

school (Covey, 2004; Wheatley, 2005). School leaders have the power to enlighten and 

encourage staff members. On the other hand, they also have the power to prohibit 

positive growth by casting shadows (Johnson, 2001). Effective school leaders take 



22 
ownership, provide insight, and promote learning and model sharing. When these actions 

are facilitated by effective school leaders, a directional view for meeting the needs of 

future educational leadership endeavors will occur (Gastil, 1994; Wheatley). 

An effective school leader strives to prepare future leaders by avoiding such 

norms as mediocrity and lack of mentorship. These leaders set high standards and 

consistently model professional integrity. They understand the importance for 

establishing a new generation of moral leaders who will positively influence student 

learning in America's public schools (Elmore, 2000; Fullan, 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005). 

Effective Principals of Successful Schools 

The understandings generated from the section below on effective principals who 

lead successful schools show that specific leadership behaviors have an impact on student 

achievement. It is evident that effective principals who exercise influence in the cause of 

student achievement affect student achievement. 

The traditional characterization of the principal in successful schools has been 

overshadowed by the modern age of management, authority, demeanor and instructional 

leadership (Ashby & Krug, 1998; Victor, 2001). A principal's level of self-efficacy as 

related to student achievement can be traced to personal experiences and beliefs, 

knowledge, and motivation (Murphy & Alexander, 2006). Today's principals encounter 

two major expectations. First, principals are expected to meet the needs of a diverse 

student population (Normore, 2004). Kets de Vries (2001) states that due to an increased 

globalization of businesses, public schools in the United States must acknowledge a 

strong cultural dimension to leadership; consequently, the leadership style of a principal 

is free from stereotypes and is sensitive to the different national customs and practices. 
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Second, principals strive to exceed the status quo by challenging students to increase 

academic achievement (Normore). 

According to Dufour (2001), principals are responsible for carrying out 

interchangeable duties that fall into the main categories of disciplinarian, supervisor, 

fundraiser, public relations expert, fiscal manager and instructional leader. In the age of 

accountability, the bar has been set high and a number of principals have gotten 

overwhelmed in a data driven society (Berry & Beach, 2006). Normore (2004) noted that 

the craft of leadership has taken a back seat to the new focus on quality and management. 

Many principals find themselves carrying heavier burdens due to responsibilities, stress, 

and a lack of resources and supervisor support (Ferrandino & Fafard, 2003). Despite 

these hurdles of mandates, some principals rise to the challenge of their position 

(CCSSO, 2007; Cotton, 2003; Gray & Streshley, 2008; Marzano et al., 2005; McEwan, 

2003, 2009). 

Effective principals focus on student achievement, the welfare and development 

of students and staff and the empowerment of all stakeholders. They also serve as a direct 

line to quality leadership within the school building (Blase & Blase, 2000). Cotton (2003) 

maintains that principals in successful schools follow 26 fundamental behaviors that 

contribute to student achievement. The behaviors are divided into five categories, (a) 

establishing a clear focus on student learning, (b) interactions and relationships, (c) 

school culture (d) instruction and (e) accountability. Marzano et al. (2005) provide recent 

meta-analysis research, which affirmed that specific leadership behaviors impact student 

achievement. The study identified 21 responsibilities assumed by principals that are 

significantly correlated with higher student achievement. An efficient leader incorporates 
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balanced leadership practices that encompass responsibilities, knowledge, strategies, 

tools and resources to ensure a solid foundation with which student achievement can be 

built (Marzano et al.). 

Gray and Streshly (2008) completed a study using Collins's (2001) framework of 

highly successful executives. This framework was derived from the five year study of 

"Level 5 Executives" who lead great companies. According to Collins, "Level 5 

Executives" build enduring greatness and are ambitious for the organization. Gray and 

Streshly used Collins framework of "Level 5 Executives" to research the effectiveness of 

principals in highly successful schools. In their study, they found that principals of highly 

successful schools exhibited the same behaviors as the "Level 5 Executives" in Collins' 

research. These principals, like the "Level 5 Executives", manifested the same behaviors 

such as ambition, compelling modesty, and ambition for the success of the school. 

However, Gray and Streshly added one more behavior component to their Framework for 

Highly Successful Principals. In their research findings, the effective leaders in highly 

successful school also focused on building relations with their staff (Gray & Streshly). 

The Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards for 

School Leaders has served as a guide for state policymakers for over a decade. This set of 

standards was developed in an effort to improve educational leadership preparation, 

licensure, evaluation, and professional development (CCSSO, 1996). In their endeavor to 

find behaviors and characteristics of effective principals, Gray and Streshly (2008) 

argued that the Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards for 

School Leaders developed in 1996 had some research that supported effective standards 

for school leaders. However, they noted that the majority of the national standards for 
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school leaders were based on limited research and only discussed practices of effective 

leadership (Gray & Streshly). 

In an effort to address changing policies in the field of education, as well as to add 

exemplar educational leadership practices that have been researched since the 

implementation of the original leadership standards, the National Policy Board for 

Educational Administration adopted a revised version of the 1996 Interstate School 

Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Standards for School Leaders (CCSSO, 2007). 

The updated Interstate School Leaders Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) Educational 

Leadership Policy Standards, known as ISLLC 2008, retained the foundation of the 

original six ISLLC 1996 Standards for School Leaders, but the revised framework 

broadened the standards, as well as incorporated empirical research regarding the 

characteristics of effective principals, the role of principals in raising student 

achievement, and the best methods for developing effective principals. The ISLLC 2008 

standards were developed to serve as a framework on how to train, place and support 

current and future principals in their endeavor to lead successful schools in a more 

effective manner (CCSSO). 

McEwan (2003) synthesized current research generating a list of characteristics of 

highly effective principals such as being a facilitator, activator and contributor. In 

developing the ten traits, she used an extensive review of current literature on effective 

leadership in business, management, and psychology. She coupled the findings with best 

practices in the field of educational leadership. To confirm the findings, she selected a 

diverse group of individuals and used their responses to produce a final list (McEwan). 

McEwan (2009) also identified ten traits of highly successful schools. From her 
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synthesis, she concluded that successful schools implemented practices such as research-

based instruction, collaboration and ample opportunities for learning. Her findings were 

derived from an extensive literature review of the following: (a) effective schools 

research, (b) instructional leadership, and (c) case studies of 54 highly successful schools 

despite disparities. In addition, she conducted interviews with principals and staff 

members of highly effective districts and schools. Finally, she incorporated her own 

personal experiences as a principal (McEwan). 

Elementary Principals as Instructional Leaders 

The following section reviews insights from selected researchers relating to the 

value of elementary principals who serve as instructional leaders, in an effort to focus on 

increasing student achievement and investing in school reform. As this study focuses on 

the attributes of elementary principals who lead successful gifted programs, I felt it was 

important to review the literature pertaining to elementary principals who engage in 

effective instructional leadership. 

A principal, as the chief executive of a school, provides instructional leadership 

(CCSSO, 2007; Leithwood et al., 2004; Marzano et al., 2005; McEwan, 2009; Murphy & 

Alexander, 2006; NAESP, 2001). NAESP defines instructional leadership as leading 

learning communities. Researchers note four common essential functions of instructional 

leaders who lead learning communities: (a) establishing a vision, (b) sharing leadership, 

(c) gathering data and (d) supervising & assessing curriculum and instruction (CCSSO; 

Cotton, 2003; Harris, 2007; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; Marzano et al.; McEwan). 

Instructional leadership focuses on student learning and this is the touchstone for the 

accomplishments of successful schools (Leithwood et al.). To promote optimal learning, 
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elementary principals understand the complex makeup of human development in all 

aspects, including the cognitive, socio-emotional and moral domains (Kohlberg, 1981). 

By knowing and understanding human development, elementary principals can plan 

professional learning to better prepare teachers to develop age-appropriate lessons that 

challenge students and improve student achievement (Murphy & Alexander). In essence, 

student achievement is enhanced when elementary principals ensure that students are 

provided opportunities to explore and learn with the guidance of a knowledgeable teacher 

(Murphy & Alexander). 

The core of instructional leadership revolves around two main aspects: exercising 

influence and providing direction (Leithwood et al., 2004). In carrying this out, an 

effective principal implements distributive leadership linking instructional leadership 

behaviors to improved student achievement (Heck, Larsen, & Marcoulides, 1990; 

Spillane & Sherer, 2004). For example, the ISLLC 2008 research panel incorporated 

empirical research pertaining to distributive leadership when developing the national 

leadership standards. They found that schools in the 21st century were complex 

organizations that require an effective principal to use tools of distributive leadership, in 

an effort to direct multiple activities, led by many actors (CCSSO, 2007). In 

implementing distributive leadership, an effective principal allows teachers to play an 

important role in leading successful schools. These teachers serve as leading actors or co-

actors of activities such as leadership improvement initiatives that monitor school 

improvement plans and instructing professional development courses that focus on 

teaching and learning. In using distributed leadership, principals serve as directors of the 

entire school, as well as co-actors of over fifty percent of the activities that occur 
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(Spillane, Camburn & Pareja, 2007). In addition, when elementary principals use the 

tools of distributed leadership such as sensemaking (Weick, 1995) and visioning, 

individualized leadership characteristics become prevalent resulting in positive changes 

(Ancona, 2005). Therefore, distributed leadership allows for change to continue and the 

focus is on a community of teacher leadership supported by teacher leaders, as well as the 

instructional leader i.e., the principal (Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson & Hann, 2002; 

Spillane, 2006). 

In an effort to embrace school reform, as well as promote professional learning, 

an active collaboration of distributive leadership and transformational leadership between 

the school instructional leader, the principal, and teachers has been practiced. 

Transformational leadership is a way to establish goals, in an effort to achieve 

organizational successes that are gained through collective behaviors. (Bennis & Nanus, 

1985; Cunningham & Cordeiro, 2003). Transformational leaders are able to lead staff 

members, motivate staff members, and set expectations for staff members to follow. 

When school leaders set learning goals and apply the basic principles of transformation 

leadership, student achievement increases and school reform begins (Burns, 2005; 

CCSSO, 2007; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; McEwan, 2009; Sergiovanni, 1990). 

Therefore, these leadership practices promote the elementary principal as the 

instructional facilitator and enable teachers to be accountable for their own learning. 

(Marks & Printy, 2003). 

Gifted Education 

In the early 1900s, little consideration was given to gifted students (Davis & 

Rimm, 2004). Historically, only the children who were regarded as intelligent, as well as 
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financially capable, were identified as gifted. The children identified as gifted were 

allowed to further their education by attending secondary schools and universities 

(Newland, 1976). Nevertheless, the 1920s was a milestone decade involving gifted 

children in America (Greenlaw & Mcintosh, 1988). Building on Galton's and Binet's 

earlier research studies pertaining to the significance for measuring intelligence, Terman 

and Hollingworth made further contributions to the field of gifted education in America 

(Davis & Rimm). Terman created the first systematic sample of gifted identified 

behaviors (Terman, 1925). Hollingworth (1926) wrote articles and published the first 

textbook on gifted education processes for identifying, as well as, listing counseling 

techniques for gifted children. Later, in the 1940s and early 1950s, two notable gifted 

organizations were formed, the American Association for Gifted Children and The 

National Association for Gifted Children. Moreover, in 1957, the launching of Sputnik by 

the Russians caused a series of actions to address what was seen as a massive failure of 

the American education system (NAGC, 2008a). Talent searchers were established as a 

means to identify gifted children (Davis & Rimm). Eventually, great strides were made in 

contributing to the evolution of gifted education research in America (NAGC). 

In an effort to provide a foundation for this study, the following sections will 

review (a) context of gifted education, (b) gifted in context of the No Child Left Behind 

Act of 2001, (c) conceptions of giftedness, (d) gifted programming, (e) responsibility of 

gifted coordinators and (f) elementary principals and successful gifted programming. 

Context of Gifted Education 

By the 1990's, the American government and all 50 states had enacted legislation 

for identifying and serving gifted students. Administrators and principals nationwide 
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were beginning to show a commitment to gifted education (Davis, & Rimm, 2004). In an 

effort to accommodate school leaders and institute a knowledge base for gifted education, 

the National Research Centers on the Gifted and Talented were established at the 

University of Connecticut, University of Virginia, and Northwestern University (NAGC, 

2008a). According to NAGC, these research centers were set into place to help promote 

the advancement of gifted education and to provide resources to Local Education 

Agencies (LEAs). The United States Department of Education, Research and 

Improvement Division developed a report shedding light on how the needs of gifted 

students were not being met (NAGC). It further provided insight on how to implement 

quality programming practices that challenge the minds of America's gifted learners 

allowing for individualized beacons of light to shine (Ross, 1993). 

In 1996, the National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) commissioned a 

task force to establish Pre-K through 12th grade gifted program standards (Landrum & 

Shaklee, 1998). Several years later, the National Association for Gifted Students 

published a revised Pre-K throughl2th grade Gifted Program Standards with annotated 

rationales designed to assist school districts in establishing exemplar gifted programs that 

are student centered in an effort to meet the needs of all gifted learners (Landrum et al.). 

Gifted in Context of the No Child Left Behind Act of 2001 

NCLB produced historic educational reform based on stronger accountability, 

more freedom for individual states, encouragement of proven education methods and 

more choices for parents, in order to ensure that all students reach proficiency in reading 

and math by 2014. This federal law, originally known as Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, was put into place to meet two main goals: (1) to 
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improve student achievement by addressing the achievement gaps between minorities and 

non-minority students, as well as the achievement gaps between economically 

advantaged and disadvantaged students and (2) to ensure that all public school teachers 

are highly qualified (U.S. Department of Education, 2008). 

NCLB addresses gifted education only incidentally. In Title I, Basic Program 

Requirements for Academic Standards, Academic Assessment and Accountability, a 

suggested indicator of adequate yearly progress (AYP) is to record changes in the 

percentage of students finishing gifted and talented programs. In Title II of this act, local 

education agencies (LEAs) are responsible for providing teacher training to address the 

differentiated learning needs of students with exceptional abilities such as gifted students. 

Title V states that each LEA may use funds to help assist in initiating special educational 

services that are designed to address the educational needs of gifted students. Under this 

legislation, LEA's may apply for statewide grant money through the Jacob Javits Act to 

address the needs of gifted students. In Title VII & Title X, a portion of the funds 

received are to be used to establish programs that meet the special needs of Indian, Native 

Hawaiian and homeless gifted students. 

However, there are no provisions in NCLB that hold schools accountable for 

students who are already performing above proficiency (Colangelo et al., 2004b). 

Research in the field of education supports a need to establish excellence and equity for 

all students, including gifted students, in order to maximize optimal learning 

opportunities for all American children (Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Rogers, 2002a; 

Tomlinson, Kaplan, Renzulli, Purcell, Leppien & Burns, 2002). In an effort to be the 

voice and support of gifted education, advocates plead for accountability measures from 
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Congress designed to meet the educational learning needs of gifted students (NAGC, 

2008a). 

Many schools in America implement education programs that are geared to meet 

the needs of the average student (Davis & Rimm, 2004). These educational programs fail 

to address the individualized learning needs of gifted students. They also create an 

invisible ceiling that prohibits progressive learning of academically gifted students 

(Colangelo et al., 2004b). Scholars in the field of education present these reasons for why 

schools hold back America's brightest kids (Colangelo et al., 2004a): 

1. Limited familiarity with the research on acceleration 

2. Philosophy that children must be kept with their age group 

3. Belief that acceleration hurries children out of childhood 

4. Fear that acceleration hurts children socially 

5. Political concerns about equity 

6. Worry that other students will be offended if one child is accelerated. 
(p. 53) 

In an era of NCLB, Fordham Institute initiated a study that focused on the 

academic achievement of gifted students. Data were gathered from the National 

Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) to compare the academic progress of high 

and low achieving students since the implementation of NCLB. In analyzing fourth grade 

and eighth grade reading and math data, a steady increase of reading and math scores 

occurred for low achieving students. However, students already performing at 90% or 

above had made minimal gains since NCLB. In addition to analyzing student data, a 

national public school teacher survey was used in this study. The results from the 
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qualitative data revealed that a majority of the 3rd - 12th grade teachers surveyed felt that 

the curriculum and teaching strategies implemented in public schools should be dispersed 

equally among all students. However, these same teachers noted that this belief was not 

being put to practice. They further noted that their instructional focus was to meet the 

learning needs of the low end students and it was not a top priority to provide gifted 

students the same opportunity (Loveless, Farkas, Duffett, 2008). 

The National Association for Gifted Children advocates for legislation that will 

support gifted students. In 2009, the U.S. Department of Education distributed federal 

stimulus funds for K-12. The federal stimulus funds flow through two tracks (State 

Stabilization Fund and Title I Fund) and can be used to support gifted education (NAGC, 

2009). In addition, through the Higher Education Opportunities Act (HEOA) (2007) 

formally known as H.R. 4137, funds are being allocated in the form of grant monies to 

support teacher quality partnership grants. If a university selects to receive the grant 

money, it must be used to increase teacher candidates' awareness of students' specific 

learning needs, including needs of gifted and talented students (NAGC). 

Conceptions of Giftedness 

Research discussed in the following section brings to light three distinct concepts 

related to giftedness and intelligence and for this study will be referred to as (a) atypical 

intelligence, (b) typical intelligence and (c) basic intelligence. Atypical intelligence 

means that there are different ways in being precocious. Typical intelligence has been 

defined as common traits that represent intelligence such as exhibiting strong verbal skills 

and maintaining a high level of curiosity. Finally, basic intelligence describes what is 

needed to be recognized as gifted. 
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Atypical Intelligence 

Gardner (2004), Sternberg (1985) and Gagne (1995, 2003) designed models of 

giftedness that represent atypical intelligence concepts, emphasizing that there are 

different ways of being smart. These theorists argue that there are, in fact, many forms of 

intelligence besides traditional views of Intelligence Quotient (IQ). The many forms of 

intelligences vary in degrees and can be used simultaneously with one another, as well as 

independently managed depending on the given situation. For this reason, a description of 

the three gifted models that represent the atypical intelligence concept has been provided. 

Gardner's work around multiple intelligences has had a profound impact on 

thinking and practice in general, as well as gifted education in America (Smith, 2002). 

Gardner contributed to advancements in the area of identification processes in gifted 

education (Davis & Rimm 2004; Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994). Gardner (2004) holds 

that intelligence is best described as a series of competencies rather than one IQ score. 

These competencies are described as nine intelligences: linguistic, logical-mathematical, 

spatial, musical, bodily-kinesthetic, interpersonal, intrapersonal, naturalist and 

existentialist (Gardner). Gardner's theory has significantly influenced assessment 

practices, fueling the authentic assessment movement as an alternative to standardized 

norm-referenced assessments (Hearne and Maurer, 2000). Gardner (2003) notes that it is 

imperative to make the case that human brains and human minds are highly differentiated 

entities. It is fundamentally misleading to think about a single mind, a single 

intelligence, a single problem solving capacity. The mind consists of many intelligences, 

each of which operates according to its own regulations independently from the others 

(Fasko,2001). 
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Sternberg (1985) instituted a triarchic theory of human intelligence. Sternberg's 

model describes four main kinds of giftedness: (1) analytic, (2) synthetic, (3) practical, 

and (4) wisdom (Sternberg, 2003). Conventional intelligence tests capture analytic skills 

well, but do not give adequate measures of synthetic or practical skills. Hence, he 

developed the Sternberg Triarchic Abilities Test, published by Psychological Corporation 

to measure these skills (Hearne & Maurer, 2000). 

Differences exist between gifts and talents. Gifts are innate and talents are learned 

abilities (Gagne, 1995; 2003). According to Gagne's DMTG model, gifts can be defined 

into four categories (a) intellect, (b) creativity, (c) perceptiveness and (d) high level of 

sensory. Talents can be categorized into seven fields: (a) academics, (b) arts, (c) business, 

(d) leisure, (e) social action, (f) sports, and (g) technology (Davis & Rimm, 2004). 

Typical Intelligence 

Renzulli (1977, 1988) and Tannenbaum (1958, 2003) each designed a model of 

giftedness that represents the typical intelligence concept. Both of these theorists describe 

examples of common traits used to identify giftedness. To appreciate the typical 

intelligence concept, it is worth briefly visiting Renzulli's and Tannenbaum's models of 

giftedness. 

Renzulli, a pathfinder for gifted education, provided the framework for the 

creation of both insightful and challenging educational opportunities for gifted students 

(Davis & Rimm, 2004). Renzulli developed the three-ring conception of giftedness 

proposing highly productive people as having three interlocking clusters of ability 

(Knobel & Shaughnessy, 2002). Renzulli's early work focused on a triad of attributes: 

(a) above average ability, (b) task commitment, and (c) creativity (Renzulli, 1977). His 
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later model, the schoolwide enrichment model, became popular because it is inclusive, 

affecting many students in the school, while being highly effective with gifted students 

(Winebrenner, 2001). It provides gifted students with an enhanced educational model. He 

describes an organizational and service delivery model which has three components: 

Type I enrichment (general exploratory experiences); Type II enrichment (group training 

activities); and Type III enrichment (individual and small-group investigations of real 

problems) (Renzulli & Reis, 2003). Organizational elements include enrichment, needs 

assessments, professional learning, curriculum selection, and program evaluation (Hearne 

and Maurer, 2000). Some of the service content strands aim to enhance critical, creative 

and affective thinking through models of acceleration. (Colangelo et al., 2004b). In an 

effort to enhance content and thinking processes for gifted students, Renzulli (1988) 

further developed the multiple menu model. This model provides the following five 

planning menus (a) knowledge management, (b) instructional objectives, (c) instructional 

sequences, (d) instructional strategies and (e) artistic modifications, in order to design 

curriculum for gifted students that is interesting and effective (Davis & Rimm). 

Tannenbaum (1958) notes that gifted students demonstrate accelerated learning 

and creativity. He designed a model that lists eight categories of gifted persons such as 

producers of thoughts, creativity and performers of human services proficiency. In an 

effort to further explain the phenomenon of giftedness, Tannenbaum created five 

interconnecting factors that define giftedness (Davis & Rimm, 2004). The categorized 

factors are (a) a superior intellect, (b) strong special aptitudes, (c) non-intellective traits 

such as personality, (d) a challenging and supportive environment and (e) chance 

(Tannenbaum, 2003). 
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Basic Intelligence 

Finally, this review of the literature revealed that Gottfredson created a model of 

giftedness that describes the basic intelligence concept, representing what is needed to be 

recognized as gifted. Gottfredson argued that all types of intelligences are related to basic 

intelligence (Davis & Rimm, 2004). 

Gottfredson developed a three-tier pyramid of intelligences. The top of the 

pyramid represents general intelligence, the middle tier stands for general abilities that 

are statistically correlated with intelligence and the base of the pyramid portrays specific 

abilities that are related to one or more types of intelligence (Gottfredson, 2003). 

Gottfredson believed that Gardner's nine intelligences and Sternberg's triarchic 

theory of human intelligence would fall in the middle tier of his three-tier pyramid of 

intelligences, hence, Gottfredson argued that Gardner's and Sternberg's gifted theories 

are connected to basic intelligence (Davis & Rimm, 2004). 

Gifted Programming 

A federal mandate or policy in America does not exist that enforces the 

implementation of gifted education programming. The Elementary and Secondary 

Education Act of 1965, as amended 20 U.S.C. § 7253 et seq. (NCLB, 2001) enacted a 

researched-based federal program that funds approximately $8 million each year for 

national research and gifted program development (NAGC, 2008b). 

In 1958, Georgia was the first state to pass legislation to meet the needs of gifted 

students (State Law: OCGA 120-2-152 Special Education Services, 1998). Georgia has 

been considered a national leader in providing equitable criteria for identifying gifted 

students (Andrews, 2008). 
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Gifted students may present special challenges to teachers, administrators, and to 

themselves. The success or failure of gifted students later in life is largely dependent 

upon their early education. The earlier the recognition of and streamlining of gifted 

programming for gifted students the better (Hollingworth, 1926; Kassan, Subotnik, 

Summers & Wasser, 1993; Rogers, 2002a; Tannenbaum, 1958; Van Tassel-Baska, 2003). 

The guiding premise for gifted programming is to identify and serve gifted students with 

exceptional instructional needs that cannot be met in a general education classroom 

(Clark, 2008; Gallagher, 1985; Van Tassel-Baska, 2008). Gifted coordinators as well as 

principals have a responsibility to develop, maintain and evaluate gifted programs 

(Landrum et al., 2001). The research discussed in the following section of this 

dissertation reveals four subsections highlighting their relationship to gifted 

programming: (1) identification of gifted students, (2) problems in identification process 

for gifted students, (3) underrepresentation of gifted minority students and (4) services 

for gifted students. 

Identification of Gifted Students 

Originally, gifted students across the U.S. were identified through intelligence 

tests. Intelligence tests were known to be predictive of academic success; hence, students 

who performed in the top 3 to 5 percent were identified as gifted (Davis & Rimm 2004; 

Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994). It has been argued that this method alone overlooked 

many gifted students across the U.S. (Coleman, 2000; Gardner, 2004; Johnsen, 2009; 

Matthew, 2008; Renzulli, Smith, White, Callahan, Hartman, & Westberg, 2002). In 1982, 

a National Report on Identification: Assessment and Recommendations for 

Comprehensive Identification of Gifted and Talented Youth was conducted (Richert, 
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1985). The data gathered from this report led the U.S. Department of Education to design 

a definition of gifted that would encourage states, as well as LEA's to rely on a broader 

definition that encompassed multiple means when identifying gifted students (Davis & 

Rimm). Multiple means involve multiple types of information, multiple sources of 

information, and multiple time periods. The multiple types of information include a 

student's cognitive abilities, academic achievement, performance in a variety of interests, 

creativity, motivation, and learning characteristics and behaviors. The multiple sources of 

information include test scores, grades, creativity tests, and recommendations from 

teachers, educators, community members and self (Johnsen, 2009). The multiple time 

periods are put into place to ensure that students are not overlooked and are observed 

year after year for possible eligibility (Coleman, 2003). In maintaining a defensible 

multiple means definition for identifying gifted students, equity and advocacy are key 

principles that should be implemented (Davis & Rimm). 

Appropriate identification methods include formal identification checkpoints and 

ongoing opportunities for students to be identified as their needs are recognized. The 

three phases in this process are nominating students, screening students for eligibility, 

and placing students who are eligible for gifted services (Coleman, 2003; Johnsen, 2009). 

Problems in the Identification Process of Gifted Students 

A number of potentially gifted students may be overlooked due to factors such as 

hidden abilities and underachievement due to their atypical characteristics (Gagne, 2003; 

Gardner, 2004; Sternberg, 2003). A potentially gifted child may possess hidden abilities 

(Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). Gifted children's IQ scores decrease at 

approximately nine years of age. The ideal age for testing is between the ages of four and 
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eight (Clark, 2002). Educators need to use all possible sources of information at an early 

age to aid in thorough identification methods (Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh). 

Giftedness emerges in different forms and may be masked due to cultural and socio

economic influences (Callahan, 1993; Han & Marvin, 2000). Multiple criteria are 

assessment methods that use different tests for identifying hidden abilities of potentially 

gifted students (Davis & Rimm, 2004). 

Some schools consider the top 15%, 10%, or 5% of their students to be gifted or 

talented. Unfortunately, this prohibits the identification of under-achieving students who 

are bored by a subject or do not see it as important and can pass with very little effort 

(Clark, 2002; Ross, 1993). This group represents a large population of students who are 

either underserved or neglected by gifted programs. A lack of curriculum modifications 

may be the single largest reason for underachievement (Stamps, 2004; Van Tassel-Baska 

& Stambaugh, 2006). Gifted children may also hide their giftedness and choose to 

conform for peer acceptance (Gross, 2000). A gifted student can adapt rapidly and 

successfully to his or her total environment (Johnsen, 2009; West, 1980). Gifted students 

at times will deliberately conceal their academic capabilities to avoid resentment from 

teachers and other students. Unfortunately, rather than investigate the cause, educators 

interpret the decreased motivation of gifted students as an indication that the students 

have leveled out and are no longer gifted (Gross, 1993; 2000; Van Tassel-Baska & 

Stambaugh). 

Underrepresentation of Gifted Minority Students 

According to Tomlinson, Callahan and Lelli (1997). . . "minority students, 

particularly those from low-income backgrounds, are typically underrepresented in 



41 
programs for the gifted" (p. 5). Traditional assessment measures, including standardized 

mental ability tests, teacher recommendations, and parent questionnaires are inadequate 

in the identification of gifted minorities. There are numerous factors that prohibit the 

identification of the minority population (Castellano, 2003). In our nation, there is a 

neglect of subculture values and abilities due to middle class mainstream biases of 

measurement instruments, tests standardized without sufficient numbers of minorities, a 

lack of knowledge in identifying cultural valued talents, and the product of environmental 

factors. National data concerning gifted education programs suggest that diversity is 

underrepresented (Castellano). The Research from the Education Department's Office of 

Civil Rights shows that the Caucasian and Asian student populations are overrepresented, 

while other minority students still remain underrepresented (O'Neil, 2006). Jones (1988) 

identified low academic expectations and teacher attitude as factors contributing to 

minority students not being referred for gifted services. In order to overcome these 

factors, gifted minority students need to be identified at an early age in order to cultivate 

targeted areas of giftedness and to foster motivation (Johnsen, 2009). Colangelo and 

Davis (2003) note that even though minority students are identified as gifted, they wrestle 

with the decision to participate in a gifted program due to the lack of ethnic diversity. 

Services for Gifted Students 

In providing services for gifted, it is important to consider the match between the 

complexity of the task and the level of student ability. Student engagement is linked to 

the idea that appropriate educational experiences should cater to the individual learning 

needs of gifted students. Differentiated instructional strategies and teaching techniques 

are important in meeting the needs of gifted students at different stages, in order to 
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strengthen gifts and talents. Therefore, gifted services should be tailored more 

specifically to meet individual needs (Clark, 2008; Colangelo et al., 2004b; Landvogt, 

2001; Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006; Winebrenner, 

2001). 

Several types of gifted delivery models exist. Acceleration, enrichment and ability 

or special grouping are the three most common ways schools are serving gifted students 

(Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). Acceleration is an intervention used to promote 

a gifted child to a higher grade or to provide advanced content to meet individualized 

learning needs. For example, a gifted student may be allowed to enter an elementary 

school or middle school a year earlier than expected. As another example, the academic 

content of three years may be combined into two years (Colangelo et al., 2004b; Davis & 

Rimm, 2004; Rimm, 1992). Many scholars in the field of gifted education argue for 

acceleration as the best intervention for reaching America's brightest children (Colangelo 

et al.). They point out that it has been strongly supported by decades of research (Rogers, 

2002b; Swiatek, 2002; Swiatek & Benbow, 1991; Tannenbaum 1958; Terman, 1925; Van 

Tassel-Baska, 2004). They further argue that policy implications of that research have 

been ignored by the education community (Colangelo et al.). 

In the enrichment delivery model, gifted children are provided academic 

extensions that encompass breadth and depth in addition to their regular education 

academics. This model can be used in a regular education setting, as well as in a gifted 

resource classroom. In enrichment, the students are positively engaged in activities such 

as writing, dramatics, debates, research skills, problem solving, science projects, 
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independent study projects and field trips (Davis & Rimm, 2004; Renzulli, 1977; 

Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). 

The third and most common type of gifted delivery model used in schools is 

ability grouping (Davis & Rimm, 2004). This type of grouping can be implemented in 

several ways and has demonstrated highly successful results (Kulik, 1992; Rogers, 

2002b; Slavin, 1987). In one method, gifted students are brought together for just one or 

two periods a week. In using this method, students meet with a gifted resource teacher to 

enhance language development or problem solving skills. In another method, gifted 

students are brought together for an entire day once a week, to provide enrichment and 

academic enhancement. This method allows the teacher to provide differentiated learning 

activities that follow rigorous standards and allow for active engagement. In addition, in 

some large cities, gifted students are brought together from different contributing schools 

to attend a special school designated for gifted students (Davis & Rimm). 

Regardless of the gifted delivery model used, gifted services designed to challenge the 

highest levels of student learning and creativity will promote high expectations, leading 

to academic achievement (Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). 

Responsibility of Gifted Coordinator 

Gifted coordinators leading successful gifted programs maintain a current 

knowledge base of empirical research in the field of education. They must adhere to the 

established guidelines written in the resource manual for gifted education services set by 

their respective state. In addition, they must aim for excellence and set out to establish a 

gifted program that meets the national gifted program standards. Gifted coordinators must 

be constant learners and attend national and state conferences held by organizations or 
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institutions such as the National Association for Gifted Children. They are responsible for 

setting goals to make systemic changes to promote awareness and advocacy for meeting 

the learning needs of gifted students by making presentations to other administrators, 

board members, principals, teachers, parents and community members. Gifted 

coordinators leading successful gifted programs also budget a portion of state funding to 

provide gifted teachers equitable resources, as well as professional learning pertaining to 

exemplary practices in the field of gifted education, in order to successfully meet the 

learning needs of gifted students (Davis & Rimm 2004; Hearne & Maurer, 2000; 

Landrum et al., 2001; Van Tassel-Baska, 2008). 

Elementary Principals and Successful Gifted Programming 

Due to NCLB and standards-based reform, a heightened emphasis has been placed 

on principals across the United States to be instructional leaders who are highly trained in 

curriculum and assessment, including the gifted curriculum that is delivered to gifted 

students (Avery, 2001). Effective principals are aware of the gifted curriculum being 

implemented in their building because they understand that. . ."there is a need to show an 

alignment between the district's standards of learning and the services that are delivered 

to gifted students" (Avery, 2001, p.l). These principals support the learning of gifted 

students in their school and can justify instructional activities being used in classrooms 

serving gifted students (Avery; Van Tassel-Baska, 1988). In addition, they provide 

professional training for all the teachers in order to identify gifted students, as well as 

meet the differentiated needs of gifted students in their school (Landrum et al., 2001; 

Tannenbaum, 1958; Tomlinson, 2003; Van Tassel-Baska, 2003). Effective principals 

hold themselves, as well as the teachers in their school, accountable for meeting the needs 
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of gifted students. In essence, effective principals participate in the planning, 

implementation and evaluation of gifted programming, in order to ensure that sufficient 

services are being provided to meet the diverse needs of gifted students in their school 

(Davis & Rimm, 2004; Landrum et al.; Van Tassel-Baska, 2008). These principals are 

innovative thinkers and have a high level of self-efficacy. They are the change agents for 

creating a learning environment that is efficacious for gifted students (DiPaola & 

Tschannen-Morgan, 2003). 

Summary 

Leaders provide self direction and set out to lead others (Covey, 2004). Effective 

school leaders not only know what to do, but also when, how and why to do it (Fiedler, 

1997; Waters et al., 2003). A proficient school leader has a broad knowledge base of 

models of instruction to ensure that all learning needs are addressed. (Murphy & 

Alexandar, 2006). As the instructional leader, the elementary principal is responsible for 

incorporating the gifted program into the framework of the school improvement plan 

(Norton & Zeilinger, 1983). In order to ensure excellence in gifted education, elementary 

principals need to be involved in the process for establishing identification criteria, as 

well as provide a rigorous program that will meet the differentiated academic needs of 

gifted students (Booth & Brown, 1985; Marshall, Ramirez, Plinske & Veal, 1998; Taylor, 

1987; Van Tassel-Baska, 2003). Gifted programs set into place for gifted students are 

guided by methods that require careful planning, development and implementation, in 

order to meet the instructional needs of gifted learners which cannot be met in the regular 

classroom (Clark, 2008; Van Tassel-Baska, 2008). National gifted standards relating to 
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best practices for identifying and serving gifted students have been established (Landrum 

etal.,2001). 

Aside from the obligation to meet the demands of NCLB and mandated remedial 

programs, some principals across the United States are leading gifted programs that meet 

the academic and affective needs of gifted students. Even though these principals know 

that the gifted students' state test scores will meet proficiency, their goal is to ensure that 

they receive academic challenges needed to excel and stay engaged in their learning 

(Clark 2005; Kenney, 2007). 



CHAPTER THREE 

METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

In this chapter, I describe procedures that were implemented to obtain and analyze 

data for this study of elementary principals who lead strong gifted programs. In the 

following sections, I discuss: (a) my rationale for conducting this study, (b) participant 

population, (c) the sample for this study, (d) the role of the researcher, (e) data collection, 

(f) data analysis, (g) context, (h) provisions for trustworthiness, (i) risks and protection of 

participants confidentiality and (j) a summary of the process. 

Rationale for Research Design 

In order to describe the unique characteristics of elementary principals who are 

instructional leaders of strong gifted programs in Georgia, I chose to conduct a qualitative 

research study. I found qualitative research to be a better fit for my study because it best 

revealed understandings, descriptions, and patterns of phenomena. According to Merriam 

(1998), qualitative research yields a rich and descriptive investigation that explains why 

participants respond in a certain way, the context in which participants respond and the 

obscure thoughts, and behaviors that govern responses of participants. The most logical 

qualitative approach for this study was to engage in naturalistic research using collective 

case study research methods. Case study is an inquiry that explores a present 

phenomenon within its real life context, particularly when the boundaries between the 
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phenomenon and context are not apparent (Yin, 2009). This case study research 

encompassed an intense study of participants in a setting (Trochim, 2005) which 

provided me with an opportunity to report a highly detailed narrative account of cross-

case descriptions and themes (Creswell, 2007; Salkind, 2006). Over a six-month period, I 

explored multiple bounded cases through detailed, in-depth data collection from diverse 

sources of information such as (a) semi-structured interviews, (b) documents pertaining 

to principals' beliefs found on the three school websites, (c) demographic data on schools 

located from state data bases and (d) school performance data derived from state data 

bases. 

Participant Population 

For this study, I used maximum variation procedures to sample three principals 

and three lead gifted teachers from three Georgia elementary schools with strong gifted 

programs. I took the following steps to establish a rationale for selecting the six 

participants. First, I retrieved, from the Georgia Department of Education website (2008), 

the contact list of all system coordinators who operate gifted programs. Then, in order to 

narrow down the sampling size, I constructed a subset list of school system coordinators 

who lead in school systems that meet the following criteria: 

(1) Schools within the system were recognized as 2008 Single Statewide 

Accountability System (SSAS) Award Winning Schools for: (a) Greatest Gain for 

Students Meeting and Exceeding Standards and/or (b) Highest Percentage of Students 

Meeting and Exceeding Standards (Governor's Office of Student Achievement, 2008). 

(2) System provided notice of gifted programming from a link on their home page 

website posting the following information (a) mission statement, (b) program services, 
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(c) referral process, (d) eligibility criteria, and (e) overview of curriculum. 

(3) System had a local gifted association and was listed on the Georgia Association for 

Gifted Children website (Georgia Association for Gifted Children, 2009). 

Once the subset list had been devised, I randomly selected five school systems in 

Georgia as possible study sites. It was my goal to have a narrowed selection of three 

school systems in Georgia to designate as the primary research sites for this study. I 

submitted a letter to each of the five school systems in Georgia, requesting written 

consent to participate in the study, as well as completed the Institutional Review Board 

(IRB) process for each of the possible study sites. It was my intent to purposefully sample 

one principal and one lead gifted teacher from three distinct districts in Georgia based 

upon demographics. 

Sample 

This qualitative study took place in the schools of the six participants. I used 

maximum variation to sample three principals and three lead gifted teachers from three 

different elementary schools with strong gifted programs in Georgia. Initially, I set out to 

gain access to conduct my research in three different types of school systems based on 

demographics: suburban, urban and rural. Creswell (2007) notes that it is important to 

represent diverse cases in order to fully describe multiple perspectives about the cases. 

However, I was not able to accomplish this because of unforeseen obstacles, e.g. (1) a 

limited pool of school systems based on the participant population criteria, (2) high stakes 

testing pressure on principals, (3) a limit on the number of external research studies that 

could be conducted within each school system every fiscal year, and (4) time restraints. 

An addendum to my IRB was filed to include additional school systems to be added to 
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my subset list. In moving forward, the rigorous process of completing request research 

packets for each school system, as well as waiting for a lengthy response time to gain 

approval, influenced my decision to go ahead and conduct my research within the school 

systems that had already granted me access. Therefore, principals and lead gifted teachers 

were purposefully sampled from two distinct school systems in Georgia. Two of the case 

study schools were in urban demographic settings. The remaining case study school was 

in a rural setting. There were no restrictions in reference to age, gender, and physical, 

mental and health status in terms of the selection process. 

Next, I contacted the gifted coordinators from each of the two school systems to 

ask for consent to carry out the research. Once the system coordinators agreed to assist 

the research study, I gained their assistance in the following: (1) procedures for carrying 

out the school system's IRB process, (2) selection of an elementary school with a strong 

gifted program for which research can be conducted, (3) contact information of the 

principal and the lead gifted teacher from the selected school and (4) guidance on the 

social context of the system's environment. According to Creswell (2007), a key element 

to qualitative success is to maintain an open and close relationship with the gatekeeper. 

My gatekeepers were the gifted coordinators. After I gained access from the two school 

systems to conduct my research, I contacted each appointed principal and lead teacher by 

letter to ask for their consent to allow me to come into their setting and conduct 

interviews. Once I was granted permission, I contacted each principal and lead teacher 

from each school system to come into their setting and conduct interviews. 
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Role of the Researcher 

As the researcher, I took precaution by gaining permission from the IRB from 

Mercer University to receive access to participants for the study. In addition, I gained 

approval from each of the school systems for which I conducted my research. 

Furthermore, I received written consent from each participant before any research began. 

Once permission was granted to collect data, I began my interviews and document 

collection. Research quality is heavily dependent on the skills of the researcher (Biklen & 

Casella, 2007). It was my responsibility to understand the settings through (a) personal 

experiences, (b) observations, (c) interactions and (d) discussions with participants 

(Patton, 2002). Hence, it was my responsibility to report an accurate account of what was 

known in an effort to derive new meaning, as well as extend existing experiences 

(Merriam, 1998; Yin, 2009). 

The rationale behind this research was a desire to know more about the attributes 

of elementary principals that enable them to lead successful gifted programs. I had a 

working knowledge of gifted education. However, the yearning behind this study was to 

ensure that when I am principal of an elementary school I will be able to appropriately 

meet the learning needs of gifted students. In conducting this study, I had no direct 

relationship with any of the settings beyond the fact that I was a lead gifted teacher in one 

of the school systems, but my school was not one of the schools used as a study site. 

However, I had personal connections to this study. First, I serve as a practitioner in the 

field of gifted education on the elementary level. Second, I have a daughter who is gifted. 

Moreover, I respect the profession and have an invested interest in research pertaining to 
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gifted education. I am passionate about gaining knowledge of and advocating for gifted 

education. 

Data Collection 

I began to analyze data from earlier transcripts while I was still conducting 

interviews. The analysis helped subsequent interviews. Bogdan and Biklen (2007) offer 

the following recommendations for analyzing case study data as they are being collected: 

(a) maintain a narrowed focus for the study, (b) maintain focus to develop analytic 

questions that are relevant to your study, (c) record memos and observer's comments to 

enhance critical thinking to make connections to substantial issues, (d) consistently 

explore the literature in the field of study to ensure breadth and depth and (e) bring data 

to life through the use of metaphors, analogies and visualizations. 

I collected data using interviews and documents. Interviews are a key ingredient 

in the data collection process (Creswell, 2007). I used the semi-structured open-ended 

interview format. The principal interview questions were designed to focus on the 

elementary principal's knowledge of gifted education and gifted children characteristics, 

as well as dispositions regarding gifted children. The gifted lead teacher interview 

questions analyzed the teachers' perspective on the role of the principal in supporting 

their gifted program. The open-ended interview format granted participants the freedom 

to change directions in an effort to gain additional information that may have been 

pertinent to this study. I tape recorded each interview and then transcribed the data. Then, 

I analyzed the qualitative research data using the software package NVivo 8. 

In an effort to gather additional data sources, I collected the four documents found 

on each of the study site school's websites. I grouped the documents into the following 
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four categories: (1) school's vision, mission and beliefs, (2) school improvement plan, (3) 

Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (SACs) Report and (4) principal's 

personal message. I used these sources of data to corroborate the interviews (Yin, 2009). 

For this study, data collection was divided up into three phases. For the first 

phase, I conducted initial interviews and transcribed data for each of the six participants. 

For the second phase of data collection, I returned and discussed my findings with each 

of the six participants to establish member checks. Then, I followed up with new 

questions that may have surfaced from emerging themes. For the third phase, I shared 

drafts of relevant sections of the report to receive feedback and serve as member checks. 

Data Analysis 

At the beginning of my research endeavor, the most current qualitative research 

that I found regarding the role of the elementary principal in gifted programming was a 

research study completed by Lewis, Curzeiro and Hall (2007). In this study, Lewis et al. 

investigated principal leadership on gifted education in schools that were known to have 

high-quality elementary gifted programs. In selecting the two purposely sampled 

participants, they received a list of elementary principal names for those schools 

providing strong programs for gifted learners from the state consultant of gifted 

education. For my study, I used this method for recruiting the six participants. 

Before I found the research study conducted by Lewis et al., I found few studies 

pertaining to the role of the elementary principal in gifted programming. However, Lewis 

et al. provided insight of similar studies to use in an effort to construct the theoretical 

framework of my study (Booth & Brown, 1985; Norton & Zeilinger, 1983; Weber, 

Colarulli-Daniels & Leinhauser, 2003). Norton and Zeilinger provide a framework for 
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elementary principals that focused on requirements of a principal in leading effective 

programming for gifted students. Thus, I extended my research to include research 

studies of successful schools led by effective leaders who exhibited certain behaviors and 

characteristics. I first turned to the research of Marzano, Waters, and McNulty (2005). 

Based on analysis and survey results, they developed a framework of 21 leadership 

responsibilities that have a significant effect on student achievement. In their research, 

transformational leadership and instructional leadership were important for the 

foundation and references for their research. Marzano's et al. leadership framework was 

similar to Cotton's (2003) framework of 26 leadership practices of effective leaders. I 

used the leadership frameworks of Marzano et al., as well as Cotton for my data analysis. 

In addition, I used the leadership framework pertaining to highly successful 

principals developed by Gray and Streshly's (2008) as part of my data analysis. In their 

study, they found that principals of highly successful schools exhibited the same 

characteristics and behaviors of the "Level 5 Executives" of Collins' research noting one 

additional finding: all highly successful principals demonstrated a strong ability to build 

relationships among their faculty. 

After further research, I found that the authors of the Interstate School Leaders 

Licensure Consortium (ISLLC) 2008 standards, as adopted by the National Policy Board 

for Educational Administration (NPBEA) for school leaders (2007), have gathered 

further empirical evidence supporting their six leadership standards. These six standards 

serve as a model for many state education leadership policies. Due to its significance to 

the field of educational leadership, I used the six Educational Leadership Policy 

Standards Framework of the ISLLC 2008 in my data analysis. 
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Furthermore, I used the framework of McEwan's (2003) ten traits of highly 

effective principals when analyzing my data. I also used McEwan's (2009) ten traits of 

highly effective schools as standards that must be mastered by a school in order to 

achieve effectiveness, as a reference for this study. 

Finally, a lack of current and extensive research helped to confirm the importance 

for incorporating the research-based leadership frameworks into the analysis of my 

research. By using these frameworks, I was able to gain a better understanding of 

elementary principal's practices and beliefs, as well as pinpoint common descriptors 

among both services: (1) regular education programming and (2) gifted programming. 

Along with my own codes, I used the following six leadership frameworks listed below. 

For a detailed description of the six Frameworks, see Table 1. 

1. Cotton (26 Leadership Practices) 

2. Marzano, Waters and McNulty (21 Leadership Responsibilities) 

3. Gray and Streshly (9 Indicators for the Highly Successful Principal) 

4. McEwan (10 Traits of Highly Effective Schools) 

5. ISLLC 2008 (6 Leadership Standards) 

6. Norton and Zeilinger (12 Leadership Role Functions) 
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I interviewed three elementary principals and three lead gifted teachers from three 

different elementary schools. Each principal interview lasted roughly one hour and 

yielded approximately 13 pages. Each lead gifted teacher interview lasted roughly forty-

five minutes and yielded approximately 6 pages. All of the interviews were recorded. 

Appendices D and E provides a list and order of the specific questions used for this study. 

After transcribing the six interviews, I examined the data and developed my own 

codes. I re-examined the data and completed a second coding confirming my original 

processed codes. From the transcribed data, I logged my 39 original codes into the 

computer software program NVivo 8, along with the corresponding data. When 

examining self-coded data, amounts between thirty to fifty codes is considered 

appropriate (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). I labeled these codes Wynn's Gifted Leadership 

Action Codes (See Appendix F). Next, I re-coded the transcripts using each of the six 

leadership frameworks. I re-examined the re-coded data transcripts to confirm the results. 

I subsequently logged the leadership framework codes into the NVivo 8 program, along 

with corresponding data. Afterwards, I organized the data into the following six primary 

categories: (1) Stewardship of Ethics, (2) Stewardship of Vision, (3) Stewardship of 

Purpose, (4) Stewardship of Resources, (5) Stewardship of Operational System and (6) 

Stewardship of Lifelong Learning. Finally, using these data, I extrapolated the six 

categories and developed my own framework regarding principals' roles as educational 

stewards for gifted students and gifted programs. Table 2 is a model the leadership 

framework that I developed. 
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Table 2 

Wynn 's Framework of Principals' Roles as Educational Stewards for Gifted Students and 
Gifted Programs 
Stewardship Description 
Stewardship of Ethics Willingness to serve as a role model for staff and 

students in an effort to support the success of gifted 
students by exemplifying trustworthiness, fairness, 
integrity and humility. 

Stewardship of Vision Acknowledges responsibility for identifying and 
serving gifted students, as well as incorporates the 
learning needs of gifted students into the development 
and implementation of the school wide improvement 
plan. 

Stewardship of Purpose Is an advocate for gifted programming and sets high 
expectations for gifted learners; challenges the status 
quo in an effort to protect the academic rights of gifted 
students. 

Stewardship of Resources Builds strong relationships with students, teachers, 
parents and community members; effectively uses 
human resources to seek council, as well as uses time, 
materials and facility resources in an effort to sustain 
programs for gifted students. 

Stewardship of Operational 
System 

Upholds a safe and efficient learning environment; 
monitors the effectiveness of research based gifted 
practices and their impact on student achievement. 

Stewardship of Lifelong Serves as an instructional leader to establish a culture 
of continuous learning; uses the knowledge of the 
characteristics of gifted children in planning and 
developing professional learning courses that focus on 
rigor, differentiation and intellectual growth to meet the 
diverse learning needs of gifted students. 
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Context 

This study was conducted in two separate school systems within Georgia that will 

be noted from this point forward as County A and County B. Two of the case study 

schools in this study were Pre-K- 5th grade public elementary schools located within 

County A. The two case study schools located within County A represented different 

demographic locations. One school was urban and the other school was rural. The third 

case study school in this study was located in County B. This school was a specialized 

center for gifted education that transported and served gifted identified students for a full 

day of service once a week. This case study school was located in an urban demographic 

setting. 

In an effort to keep specific information pertaining to the three case study schools 

confidential, I have used pseudonyms. In order to protect each of the six the participant's 

anonymity, I have used pseudonyms. A description of each study site follows. 

County A 

County A is located in a central Metropolitan area and is one of the most rapidly 

growing communities in Middle Georgia (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009). According to the 

U.S. Census Bureau, the population of County A has grown from a population of 89,208 

in 1990 to a current population of 128,345. It covers approximately 400 square miles and 

contains three incorporated cities. It is located in close proximity to interstates, highways, 

airports and some rail access. The ethnic demographic data of County A is approximately 

69% White, 26% Black, 2% Asian and 3% Hispanic. The median household income in 

2007 was $52,911. The index crime rate in 2004 was approximately 45%. County A is 
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highly recognized for its public and private schools. It encompasses a public school 

system that is recognized for having schools of excellence. County A has 21 elementary 

schools, 7 middle schools, 4 high schools and 1 career/technology center. At the time this 

study was conducted, it had a total student population of 22,975 with approximately 11% 

of those students identified as gifted. Eighteen of the schools (K-12) have been 

recognized as Georgia Schools of Excellence and three schools have been named 

National Blue Ribbon Schools in County A. Five colleges and universities combined 

have satellite campuses located in County A. In addition, County A is known for its great 

economy and skilled workforce, as well as cost of living standard that is below the 

national average. The labor force consists of 61% white collar workers and 37% blue 

collar workers, with a steady job growth rate of 36.5%. County A is recognized for 

having the largest industrial complex in the state, and for having two full service 

hospitals with an average of 200 physicians. It is also the home to an advanced 

technology institute and engineering research center. 

Case Study School #1, Dogwood Elementary 

Dogwood Elementary School is touted as "The Greatest School in the Universe" 

by the principal, staff, parents and students. Dogwood Elementary is a high poverty urban 

school located in County A. The school was built in 1971. The mission of Dogwood 

Elementary is to provide an atmosphere that is conducive to learning and to promote 

within each student a sense of responsibility, self-discipline, self-worth and cooperation. 

Dogwood Elementary is a Title I Distinguished School and had an enrollment of 

635 students at the time this study. The 2007-2008 student demographics were 50% 
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White, 33% Black, 8% Hispanic, 7% Multiracial, 2% Asian, 17% Students with 

Disabilities, 8% Limited English Proficient, 1% Migrant, 4.3 % Gifted and 64% eligible 

for free and reduced meals. The school had a 13:1 student-teacher ratio and a 16:1 

teacher-administrator ratio. 

Dogwood Elementary had achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for six 

consecutive years, earning a distinguishing AYP rating. In order to meet AYP, Dogwood 

Elementary met the following criteria: 95% Participation, Academic Performance Index 

(Annual Measurable Objective), and Second Indicator (Attendance Rate). Dogwood 

Elementary met the Performance Index that included the most recent two years of the 

states Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) indicating an increase in the 

percentage of students meeting and exceeding standards. The percentage of students 

meeting and exceeding standards was 91.42%. A gain of 2.74% over the prior year was 

accomplished. This change was at or above 53.63% of the elementary schools in Georgia. 

2008 

2007 

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100% 
Percentage of Students 

| i r leeting Standards H Excewing Standards 

I—2,?4% Gain - 54th 
Percentile 

Figure 2. Performance Index for Dogwood Elementary 
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Case Study School Principal #1, Mr. Langston 

Mr. Langston has been principal of Dogwood Elementary for five years. He 

recently received, from the state, the prestigious award as a 2008 "High Performance 

Principal". 

Before becoming principal, he served as an assistant principal for two years. This 

administrative job was a shared position between two elementary schools. His 

undergraduate degree was in history for grades 7th - 12th. He earned a Masters Degree, 

as well as Specialist Degree in Educational Leadership. 

In the five years that Mr. Langston has been at Dogwood Elementary the 

percentage of students receiving free and reduced meals has increased from 

approximately 34% to 64%. According to Mr. Langston, 

It's been a huge change over a short period of time and so it has been a challenge. 
The teachers have responded very well to the challenge, although it has its pains. 
So, we have been very successful. We are a very high performing school. We 
succeed well on standardized tests and the teachers do a good job of working with 
the students needing remediation and/or enrichment. 

I observed that he was confident, humble and caring. Mr. Langston treated me 

with respect and I observed that he never looked at his watch or computer throughout the 

entire interview. Within five minutes of our first interview session, I perceived a cohesive 

and caring work environment. When asked how his school met the needs of gifted 

students, Mr. Langston replied: 

Our gifted teacher is not the only one, you know, that meets their needs. I think at 
Dogwood we have a faculty that understands that gifted children need different 
kinds of challenges...So, as a school we try to always implement differentiation... 
We supplement what they are doing because they need those extra challenges. 
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Case Study School Lead Gifted Teacher #1, Mrs. Cline 

Mrs. Cline is a veteran gifted teacher. She has taught gifted education across the 

United States, as well as in Colombia, South America. She was taught by some of the 

gurus of gifted education, including Dr. Carol Schlicter, Dr. Joe Renzulli and Dr. Sally 

Reis. She earned both her Master's Degree and Educational Specialist Degree in Gifted 

Education. Mrs. Cline is an advocate for gifted students. She is proactive when it comes 

to promoting gifted education. In addition, she teaches gifted endorsement courses such 

as Characteristics of Gifted Students at the graduate level once a week in the evening. 

She is very knowledgeable in the field of gifted and has many experiences in working 

with gifted students. 

In interviewing Mrs. Cline, I perceived her to be a kind and friendly teacher who 

seemed open to learning new things. She did not claim to know all the answers pertaining 

to gifted children. In fact, just the opposite, she expressed that she was still learning. Mrs. 

Cline was very complimentary of her principal, Mr. Langston. 

Case Study School #2, Myrtle Elementary 

Myrtle Elementary is known for having a premier learning community where the 

principal, staff, parents and students believe that student learning is their top priority. 

Myrtle Elementary is a small, family-oriented, rural school, surrounded by agricultural 

establishments located in an unincorporated town of County A. The school was built in 

1964. The mission of Myrtle Elementary is to provide a challenging, high quality 

education through a positive and nurturing environment that will enhance student 

learning and ensure success for all. 
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Myrtle Elementary is a Distinguished School and had an enrollment of 417 

students at the time this study was conducted. In 2006, it was recognized as a School of 

Excellence in Student Achievement, for raising test scores in three consecutive years. The 

2007-2008 student demographics were 73% White, 27% Black, 12% Special Education, 

11% Early Intervention Program, 2% Limited English Proficient and approximately 40 % 

eligible for free and reduced meals. The school had al 1:1 student-teacher ratio and a 12:1 

teacher-administrator ratio. 

Myrtle Elementary had achieved Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP) for six 

consecutive years earning a Distinguishing AYP rating. In order to meet AYP, Myrtle 

Elementary met the following criteria: 95% Participation, Academic Performance Index 

(Annual Measurable Objective), and Second Indicator (Attendance Rate). Myrtle 

Elementary met the Performance Index that included the most recent two years of the 

states Criterion Referenced Competency Test (CRCT) that indicated an increase in the 

percentage of students meeting and exceeding standards. The percentage of students 

meeting and exceeding standards was 91.15%. A gain of 1% over the prior year was 

accomplished. This change was at or above 28.95% of the elementary schools in Georgia. 
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Figure 3. Performance Index for Myrtle Elementary 

Case Study School Principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson 

Mrs. Jefferson recently received the prestigious state award as a 2008 "High 

Performance Principal". She is an experienced administrator and has been a principal for 

12 years. She was the principal for seven years at another elementary school in County A. 

When it closed, she became the principal of Myrtle Elementary. She has been the 

principal of Myrtle Elementary for five years. Prior to being a principal, Mrs. Jefferson 

was a high school assistant principal for four years. She describes her leadership training 

as follows: 

I followed the standard leadership degree and then my previous elementary was 
awarded a grant of 1 million dollars for 2 years. With that grant, I was able to 
receive extensive training in how to teach reading and writing. During that 
process, part of the grant was that our teachers could receive their Masters in the 
area of reading or get their reading endorsement... I wanted to be a part of what 
they were a part of. I also got my reading endorsement during those two years of 
time. And then, I guess it was my 1st year here or maybe my 2nd year, I had the 
opportunity to get my endorsement in gifted education. Those are the most 
valuable classes, the reading endorsement, the reading training, and then the 
gifted endorsement. 

2008 

2007 
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Mrs. Jefferson has school pride and believes in maintaining a school that 

encourages staff, students and parents to model good character. Mrs. Jefferson used the 

following narrative to describe Myrtle Elementary: 

I would describe Myrtle Elementary as a throwback to the "leave it to beaver 
era ". We are still a real small school. Our children are very different in that they 
are very rural. They come from homes where I would say 90% or more of them 
attend church services at least once a week. We do not have a lot of wealthy 
children nor do we have a lot of very poor children. We just have very middle of 
the road children. Our children don't go to Europe for holidays. They are just very 
middle class with middle class values. 

In interviewing Mrs. Jefferson, I observed that she had a high level of energy, as 

well as a zest for learning. She expressed a love for all students, including the gifted 

students. When asked to describe the gifted students in her building she replied: "Highly 

achieving! They are hard workers." 

Case Study School Lead Gifted Teacher #2, Mrs. Allen 

Mrs. Allen has her gifted endorsement and has been the lead gifted teacher at 

Myrtle Elementary for three years. She described her school as a Pre-K through 5th grade 

school that supports students. Mrs. Allen used the following description of her school: 

Our school is very open to parents. We have an open door policy for parents, our 
administrators and our teachers. We like lots of communication between parents 
and our school. We do lots of things like newsletters, phone calls and we have 
several things where parents can come and interact with their kids, doing different 
activities. 

When I interviewed Mrs. Allen, she appeared to have a pleasant and positive 

demeanor. She expressed a love for gifted education and applauded her principal for 

meeting the needs of the gifted students at Myrtle Elementary. Mrs. Allen stated the 

following about her principal: 
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I think that she is very much an advocate for the gifted students. She is one of the 
ones who pushed for the enrichment tutoring that we had because I think she sees 
the need for that, for students who are gifted identified, and for the students who 
have gifted tendencies. I think she's very much an advocate for us... and wants 
those students to succeed. 

County B 

County B is a Metropolitan Area located on the banks of a river in Georgia (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2009). It has been a consolidated city - county since 1971. County B is 

recognized by its residents as a county of tradition and progress. County B is known for 

offering down-home charm and is the site of many Historic houses. According to the U.S. 

Census Bureau, County B experienced a total population growth in the early 1990s, 

however; it continues to flourish with a current population of 186,984. County B covers a 

total of 221 square miles, 216 square miles of it is land and 5 square miles of it is water. 

It is in close proximity to interstates, highways, airports and has some rail access. The 

ethnic demographic data of County B is approximately 50% White, 44% Black, 4% 

Hispanic and 2% Asian. The median household in 2007 was $41,095. Out of 69,819 

households, 35% of the households had children under the age of eighteen. A high 

percentage of children and people in County B live in poverty. The total crime rate is 

above the national average. County B is a public school system that has been recognized 

for having schools of excellence. County B has 35 elementary schools, 12 middle 

schools, 8 high schools and 6 alternative school programs. At the time this study was 

conducted, it had a total student population of approximately 32,000 and 1,380 of those 

students were identified has gifted. Eleven public schools (K-12) were recognized as 

Georgia Schools of Excellence and six schools were named National Blue Ribbon 
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Schools. Eight public and private colleges and universities have campuses or centers 

located in County B. Public-private partnerships and workforce initiatives help keep the 

economy strong in County B. The labor force consists of 59% white collar workers and 

39% blue collar workers, with a steady job growth rate of 16.4%. In 2004, the top 

employers in County B were insurance companies and hospitals. The second largest 

employers were government agencies. County B is well known for providing world-class 

heath care services. It is also the home of a wide variety of museums and theatres. 

Case Study School #3, Magnolia School 

Magnolia School began as a neighborhood school in County B. It was built in 

1930 and was designed to match the 1920s style of the surrounding neighborhood houses. 

Magnolia School closed as a neighborhood school in the spring of 1990. However, in the 

fall of that same year, Magnolia School reopened as a Center for Gifted Education and 

continues to support a nurturing environment that meets the unique learning needs of 

gifted and talented students. At the time of this study, approximately 450 students in K-

5th grade were attending Magnolia School. Along with being a K-5 gifted program 

school, the Magnolia School for Gifted Education also serves as the Gifted Department of 

Education for the school system in County B. To this day, the surrounding neighborhood 

has maintained a sense of community, due to the Magnolia School for Gifted Education. 

Magnolia School for Gifted Education is a five day a week resource program that 

serves gifted identified K-5 elementary students one day a week, for six contact hours. It 

is referred to as Magnolia School - Programs for Gifted. On the assigned day, gifted 

students attending the Magnolia School for Gifted Education are bused to the center from 
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their home school and are taught by a gifted education endorsed teacher. At the end of the 

gifted program school day, the students are bused back to their home school. Buses pick 

up students around 8:45A.M., and return students around 2:30 P.M., in order to provide 

students with adequate time to gather information and get ready for end of the county-

wide elementary afternoon dismissal time. On early release days, the students depart 

Magnolia School for Gifted Education at 12:30 P.M. Elementary gifted students 

attending Magnolia School for Gifted Education receive enrichment, differentiated 

instruction, and high level critical thinking activities that are aligned to the gifted 

standards. In addition, the curriculum of teacher created interdisciplinary thematic units 

are based on the Georgia Performance Standards (GPS). These units include the 

academic areas of science, math, and humanities, while also integrating the fine arts and 

technology. The activities provided for the students extend their learning in the gifted 

content areas of research, communication and technology. The students set their own 

personal learning goals, as well as self-monitor their own progress towards meeting those 

goals. 

Case Study School Principal #3, Mrs. Adams-

Mrs. Adams leads the K-12 gifted education program located in County B. Mrs. 

Adams wears two hats. For two years she has served as both the principal of Magnolia 

School for Gifted Education, and the Gifted Education Department Director for County 

B. Mrs. Adams earned an Educational Specialist Degree in Leadership. She later received 

her gifted endorsement in 2002. Prior to this position, Mrs. Adams was a certified high 



74 
school Advance Placement teacher, and then moved onto the professional learning 

department as a teacher specialist for high school. 

In interviews, Mrs. Adams expressed the importance of her job, as well as the 

importance for advocating for gifted children, using all avenues necessary. 

Mrs. Adams stated, 

From the moment they step into Magnolia School, to the moment they leave, they 
are getting their gifted instruction. I think you need a good parent support group 
outside of PTA. I think you need support from the state. You need to talk to other 
counties or districts that have strong gifted education services in their school 
systems. Maybe get them to come to work with you or see what the students do. I 
think you need to be a member of the local and state gifted associations. I think 
you need to be sure, as the gifted director or coordinator, to stay current on gifted 
law and gifted instruction. Finally, you need to have a good relationship with your 
professional learning department to ensure that the gifted program is continuing, 
and that it works. 

Mrs. Adams welcomed me into her setting with open arms. She gave me a tour of 

the school and invited me to attend a show, led by the gifted students, recognizing Gifted 

Appreciation Day. It was apparent that a mutual respect among her, the staff and the 

students existed. 

Case Study School Lead Gifted Teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters 

Mrs. Bentwaters is the lead gifted teacher at Magnolia School. She has her gifted 

endorsement and has been a gifted teacher at Magnolia School for 20 years and she has 

worked with Mrs. Adams for two years. In interviewing Mrs. Bentwaters, I noticed that 

she had a very kind and caring demeanor. She also expressed that she had a passion for 

education and an even stronger passion for gifted education. She introduced me to some 

of the gifted teachers and treated me as if I had been working there for years. She was 
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very complimentary of Magnolia School and described how it was a great place for gifted 

students: 

Magnolia is a safe place for gifted children to come. I think it provides an 
environment where they have opportunities to learn and explore. It is a place they 
can go and just learn whatever they want to learn about, whatever their passion is. 
We try to take it to whatever level that is. I think it is a really great place for the 
gifted children to come and participate in. 

Provisions for Trustworthiness 

In order to ensure trustworthiness, I reported descriptions of the transactions and 

processes utilized (Patton, 2002). I used triangulation of data to justify credibility, 

transferability, dependability and conformability (Biklen & Casella, 2007; Lincoln & 

Guba, 1985; Merriam, 1998; Patton; Yin, 2009). First, I used semi-structured interviews, 

as well as collected additional data sources gathered from the case study schools' 

websites. Further, I used these sources of data to corroborate the interviews (Yin, 2009). 

Second, in order to maintain sound qualitative research, and confirm my interpretations 

of the data, I used member checks with the participants in this study (Biklen & Casella; 

Merriam). Third, I participated in peer reviews and peer debriefing sessions (Creswell, 

2007; Lincoln & Guba). My dissertation chair served as my peer reviewer and examined 

my research questions, transcripts, research design, data-collection methods and case 

study analysis, in an effort to add comments on the findings as they emerged as suggested 

by Merriam. 

A journal of methodological memos and personal reflections was maintained to 

further develop ideas and decipher the directionality of this study. I also recorded 
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theoretical memos to report descriptions and findings. Finally, I documented accurate 

descriptions of the environment and context under study (Creswell, 2007; Merriam, 

1998). 

Risks and Protection of Participants' Confidentiality 

To ensure ethical practices, I received local IRB approval from Mercer 

University, as well as from each of the two school systems before I began my research. I 

submitted a list of all the interview questions that would be used in conducting the 

interviews to the Review Evaluation Committee of each school system. Appendices D 

and E provides a list of the specific questions used for this study. In addition, I informed 

participants about the purpose of the research and explained that there were no 

unforeseeable risks involved. In an effort to uphold my obligation as a researcher, I 

clarified why the questions being asked in the interview(s) were being asked. To ensure a 

safe and productive setting where participants will feel that they can be forthcoming, I 

maintained anonymity and confidentiality (Bogdan & Biklen, 2007). I used pseudonyms 

in the transcribed data and in the research report. Hard copies, as well as a digital trail of 

data acquired were preserved to ensure dependability and reliability. Lastly, I was aware 

of my responsibility to maintain data security; hence, I safeguarded the audiotapes, data 

and documents in a locked safe. I will store data in the locked safe for five years. After 

the allotted timeframe, I will discard all research contents by burning them. 

The principal and the lead gifted teacher for each school site study were aware of 

each other's participation in this study. Beyond them, I used generic terms in describing 
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the school systems and schools participating in this study. I also provided demographic 

information to support research data for this study. 

Summary 

This chapter provides a description of the specific methodology that was 

implemented for this study. Issues pertaining to the (a) research problem, (b) rationale for 

research design, (c) participant population, (d) setting and sample, (e) role of the 

researcher (f) data collection, (g) data analysis, (h) context, (i) provisions of 

trustworthiness, and (j) risks and protection of participants' confidentiality have been 

defined in this chapter. In conclusion, this chapter serves as the methodological blueprint 

for the entire study. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

PRINCIPALS' ROLES AS EDUCATIONAL 
STEWARDS FOR GIFTED STUDENTS 

This is a story about how some elementary principals still find the time, and 

adequate resources, to meet the academic and affective needs of gifted students. This 

dissertation argues that despite the competing demands of the No Child Left Behind Act 

of 2001 (NCLB) and mandated remedial programs, some elementary principals around 

the country are refusing to detour and continue to support strong gifted programs that 

meet the needs of gifted students. Analysis of the data in this study, across all three case 

study sites, revealed six categories pertaining to the role of the elementary principal in 

identifying and serving gifted students. In order to accomplish this analysis, I 

extrapolated the six categories and developed my own framework regarding principals' 

roles as educational stewards for gifted students. 

This chapter examines each of the six categories that were identified in this study 

based on patterns found from the cross-case analysis of the three case study school sites: 

(1) Stewardship of Lifelong Learning, (2) Stewardship of Purpose, (3) Stewardship of 

Operational Systems, (4) Stewardship of Vision, (5) Stewardship of Ethics and (6) 

Stewardship of Resources. 

78 
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Stewardship of Lifelong Learning 

Stewardship of Lifelong Learning suggests that principals serve as instructional 

leaders in their buildings. They establish a culture of continuous learning, and use the 

knowledge of the characteristics of gifted children in planning and developing 

professional learning experiences that focus on rigor, differentiation and intellectual 

growth to meet the diverse needs of gifted students. The elementary principals in all three 

school study sites placed an emphasis on lifelong learning. By way of illustration, case 

study principal # 3, Mrs. Adams, expressed the following: 

The most important thing, of course, is the instructors, to ensure that they are 
gifted endorsed, and that their top priority is to educate these children in the 
manner that they deserve to be educated in. And that their heart is totally in it, to 
support those children for lifelong learning. 

Effective leaders are passionate about life and profession, and they continuously 

showcase a curiosity to want to learn (Bennis, 2003). The three principals in this case 

study established a culture of continuous learning. For example, case study lead gifted 

teacher #1, Mrs. Cline, stated the following about her principal, Mr. Langston: "Let's call 

him a constant learner. He may not know as much about gifted as I would or a lead 

teacher [gifted] would but he's willing to learn. He's open to that." 

Subsequently, case study principal #1, Mr. Langston, provided this account: 

I think you have to have an appreciation for the differences in children. I think if 
you think all children are the same, then you are in trouble. You've got to have an 
appreciation for their differences. You don't have to be gifted yourself, that's for 
sure. As a principal, you don't, because I've proven that, but I think you have to 
have desires. I have a lot of desire about certain things, and gifted education is 
one of them. 
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Equally important, case study lead gifted teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters, expressed 

the following about her principal, Mrs. Adams: 

I think you have to have a passion for education, and I think it needs to be strong 
in gifted. She does have a passion for education, as an educator for years and a 
director, and then as a gifted educator. I think that's number one, that she has a 
real strong passion for education. 

In the same manner, case study principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, expressed the 

following in reference to maintaining a culture of continuous learning: 

To become knowledgeable! A principal's job has changed so much since my first 
year. When I first became a principal, we [sic] were more of a manager. We were 
more of an operational manager. Is our building clean? Is our custodian doing 
this? Does our master schedule look right? And, of course, over time, we have 
evolved into instructional leaders and that means we need to know how to teach 
reading. We need our staff to know that we know what to expect when we walk 
into that classroom. We need to know how to meet the needs of those struggling 
readers. We need to know how to meet the needs of those gifted children. I think 
the single most important thing a principal can do is continue to learn. 

The three principals in this study demonstrated that they were directive, 

supportive, achievement oriented, and participative (House, 1996). House's path-goal 

theory of leadership emphasizes that a leader influences followers' perceptions of both 

work aspirations and personal aspirations to gain leadership satisfaction by the masses 

(Schermerhorn, Hunt and Osborn, 2005). My investigation suggested that the elementary 

principals were able to encourage training that encompassed the learning needs of gifted 

students, as well as to self-diagnose problems, in an effort to create solutions pertaining 

to academic achievement of the gifted learners in their respective buildings. In all cases, 

the elementary principals were instructional leaders of their school (Dufour, 2001). In an 

effort to embrace school reform, as well as promote professional learning, active 

collaboration of distributive leadership and transformational leadership existed between 
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the school instructional leader, the principal, and the teachers. As a result, all three 

principals exercised influence and provided direction (Leithwood, Seashore-Louis, 

Anderson & Wahlstrom 2004). For instance, case study lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. 

Cline, stated the following about her principal, Mr. Langston: 

When I brought to his attention the Renzulli Learning System, he immediately 
embraced the idea. So, not only is he looking out for the gifted kids, he's looking 
out for every single child in this school... if there's a conference that's coming up, 
he will be the first one to send a teacher. He's looking for professional 
advancement for his teachers at all times. He's also looking out for the child. If he 
feels that he can advance the teachers, and they get more knowledge, it's going to 
spin back into the child here at school. 

In another instance, case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, stated: 

We have found that over the last two years that more gifted identified children 
have issues like: Aspergers, autism, ADHD, and anxiety. They feel the pressure to 
excel. So, I feel like instructors, parents, and educators need to be aware of this, 
and that is why I require my teachers to go to best practices that deal with special 
needs children. So, we can relate it to the gifted child. We look at differentiation 
as a way to not only help gifted students with their giftedness, but to help them 
with any other issues they might have. 

In gifted children, various patterns of characteristics are found because the 

intellectual level, specific abilities, and degree of mental activity are different (Gallagher, 

1985; Gross, 2000; Winebrenner, 2001). Gifted children exhibit cognitive behavior 

different from their peers at an early age. They are able to make connections between 

new and prior learning more frequently than other children (Clark, 2008; Colangelo, 

Assouline & Gross, 2004b; Gallagher & Gallagher, 1994; Sternberg, 1985; Terman, 

1925; Van Tassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). However, a potentially gifted child may 

possess hidden abilities (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh). In an effort to educate teachers 

to look for signs of atypical intelligences in gifted students (Gagne, 2003; Gardner, 2004; 
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Sternberg, 2003), all three principals in this case study planned and developed 

professional learning that acknowledged the characteristics of gifted learners in their 

school. For example, case study lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. Allen, stated: 

Well one of the things that I've seen over the years being the gifted teacher there, 
is seeing the increase in number of students we have identified at our school. That 
could be attributed to several things: the growth that is taking place at our school 
and also the teachers becoming more knowledgeable of the characteristics of 
gifted students. I think sometimes for teachers it's hard to separate a high achiever 
from a gifted student. That's one of the things my principal and I have worked 
together on, is to make the teachers more knowledgeable of the distinction 
between a gifted student and a high achieving student. 

Case study lead gifted teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters, provided the following 

description of her principal in acknowledging the characteristics of gifted learners: 

Her strengths are the fact that she does understand the gifted child. She is well-
versed, and well-educated on the characteristics. She really understands the gifted 
child. She's also very strong in the assessment of gifted children. So, I think that's 
very important and, as far as curriculum, she understands the kind of curriculum 
that we need to provide for these students. 

A lack of curriculum modifications may be the single largest reason for 

underachievement of gifted students who are either underrepresented or neglected by 

gifted programs (Stamps, 2004). The elementary principal has a duty to provide 

knowledgeable concepts and active assistance pertaining to gifted learners, as well as the 

gifted programming in their building (Lewis, Cruzeiro & Hall, 2007; Norton & Zeilinger, 

1983; Weber, Colarulli-Daniels & Leinhauser, 2003). By knowing and understanding the 

human development of gifted learners, the elementary principal can plan professional 

learning to better prepare teachers in identifying gifted students using multiple criteria, 

and develop a more rigorous and enriching curriculum that fosters their learning 

(Hollingworth, 1926; Kohlberg, 1981; Tannenbaum, 1958; Tomlinson, 2003; Van Tassel-
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Baska, 2003). Findings from this study revealed that the elementary principals in all three 

schools made a conscious effort to focus on rigor, differentiation and intellectual growth 

in order to meet the diverse learning needs of the gifted students in their building. Case 

study principal #1, Mr. Langston noted the following: 

So, as a school, we try to always implement differentiation. We have a program 
called Renzulli Learning, that all of our teachers and every child in this school, 
gifted or non-gifted, have access to supplement anything that they are doing in the 
classroom. It takes it to more of a practical level, a process level of not just 
memorization of something but just having a deep, deep understanding and even 
actually doing whatever it is that they're learning. And so, I can't say that 
exclusively all of our teachers do this really well but a great many of them do. So, 
it's not just our gifted lead teacher's responsibility; our whole school does 
that.. .just like we would with Special Ed. children. You supplement their 
education based on their IEP (Individualized Education Plan). Well, we do the 
same for our gifted students. We supplement what they're doing because they 
need those extra challenges. 

In the same manner, case study principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson expressed: 

Really, I'm looking for the same things in both gifted services and general 
education services. I look for both aspects to be meeting the needs of these 
children. In gifted, when I'm involved with them, I want to see that the teachers 
are challenging the children more, because it comes easy to many of them 
anyway, But what can we do to make it more challenging? What can we do to 
enhance what they already know? 

Moreover, case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, vividly described student 

learning that occurs in her school: 

Everybody across the board learns at least 2 grades higher and so we ensure that 
there's rigor in the program. This is almost like a safe haven for them. They know 
they can come here and they don't have to worry about helping the other child. 
They work individually or in groups. It's very free-spirited but we have policies in 
place. They know they are to treat each other with respect. As you have heard in 
one of the poems. .."I get to learn about things I don't learn in my regular school" 
[Student quote]. So, they are learning on a level they would not get in their 
regular school. So, it's a unique program. It's an individualized program. 
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Stewardship of Purpose 

There are no provisions in NCLB (2001) that hold schools accountable for 

students who are already performing above proficiency (Colangelo et al., 2004b). 

Stewardship of Purpose refers to advocacy for gifted programming. Effective elementary 

principals in this study showed evidence of setting high expectations for the gifted 

learners in their school, despite the competing demands of NCLB and mandated remedial 

programs (Clark, 2005; Kenney, 2007). In addition, they were not afraid to challenge the 

status quo in an effort to protect the academic rights of gifted students. Findings 

identified that the three elementary principals in this study provided self direction and set 

out to lead others in their school (Covey, 2004). All three principals demonstrated not 

only that they know what to do, but also when, how and why to be stewards of purpose 

for gifted students (Fiedler, 1997; Waters, Marzano & McNulty, 2003). Equally 

important, they proved themselves to be change agents for creating a learning 

environment that is efficacious for gifted students. (DiPaola & Tschannen-Morgan, 

2003). They made it a part of their mission to ensure that the gifted students in their 

schools were being challenged (Clark, 2008; Lewis et al., 2007). For instance case study 

principal #3, Mrs. Adams expressed: 

I'm very passionate about this. I do not feel that No Child Left Behind supports or 
advocates for the children on the higher end of the spectrum. The gifted child can 
learn, but it's not the gifted child's responsibility to make sure everybody else 
learns. You will find in a lot of schools, I see it even in the elementary schools, 
there are a lot of peer groups and they will put a gifted identified child with a 
child that was struggling to make sure they are doing this and make sure they are 
doing that and that's not the way it's supposed to be. I was guilty of it also and do 
not hesitate to say it. I would never advocate that now. I feel that we need to 
educate the public to make them realize that these children have uniqueness, just 
as other children do. I know I struggle a lot with some principals. I've asked them 
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that their gifted identified children in their schools be put in classes with gifted 
endorsed teachers. They [principals] say our parents will have a fit if we do that. 
If I were a parent of a gifted child, I would have a fit because they are not getting 
an education through a gifted endorsed teacher except at the gifted school one day 
a week. That's not the way it should be. You have to be an advocate for the child. 
You have to ensure that your educators are advocates and let the public be aware 
of the fact that you know a lot of times it's the gifted identified child that's 
keeping the county or the district where it is as far as awards, and being at the top. 
So, it's a catch 22. 

In the same respect, case study principal #1, Mr. Langston, noted how he was a 

steward of purpose: 

I'm looking for them to be looked at as an individual that has different learning 
styles than some of the other children. Of course they do, and even the special ed. 
and the regular ed. children. All of them have different learning styles. I'm 
looking for our teachers to identify, that those learning styles need to be met 
whether they're in gifted or not. Certainly when they are in gifted, again, to give 
them that extra challenge to get them [teachers] to make learning more interesting 
for them [students]. To make it more attractive, I think there's always got to be 
motivation behind something. You just can't throw it out there. They have got to 
have a reason to want to learn something or to enjoy learning about something. I 
think with our gifted students especially, because a lot of them already know 
everything, to try to get them to learn more, it's quite difficult sometimes, because 
they are very smart. So we've got to challenge them. We've got to find new ways 
to interest them and to have them [teachers] take something relatively simple with 
a certain group of kids and make it bigger and broader and more experiential with 
some of our gifted children, because that's how we're going to keep them 
progressing. Even our gifted children, if we don't challenge them, might be gifted 
but they're going to become stagnant. If they're not growing, see growth is the 
key, I don't care whether you're a low, middle or high student, growth is the key. 
When growth stops then you have nothing. It doesn't matter what level you are at. 

Case study lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. Cline, identified her principal's purpose 

regarding gifted students in their school: "He does not disregard the lower end, but he 

thinks it's extremely important that the high end learners are cared for, tended for, and 

their needs are met academically." 

Case study lead gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, expressed her principal's 

stewardship of purpose for gifted students as follows: "I think that she is very much an 
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advocate for the gifted students. She is one of the ones who pushed for the enrichment." 

To illustrate, case study principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, stated: 

In gifted, when I'm involved with them, I want to see that they are challenging the 
children more, because it comes easy to many of them anyway. What can we do 
to make it more challenging? What can we do to enhance what they already 
know? I'm also looking at what kind of skills we are teaching them, like 
technology, doing PowerPoint's, and the doing the different things at the 
computer to see what technology can offer them. They use a lot of laptops. Our 
rolling laptop lab pretty much stays in the gifted classrooms. We just purchased 
the LCD projectors in the gifted classrooms so that they can integrate more 
technology into the program. 

Stewardship of Operational System 

Empirical research is essential for establishing a professional knowledge base; 

yet, practical knowledge created by effective professionals also assists in building a 

knowledge base (Ayers, 1988). Findings identified that both empirical knowledge and 

practical knowledge were used by all three case study school principals in an effort to 

maintain a strong operational system. For instance, case study principal # 2, Mrs. 

Jefferson, expressed: 

I don't know if there are any specific skills. I just think you have to be 
knowledgeable about the gifted program. You have to know the reason for the 
program? How is it going to function in this school, and then determine how one 
can best support it? I think being knowledgeable is probably the single most 
important thing. 

Operational system as a concept means that effective elementary principals are 

committed to maintain a safe and efficient learning environment for gifted students. 

Furthermore, they monitor the effectiveness of research-based gifted practices used by 

the gifted teachers and their impact on student achievement. Findings also identified that 

the three case study principals focused on student achievement, the welfare and 



87 
development of students and staff, and empowerment of all stakeholders (Blase & Blase, 

2000). When this focus is mastered, successful schools implement practices such as 

research-based instruction, collaboration and ample opportunities for learning (McEwan, 

2009). 

Case study lead gifted teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters, provided the following 

description when describing the learning environment of her school led by her principal, 

Mrs. Adams: 

I think a positive environment where they [students] come here and they enjoy 
coming here. They feel safe to come here. And when I mean safe, I don't mean 
like security or anything like that, although that is important, I think they feel safe 
coming here because they know that they can be successful. They can fail and 
they can fail without worry because they know that net is there. The teachers 
provide that net to catch them and say o.k. now go on and try it again. It's not 
like, you failed.. .you missed it.. .you don't get a second chance. I think the 
teachers always provide learning. So, if you don't get it right, we're not 
penalizing you. We want you to learn from the experience. So, I think that is a 
really important thing. The kids feel safe to come here and fail or be very 
successful. They're going to be very successful even with the failures. I think 
that's something that she has provided because she has also let us do that. We've 
had opportunities to go out and try to do things and we haven't always been 
successful with everything we've done. We have learned from it and then we go 
on and do something else with it. So, I think she's provided that safety net for us, 
to step out of the box, with what we wouldn't have done before. 

Case study lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. Cline, described her school as a great 

place to work and contributes this to the leadership of her principal, Mr. Langston: 

People very rarely leave this school unless they retire or something more drastic 
happens and they had to leave because they are sick or something like that. Very 
rarely do we have people transferring out. So, why would that be? It's because 
people are very happy here and they have support. Even though we are busting at 
the seams and even though we have to deal with the paperwork that we have to 
deal with and so forth... we still enjoy where we are. 
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Stewardship of Vision 

National gifted standards relating to best practices for identifying and serving 

gifted students have been established (Landrum, Callahan & Shaklee, 1998; 2001). 

Strong gifted programs set into place for gifted students are guided by methods that 

require careful planning, development and implementation in order to meet the 

specialized instructional needs of gifted learners, which are not being met in the regular 

classroom. In order to ensure excellence in gifted programming, elementary principals 

need to be involved in the process for establishing identification criteria, as well as, 

provide a rigorous program that meets the differentiated academic needs of gifted 

students (Callahan, 2004; Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Rogers, 2002a; Van Tassel Baska, 

2003). Stewardship of Vision refers to the principal who acknowledges responsibility for 

identifying and serving gifted students, as well as, incorporates the learning needs of 

gifted students into the development and implementation of the school-wide 

improvement plan. 

Case study principal #1, Mr. Langston, acknowledges his responsibility for his 

gifted students and provides first hand advice that he encourages other principals to 

follow: 

I would advise them [other administrators] to take a second look at the benefits of 
the gifted education, to really consider before they just say o.k. we got to have 
gifted.. .let them do their own thing.. .I'm not really worried about them...to 
really look at the potential of a benefit for the entire school. It does benefit their 
school a great deal more than they really can ever imagine. I don't think people 
really appreciate how much the gifted program does for the entire school. I really 
think that our schools would be dead without them and that's just my opinion. 
And I say that for my school and for the schools that my children have gone to. I 
think at my daughter's middle school right now, if they didn't have a gifted 
program, to me it's criminal, because my child now has the opportunity to do far 
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more because she can. She has the opportunity to be prepared for even greater 
things when she graduates from high school and goes to college. The 
opportunities are endless and to me you better have an appreciation, and an 
understanding of what it's [gifted program] about. 

In an effort to illustrate how her principal, Mrs. Jefferson, acknowledges 

responsibility for identifying and serving gifted students in their school, case study lead 

gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, expresses the following, 

(Identification Example) 
My principal is a member of the eligibility team so any student who we look at 
testing who is a candidate for testing, she is aware of those students prior to the 
testing process, beginning and throughout the testing. As we are testing, we keep 
her informed of where we are in the testing process. 

(Service Example) 
We have different programs for different students at our school. I think that's one 
thing she looks at...it's not just the struggling students and it's not just the gifted 
students. She tries to find ways that will meet all of their needs and find things 
that tap into their interests and help each one individually instead of a big group 
of students. 

To corroborate Mrs. Allen's account, case study principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, 

describes her own involvement in the identification and servicing of gifted students in her 

building. 

(Identification Example) 
I'm on the eligibility committee. I talk with the teachers. I also talk with the gifted 
teachers. During the testing process, I touch base with them [gifted teachers] to 
see where they are in the process...What has to be given [tests]?... How much 
more time is needed? ...How do you think they [students] are doing? 

(Service Example) 
I think our gifted children are all very different individuals. Some of their 
strengths are reading. Some of their strengths are creativity. I think that we need 
to try to meet all of those needs. They may have gotten into the program because 
they were a great reader, but they may have a little weakness in math. So, during 
the gifted service day we need to make sure we are incorporating enough math to 
raise that up while at the same time increase their strength in reading. 
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Case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, reported how her school incorporates a 

school-wide plan that focuses on the learning needs of gifted students: 

All the teachers are involved in our mission. Our philosophy is that these children 
have unique gifts, and that they should be able to learn in an atmosphere where 
they feel comfortable, even if it is just one day a week. They should be able to 
learn on their own level of their intelligence. 

Equally important, case study lead gifted teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters, discusses 

how specialized instructional needs of gifted students are being met in the gifted 

classrooms at her school: 

Well of course we know that we need to follow all the standards that are placed 
before us as far as the NCLB and also GPS [Georgia Performance Standards]. We 
focus on the gifted standards as well. Mrs. Adams [principal] gives us leeway [in 
the curriculum] to make sure that we cover [standards] but also allowing us to 
teach things that the students are interested in, and because the faculty recognizes 
the importance for them [students] to learn. So, we work with the standards in 
writing the curriculum but make it a little bit different for that gifted child. 

Stewardship of Ethics 

Effective school leaders evaluate situations thoroughly and make decisions that 

focus on doing what is right for the students they serve (Fullan, 2003; Sergiovanni, 2005; 

Van Tassel-Baska, 2008). Effective leaders are ethical and follow a set of morals (Bennis, 

2003; Burns, 2005). Stewardship of Ethics refers to a willingness to serve as a role model 

for staff and students in an effort to support the success of gifted students by 

exemplifying trustworthiness, fairness, integrity and humility. The principals in this study 

followed an internal set of values and were able to set direction toward a unified vision 

(Kets De Vries, 2001; Kouzes & Posner, 2002; Sergiovanni). For instance, case study 

principal #3, Mrs. Adams, noted: 
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I think it's important for the teachers to know that I am willing to fill in when I 
can. I think it's important for them, not just them, but the parents, to know that I 
don't mind doing work. I don't mind being in the classroom. 1 don't mind 
working out in the yard, calling the parents. We have had several deaths over the 
last two years involving our students, parents or siblings or things like that. 
You've just got to be out there. I think it's important for them to see that I go to 
the board meetings to find out what's going on. I invite them [parents] to go to 
board meetings. We have a wonderful parent support group. I'm always here for 
the meetings. I'm out and about in the county supporting and ensuring that gifted 
education is important. 

Similarly, case study principal #1, Mr. Langston, expressed: 

I think by nature I'm more of a servant type person. I know as a leader you think a 
leader's not a servant, but I think the best leaders are servants. I've always wanted 
to help people and this is a very natural position for someone like that. I have my 
issues. I'm not very organized. I'm not always well prepared. I probably don't 
handle things the right way all the time, but the leadership and the service part of 
me, I think, helps me be successful at the job. 

Equally important, case study lead gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, described how 

her principal, Mrs. Jefferson, is a role model for her students: 

I think that she's a very good role model for our students. I think that they look up 
to her as being the leader of our school and it sometimes encourages them to want 
to become leaders as well. A lot of the time, the gifted students are the leaders at 
our school, and so I think that one of the stronger qualities that she has is being a 
role model for them. 

Case study principal #1, Mr. Langston reflected the following regarding 

trustworthiness: "I'm more of a trusting person. I'm going to let you do your job until I 

have to get involved. I'm going to support you in your job and then if I need to get 

involved, I don't mind." 

Case study lead gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, expressed how her principal, Mrs. 

Jefferson, maintains a trusting relationship: "My principal and I have a very open 
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relationship. Any questions I have, she will always be more than willing to tell me to do 

what is best for our students in whatever capacity that may be." 

Case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, noted the following pertaining to 

trustworthiness and fairness: 

It's very free spirited but we have policies in place that they [staff and students] 
know they are to treat each other with respect...I want the students to feel 
respected so that their knowledge is respected, and their individual personalities 
are respected. 

In reference to fairness and integrity, case study school principal #1, Mr. 

Langston, reflected: 

A lot of times people with a certain program, well, they get this amount of money 
from the county for gifted or whatever and that's all they get. They're out there in 
their own world. You [principal] have got to provide extra. You got to make it a 
premium [gifted] program in your school because they [gifted students] are just 
like anybody else. You have to provide that financial support for them. That's one 
of my roles, to make sure they [gifted students] have the things that they need... 
programs, materials, and then I think they need to see you involved. They [gifted 
students] need the support of seeing you interested. It's important to you as a 
principal. They matter. They're not just the smart kids and they will get by and 
everything's fine. It's not about that. I think you really have to let them know that 
you want to be involved, and that you're there to support them, and encourage 
them. Again, I think it [gifted program] benefits the whole school. 

In the same manner, case study school principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, stated her 

commitment to treat her gifted students with fairness and integrity: 

I ensure that I am involved, being in the classroom, communicating with the 
teachers, communicating with those [gifted] children, attending their Academic 
Bowl, attending their Oratorical contest. I think the most important thing is being 
in that room [gifted classroom], knowing what they are doing. When I see those 
children at lunch being able to have meaningful conversations about what they are 
doing in their gifted program. 

Moreover, case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, provided an example of how she 

maintains integrity during the process of gifted testing: 



93 
Well for the best practice, I'm one of the presenters at the Georgia Conference for 
Gifted Children. As far as process, I'm involved in the procedures of testing the 
children when we have Saturday testing. I'm here. I'm a monitor. I'm a proctor. I 
help with the scoring. I let the teachers do the Torrance Tests of Creative 
Thinking (TTCT) testing ...even though I've been through the training. The 
teachers here are also department members and I think it's important for them to 
be involved in that process. I would say I'm involved 100% as far as the criteria, 
the testing, and the placement. I see every letter that goes out. I go through every 
folder. You'll see my initials everywhere. I think it is essential to know what's 
going on. 

Stewardship of Resources 

Stewardship of resources refers to elementary principals who build strong 

relationships with students, teachers, parents and community members. They also 

effectively use human resources to seek council, as well as use time, materials and 

facility resources in an effort to sustain programs for gifted students. 

Findings identified that the three elementary principals in this study had modeled 

stewardship of resources. For example, 

case study principal #3, Mrs. Adams, stated: 

We try to have a lot of activities here in the school. I know it's hard for the 
parents. Most of our parents work. We have a Saturday workday where the 
parents can come and we clean up and things like that. So, I try to balance my 
department work and my school work, which I prefer the school work, so I can 
work with the children and know the children. I try to get out in the schools where 
they are on the days when they are not here, and I think that is very important. I 
think it is very important for the principals to see that I care about what's going on 
in their school also. The parents see me at functions. I try to go to things at the 
other schools where the parents will see me. For example, if they are having a 
play and some of our students are involved I will go to that or different things like 
that. 

case study principal #1, Mr. Langston, expressed: 

A lot of the parents of gifted students are quite gifted themselves. You just have to 
have an understanding for that, and you need to challenge them as well. You 
know you need to and it's fun, because I see the parents getting involved in the 
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children's activities and education. They almost enjoy it as much as the children 
do. They do see what they're doing in school. Their role is to find out what's 
going on to support what the gifted teacher is trying to do, to support what the 
regular teacher is trying to do, and to support the leadership. You know, provide 
their physical presence and support at times, whether it's the field trips or a 
speaker or classroom activities or chaperones. I think they play a very important 
role because they not only assist their children but we find a lot of times they help 
all the children. It's not always just about their child, but they just need to be 
available.. .willing to lend a hand, and provide financial support when needed, if 
they can provide assistance in helping all the children learn, supporting the gifted 
teacher, and just supporting the school in general. 

In reference to the value of effectively using human resources and building 

relationships with students, teachers, parents and community members, case study 

principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, describes the benefits of hiring a knowledgeable gifted 

teacher: 

There are several. I want someone who was a strong regular education teacher. I 
want someone who is knowledgeable about the standards. I want someone who is 
going to have fabulous relationships with parents. I need someone who is going to 
work well with the classroom teachers. We sometimes have to make schedule 
changes to meet the needs of the school, and I need a gifted teacher who can work 
it out with homeroom teachers to make sure that our gifted children still get their 
services. I really need a good communicator as much as I need a good teacher. 
They are an ambassador for our school. They are someone that parents spend a 
long time talking with. They go on field trips. Most of our parents of our gifted 
children are very involved which is one of the reasons why that child is very 
successful in school. I want a gifted teacher who is willing to grow and to learn 
just like her children. I want someone who has their gifted endorsement. I want 
someone who is eager to share and present to our staff strategies they can use with 
all the children, and we have done that. Our gifted teacher has presented at several 
professional learning meetings at our school and providing different activities. My 
favorite one is the Tic-Tac-Toe where you decide how you are going to do it and 
decide on the degree of difficulty. Our teachers have used that and the gifted 
teacher has provided them with templates and different ideas. 

Summary 

This chapter described how some elementary principals find the time, despite the 

competing demands of No Child Left Behind (2001) and mandated remedial programs, to 
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serve as stewards for gifted students. Six categories of stewardship emerged from the 

analysis of the data in this study. Using these data, I extrapolated six categories and 

developed a leadership framework regarding principals' roles as educational stewards for 

gifted students. This chapter provided an examination of the six categories in an effort to 

contribute to the development of a body of knowledge about principals' roles as 

educational stewards for gifted students. A summary of the six categories are provided 

below. 

First, in Stewardship of Lifelong Learning, the elementary principals in this study 

serve as instructional leaders to establish a culture of continuous learning. In addition, 

they use the knowledge of the characteristics of gifted children in planning and 

developing professional learning courses that focus on rigor, differentiation and 

intellectual growth to meet the diverse learning needs of gifted students. 

Second, in Stewardship of Purpose, the elementary principals in this study 

advocate for gifted programming and set high expectations for gifted learners in their 

buildings. Moreover, these principals challenge the status quo in an effort to protect the 

academic rights of gifted students. 

Third, in Stewardship of Operational Systems, the elementary principals in this 

study provide a safe and efficient learning environment for gifted learners. Furthermore, 

they monitor the effectiveness of research-based gifted practices and their impact on 

student achievement. 

Fourth, in Stewardship of Vision, the elementary principals in this study 

acknowledge responsibility for identifying and serving gifted students. Additionally, they 
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incorporate the learning needs of gifted students into the development and 

implementation of the school-wide improvement plan. 

Fifth, in Stewardship of Ethics, the elementary principals in this study are willing 

to serve as a role model for staff and students in an effort to support the success of the 

gifted students by exemplifying trustworthiness, fairness, integrity and humility. 

Sixth, in Stewardship of Resources, the elementary principals in this study build 

strong relationships with students, teachers, parents and community members. Likewise, 

they effectively use human resources to seek counsel, as well as uses time, materials and 

facility resources in an effort to sustain programs for gifted students. 

This chapter explained the role of the elementary principals in identifying and 

serving gifted students. The six categories of stewardship used in Wynn's Framework of 

Gifted Leadership were examined and discussed. This framework provided some insight 

into the key leadership roles that best support gifted education at the elementary level. In 

the next chapter, I present the findings pertaining to the three research questions noted in 

chapter one of this study. I discuss the key components among elementary principals who 

are effective leaders of successful gifted programs in their respective schools. Then, 

based on the findings of the three elementary principals, I summarize the major 

conclusions. Next, I review the implications of the findings and provide 

recommendations for future research. In the conclusion of this chapter, I emphasize how 

the three elementary principals in this study are different from other effective principals. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

RESULTS AND IMPLICATIONS 

Providing appropriate and quality educational programs for our gifted and 
talented youth is critical to the future of our communities, state, nation and the 
world. If there is a doubt to the importance of such a commitment, just watch a 
young bright child who during those very early years is so excited about learning. 
The child's eyes are bright, as every moment becomes a time to absorb more 
information and gain an understanding of the ever-present complex world around 
him/her. The questions are also unending and the insights shared with the adults 
he or she comes into contact with never ceases to be amazing. However, without 
an appropriate learning environment, the brightness dims and the excitement for 
learning is suppressed. Mediocrity in academic performance becomes the 
standard, excitement for learning fades, and behavior problems commonly surface 
(Hanninen, 2005, p.l). 

The accountability issues mandated by federal laws such as the No Child Left 

Behind Act (NCLB, 2001) have challenged principals to put a majority of their resources 

in remediation and tutoring for low achieving students (Lewis, Cruzeiro, Hall, 2007). 

After much thought, I considered the notion of how in spite of these challenges, some 

elementary principals continue to support strong gifted programs designed to meet the 

instructional and social needs of gifted students (Clark, 2005; Kenney, 2007). Even 

though experts in the field of gifted education argue for gifted programming, a scarcity of 

current and extensive research pertaining to key components among elementary 

principals who are effective leaders of successful gifted programs in their respective 

schools exist. In order to further explore this phenomenon, I conducted a case study that 

focused on three research questions. First, I investigated key elements pertaining to 

Georgia elementary principal behaviors that influence the success of a gifted program. 

97 
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Second, evidence concerning Georgia elementary principals' knowledge base related to 

identifying and serving gifted students was researched. Lastly, the dispositions of 

elementary principals in Georgia regarding the identification and service of gifted 

students were examined. In the beginning of this chapter, I present the findings pertaining 

to the three research questions. Next, I provide a summary of the findings pertaining to 

the three research questions. Then, I discuss the implications of the findings and supply 

recommendations for future research. Finally, I yield a conclusion for this study. 

Research Question One 

In Georgia schools with strong gifted programs that value identifying and 

serving gifted students, what are some key elements relating to leaders' behaviors that 

can influence the success of a gifted program? 

A cross-case analysis of the data revealed the following elements relating to 

leaders behaviors that can influence the success of a gifted program: these principals (a) 

serve as an instructional leader, in order to establish a culture of continuous learning and 

to meet the diverse learning needs of gifted students, (b) do not settle for mediocrity, but 

set high expectations for gifted students, (c) maintain a safe and efficient learning 

environment for gifted students and (d) build strong relationships to keep gifted program 

alive. 

I categorized the elements under two main themes. The first two elements were 

categorized under the first theme labeled leadership behaviors for gifted: curriculum, 

professional development and resources. Additional evidence pertaining to the first two 

elements can be referenced in Chapter Four under the category Stewardship of Lifelong 
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Learning. The remaining two elements were categorized under the theme labeled leader 

behaviors with students, teachers, parents and community pertaining to girted. Some 

more evidence regarding the remaining two elements can be found under the category of 

Stewardship of Resources located in Chapter Four. Based on similarities across all three 

cases, the following discussion will focus on the elements pertaining to research question 

number one. 

The first element indicated that all three elementary principals served as an 

instructional leader in order to establish a culture of continuous learning and to meet the 

diverse learning needs of gifted students. For example, case study school principal #3, 

Mrs. Adams, served as the instructional leader of her school. She provided a detailed 

description of instructional practices being implemented in her school. In addition, Mrs. 

Adams utilized distributive leadership. She established a learning environment where the 

teachers had the freedom to use their creative insights, as well as professional judgment 

in developing the curriculum. In addition, Mrs. Adams could tell exactly what her 

teachers were teaching. She was able to provide a detailed description of the curriculum 

that all the gifted teachers were implementing in order to meet the learning needs of the 

gifted students in her county. Furthermore, she described her involvement and clearly 

indicated how she takes part in the process by staying abreast, besides teaching classes. 

Case study school principal #1, Mr. Langston, being the instructional leader of his 

school, invested in shared leadership. Mr. Langston was aware of the complex makeup of 

the cognitive, socio-emotional and moral domain of gifted students (Kohlberg, 1981). He 

knew the importance for establishing teacher leaders. Equally important, a learning 
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community that focused on collaboration was practiced. He described how his gifted 

teacher served as a teacher leader in an effort to promote professional learning that 

focused on increasing student achievement for the gifted students in his building 

(Crowther, Kaagan, Ferguson & Harm, 2002; Spillane, 2006). 

Case study school principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, also functioned as an instructional 

leader. She understood the importance for supervising and assessing the curriculum and 

instruction of the gifted program in her school (CCSSO, 2007; Cotton, 2003; Leithwood, 

Seashore-Louis, Anderson, & Wahlstrom, 2004; Marzano, Waters, McNulty, 2005; 

McEwan, 2003, 2009; Murphy & Alexander, 2006). By way of illustration, Mrs. 

Jefferson reflected that she was knowledgeable about the gifted program i.e. 

identification, services, and curriculum. She also noted the importance for knowing the 

reasons for the gifted program and was able to determine how to best support the gifted 

program in her school. 

The second element indicated that all three elementary principals did not settle for 

mediocrity, but set high expectations for gifted students. Case study school principal #1, 

Mr. Langston, was a transformational leader (Burns, 2005; Leithwood & Riehl, 2003; 

Marzano et al., 2005; McEwan, 2009; Sergiovanni, 1990). He provided advice on how he 

overcame the obstacle of intimidation in order to lead change initiatives with positive 

outcomes for the gifted students in his building. In addition, he challenges other 

elementary principals to do the same. 

Case study lead gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, described her principal, Mrs. 

Jefferson, as a leader who sets high expectations. She explained that her principal is 
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looking out for all gifted students (atypical, typical & basic), as well as potentially gifted 

students in her school. Mrs. Jefferson implemented change initiatives in order to identify 

potentially gifted students who may have hidden abilities (Van Tassel-Baska & 

Stambaugh, 2006). 

Case study school principal #3 Mrs. Adams challenged the status quo by 

promoting sustained educational reform for gifted students and the gifted program 

(Marzano et al., 2005). Mrs. Adams believed that gifted students should receive services 

designed to challenge and extend their learning (VanTassel-Baska & Stambaugh, 2006). 

In particular, Mrs. Adams expressed that she served as an advocate for gifted students 

and noted that her purpose was to educate the public in an effort to make them realize 

that gifted children are unique and require special needs. 

The next discussion will focus on the major findings related to the second theme: 

leadership behaviors with students, teachers, parents and community pertaining to gifted. 

In this discussion, I explored the two elements simultaneously. Principals in successful 

schools follow behaviors such as maintaining a safe environment and establishing strong 

interactions and relationships (Cotton, 2003; Marzano et al., 2005). Findings identified 

recognition of both behaviors. For example, case study school principal #3, Mrs. Adams 

noted: 

All the teachers are involved in our mission. Our philosophy is that these children 
have unique gifts. They should be able to learn in an atmosphere where they feel 
comfortable, even if it is just one day a week. They should be able to learn on the 
level of their intelligence. 

Case study lead gifted teacher #2, Mrs. Allen, expressed the following about her 

principal, Mrs. Jefferson: "My principal and I have a very open relationship. Any 
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questions I have, she will always be more than willing to tell me to do what is best for our 

students in whatever capacity that may be." 

In the same manner, case study lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. Cline, stated the 

following about her principal, Mr. Langston: 

He's a very busy man. Anytime you walk into his office, you'll see that he has 
papers everywhere. He knows exactly what they are for. He's, in addition to 
being a good principal, he's a very good disciplinarian. He used to be an AP at 
another school. So, he knows how to do that. He manages... ah sometimes I 
wonder...I mean you'll see him, he walks everywhere. He's in all the classrooms. 
He's very, very visible. He's not stuck in an office. He's extremely visible. He's 
there to help. He's very good with parents. He's a good listener. Maybe he's a 
good shoulder. A lot of parents come in with problems and he takes his time and 
he doesn't rush them off. I think that's very important. 

Research Question Two 

What evidence exists concerning Georgia elementary principals' knowledge base 

related to identifying and serving gifted students? 

Findings from a cross-case analysis of the data revealed that the three elementary 

principals gained knowledge of gifted programming through one of the following two 

avenues: (a) received gifted endorsement or (b) received counsel from their gifted 

endorsed lead teacher. I categorized these findings under the theme labeled knowledge of 

gifted program. Two other findings revealed that all three of the elementary principals 

used knowledge of gifted students' characteristics in reference to (c) identifying and 

serving gifted students, as well as for (d) instructional practices related to teaching and 

learning in their schools. I categorized both of these findings under the heading labeled 

knowledge of identifying and serving gifted students. Based on similarities across all 

three cases, the following discussion will focus on these findings. 
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The first finding regarding the second research question of this study revealed that 

Mrs. Adams and Mrs. Jefferson were both gifted endorsed. They noted that all four of the 

gifted endorsement classes were vital to the successful of their gifted programs. On the 

other hand, Mr. Langston stated that he relied heavily on the expertise of his gifted 

endorsed teacher. He noted that he had confidence in her judgments pertaining to gifted 

education. 

The next two findings revealed that the elementary principals in this study used 

knowledge of gifted students' characteristics in reference to identifying and serving 

gifted students, as well as for instructional practices related to teaching and learning in 

their schools. All three lead gifted teachers in this study described their principal as being 

well educated on the characteristics of gifted children. In addition, they explained how 

these principals' had an understanding of the gifted curriculum being implemented in 

their school. 

Research Question Three 

What evidence exists concerning dispositions of elementary principals in Georgia 

regarding identifying and serving gifted students? 

A cross-case analysis of the data revealed the following findings as evidence 

concerning dispositions of elementary principals in Georgia in identifying and serving 

gifted students: (a) hold a belief that gifted students deserve to be challenged, (b) value 

gifted education, (c) advocate for gifted program, (d) are willing to serve as a role model, 

(e) establish trust and (f) provide support. The first two findings were categorized under 

the theme labeled beliefs/values towards gifted. The next two findings were categorized 
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under the heading labeled commitment to gifted. The final two findings were categorized 

under the heading labeled leader characteristics. 

The first two findings pertaining to beliefs/values towards gifted indicated that all 

three elementary principals valued gifted education and believed that gifted students 

deserved to be challenged. The principals in this study valued their gifted programs and 

believed in nurturing the intelligence of the gifted students. They set out to ensure that the 

gifted students in their buildings were stimulated and learning something new every day. 

The next two findings relating to commitment to gifted indicated that all three 

elementary principals were willing to serve as a role model, as well as advocate for their 

gifted program. For example, lead gifted teacher #3, Mrs. Bentwaters, stated the 

following about her principal, Mrs. Adams: 

Well, since we only see gifted students then you know that our main focus is what 
needs they have. We really have focused a lot this year on the social needs of 
[gifted] students because we've been involved in the autonomous learner model... 
So, we've done a lot of things to help with that. Mrs. Adams is totally involved 
with whatever needs [gifted students] need to be met and that we're meeting 
those. 

Mrs. Allen, lead gifted teacher #2, expressed the following about her principal, 

Mrs. Jefferson: 

The gifted students are the leaders at our school. So, I think that is one of the 
stronger qualities that she has is being a role model for them. 

In another instance, case study school lead gifted teacher #1, Mrs. Cline, noted the 

follow about her principal, Mr. Langston, 

I think the fact that they've won a number of the stock market games . . . The 
principal will stop in the hallways and ask the students how their stocks are 
doing. He has gone with us to Atlanta several times to attend the Stock Market 
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Game (SMG) luncheon. He actually rents a van for all of us to fit, including 
parents of the SMG team members. 

The final two findings pertaining to leader characteristics in reference to gifted 

indicated that all three elementary principals established trusting relationships, as well as 

provided support in order to keep the gifted program alive. For instance, case study 

school principal #3, Mrs. Adams, expressed how she established a strong rapport with the 

board office staff in her school district in an effort to gain support for her gifted program. 

In another instance, case study school principal #1, Mr. Langston, reflected that 

he strives to make the gifted program premium in his school. He described how he is 100 

percent involved in the gifted program. In addition, he provided extra financial support 

for the gifted program, above allotted annual state funding, to make sure gifted students 

instructional needs are met. 

Likewise, case study school principal #2, Mrs. Jefferson, noted that she makes it 

her responsibility to encourage parents of gifted children to become involved in the 

learning process of their child . . . "to know what their child is doing, to communicate 

with them, to have conversations about what they are learning, and to work with them to 

make sure they are successful." The gifted program thrives because of the support gained 

from her parents. 

Summary 

This study examined the attributes of three elementary principals who lead 

successful gifted programs in their schools. Analysis of the data revealed that the three 

principals in this study exhibited common leadership behaviors noted in empirical 

research of effective leaders who lead successful schools. The three principals, despite 
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the constraints of NCLB, utilized these effective leadership behaviors to positively impact 

student achievement in their schools. 

Based on the findings from this study, the following conclusions were made. Not 

only did all three of the effective elementary principals in this study have knowledge of 

the importance of equity and excellence in educating gifted students, they also acted upon 

the knowledge gained pertaining to equity and excellence in educating gifted students. 

These principals demand a great deal for their gifted programs and gain support from the 

LEA. They served as advocates for the gifted students and for the gifted program in their 

schools. 

The three elementary principals in this study maintained a high level of 

stewardship by serving as ambassadors for their gifted students. They valued gifted 

education and believed that the gifted students need to be challenged every day. In acting 

upon this belief, the three elementary principals went beyond accomplishing short-term 

goals such as at or above the proficiency level for high stakes state testing and meeting 

AYP. In addition, these principals focused on accomplishing long-term goals in order to 

go beyond basic academic proficiency for the gifted student in an effort to positively 

affect student achievement for generations to come. Hence, the attributes of these 

effective elementary principals lead them to do what is right for the gifted students in 

their building, even if it may not be in their own best interest in terms of raising test 

scores and receiving opposition from public policy that emphasizes a basic level of 

proficiency. 
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Implications of the Findings 

This research will contribute to the knowledge base of gifted education. The 

concepts and conclusions of this study may provide other elementary principals, with 

similar demographics, an understanding of common attributes possessed by effective 

elementary principals who led successful gifted programs. In addition, this research 

presents Wynn's Gifted Leadership Framework that serves as a practical guide for policy 

makers, educational leaders and universities to use in providing support to elementary 

principals who aim to apply effective leadership practices that focus on meeting the 

diverse learning needs of gifted students. The findings from this case study may generate 

further studies pertaining to leadership attributes of effective elementary principals who 

lead successful gifted programs. 

Recommendations for future research 

In an effort to expand the knowledge base of effective principals who lead 

successful gifted programs, behavior assessments of principals can be conducted. The 

utility and administration of a teacher survey or behavioral checklist, developed from the 

Wynn's Gifted Leadership Framework of this research, can be used to assess teachers' 

perceptions of leader behaviors of effective principals who lead successful gifted 

programs. Future studies conducted pertaining to the discovery of leadership 

characteristics exhibited by elementary principals who develop and sustain a strong gifted 

program in their school should be further explored. In addition, future research studies 

should be conducted, comparing effective leaders of successful schools who lead strong 

gifted programming to effective leaders of successful schools who lead unsuccessful or 
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non-existent gifted programming. Perhaps this study, in conjunction with studies to 

follow, may help focus upon leadership roles regarding gifted education as a matter of 

equity and excellence. 

Conclusion 

The three principals were selected for this study as they were noted to be most 

effective pertaining to their gifted programs by their school district's gifted coordinators. 

As stewards for gifted students, the three elementary principals in this study were 

effective in taking known resources (human and budgetary) and implementing additional 

initiatives and programs beyond the mandated gifted program, designed to enrich and 

extend the curriculum. These actions show that despite the constraints of NCLB, the three 

principals still manage to focus on the changing needs of the gifted students and the 

gifted programs in their building. Their gifted programs are at the top of their care list, 

not for reasons of bias, but for reasons of challenging the status quo and setting high 

expectations for gifted students. In addition, these principals rely heavily on the expertise 

of their gifted teacher. All three principals stated that they are selective in hiring a gifted 

endorsed teacher who will serve as an advocate for the gifted students in their building. 

These principals are also advocates for the gifted students because they know the 

importance of enhancing and challenging their knowledge base. The three principals in 

this study make it their responsibility to raise the academic bar in an effort to provide the 

gifted students in their building an equitable and excellent education. These principals are 

advocating for our future leaders and pioneers. They know in a competitive and global 

economy, the earlier prepared a gifted student is, the more able they are to exceed the 
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challenges of tomorrow. Their passion and advocacy are the reasons why their gifted 

programs are reaching the apogee of success. 
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09-Feb-2009 
Ms. Jennifer Wynn 
Mercer University 
Tift College of Education (Department of Educational Leadership) 
1400 Coleman Avenue, Macon, GA 31207 

RE: Attributes of Effective Elementary Principals Who Lead Successful Gifted Programs (H0901027) 

Dear Ms. Wynn: 
Your application entitled: "Attributes of Effective Elementary Principals Who Lead Successful Gifted Programs" 
(H0901027) was reviewed by this Institutional Review Board for Human Subjects Research in accordance with Federal 
Regulations 21 CFR 56.110(b) and 45 CFR 46.110(b) (for expedited review) and was approved under Category 7 per 
63 FR 60364. 

Your application was approved for one year of study on 09-Feb-2009. The protocol expires 09-Feb-2009. If the study 
continues beyond one year, it must be re-evaluated by the IRB Committee. 

New Application 
Please complete the survey for the IRB and the Office of Research Compliance. To access the survey, click on the 
following link: http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/?p=WEB227URK2RB6Q 

Upon completion of your study please complete the Final Report Form located at the following link and submit to our 
office: http://www2.mercer.edU/NR/rdonlyres/5430F76E-1C63-47EF-A723 0642F543CB1F/0/StudyFinalReport_2_.doc 

It has been a pleasure to work with you and much success with your project!! 
If you need any further assistance, please feel free to contact our office. 

Mercer University IRB & Office of Research Compliance 
Phone (478) 301 -4101 Fax (478) 301 -2329 
ORC_Mercer@Mercer. Edu 
Respectfully, 

Ajuania G. White, MPH, CHES, CIM 
Member 
Institutional Review Board 
AGW/acr 

Mercer University h a s adopted, and ag ree s to conduct its clinical research studies in accordance witn, trie 
international Conference on Harmonization's (ICH) Guidelines for Good clinical Practice. 
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http://www.zoomerang.com/Survey/?p=WEB227URK2RB6Q
http://www2.mercer.edU/NR/rdonlyres/5430F76E-1C63-47EF-A723
http://0642F543CB1F/0/StudyFinalReport_2_.doc
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Request to Participate in Research 
"Attributes of Effective Elementary Principals Who Lead 

Successful Gifted Programs: A Case Study" 
Dear Principal, 
The following information is provided for you to decide whether you wish to participate 
in the present research study. Before you give your consent to volunteer, it is important 
that you read the following information and ask as many questions as necessary to be 
sure you understand what you will be asked to do. 

Principal Investigator: Jennifer Wynn; (Ph.D. Candidate, Tift College of Education, 
Mercer University); Degree(s): B.A., M.Ed., Mercer University, 1999, 2006 
Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Susan Malone (Associate Dean, Associate Professor of Education); 
Address: 1400 Coleman Avenue, Macon, Georgia, 31207; Phone: (478) 301-5399; 
Degree(s): B.A., University of South Alabama, 1975; M.Ed., Ed.D., Vanderbilt 
University, 1985, 1994 

Purpose of the Research 
This research study is designed to investigate key elements relating to Georgia 
elementary principal behaviors that influence the success of a gifted program. A 
secondary purpose is to discover possible evidence concerning Georgia elementary 
principals' knowledge base related to identifying and serving gifted students. Lastly, the 
study will examine the dispositions of elementary principals in Georgia regarding 
identifying and serving gifted students. 

The data from this research will be used: 
1) In the fulfillment of Ph.D. candidate dissertation research requirements 
2) In a possible academic article 
3) In academic presentations at professional meetings 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in at least two 
one-hour interview sessions, which will be recorded. The open-ended interview questions 
will focus on your role in supporting gifted education at your school. You will be asked 
to share documents, such as brochures, memos, curriculum scope-and-sequence, that 
emerge as relevant during the interview process. The interviews will be scheduled at your 
convenience and will occur within a timeframe of a three-month period. You will receive 
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a copy of the final report before it is handed in, so that you have the opportunity to 
suggest changes to the researcher, if necessary. 
Potential Risks or Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. 
Potential Benefits of the Research 
Your participation in this study may provide you with insight into your own leadership 
knowledge base and dispositions concerning identifying and serving gifted students in 
your school. 

Confidentiality and Data Storage 
Your real name will not be used at any point of information collection, or in the written 
case report; instead, you and any other person and place names involved in your case will 
be given pseudonyms that will be used in all verbal and written records and reports. I will 
maintain the confidentiality of all collected data; however, you and the lead gifted teacher 
at your school will both be aware that each of you is participating in the study. The raw 
data will be accessible only to me and my dissertation committee members for the 
purpose of analysis but will be protected by the rule of confidentiality. All project 
information, including tapes and transcriptions, will be kept in a locked safe in my home 
for a period of five years, after which they will be destroyed. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may refuse to 
participate at anytime. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at anytime. 
To withdraw from the study please contact Jennifer Wynn via letter. (Note: Because the 
data are anonymous, subjects cannot withdraw after data collection has taken place.) 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Jennifer Wynn. If you 
have questions later, you may contact Jennifer Wynn. This project has been reviewed and 
approved by Mercer University's IRB. If you believe there is any infringement upon 
your rights as a research subject, you may contact the Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 

I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered to my 
satisfaction. My signature below indicates my voluntary agreement to participate in this 
research study and to be audio-taped during my interviews. 

Please return one copy of this consent form and keep one copy for your records. 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Participant Name (Please Print) Date 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent (optional) Date 
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Request to Participate in Research 
"Attributes of Effective Elementary Principals Who Lead 

Successful Gifted Programs: A Case Study" 

Dear Lead Gifted Teacher, 
The following information is provided for you to decide whether you wish to participate 
in the present research study. Before you give your consent to volunteer, it is important 
that you read the following information and ask as many questions as necessary to be 
sure you understand what you will be asked to do. 

Principal Investigator: Jennifer Wynn; (Ph.D. Candidate, Tift College of Education, 
Mercer University); Degree(s): B.A., M.Ed., Mercer University, 1999, 2006 
Faculty Sponsor: Dr. Susan Malone (Associate Dean, Associate Professor of Education); 
Address: 1400 Coleman Avenue, Macon, Georgia, 31207; Phone: (478) 301-5399; 
Degree(s): B.A., University of South Alabama, 1975; M.Ed., Ed.D., Vanderbilt 
University, 1985, 1994 

Purpose of the Research 
This research study is designed to investigate key elements relating to Georgia 
elementary principal behaviors that influence the success of a gifted program. A 
secondary purpose is to discover possible evidence concerning Georgia elementary 
principals' knowledge base related to identifying and serving gifted students. Lastly, the 
study will examine the dispositions of elementary principals in Georgia regarding 
identifying and serving gifted students. 

The data from this research will be used: 
1) In the fulfillment of Ph.D. candidate dissertation research requirements 
2) In a possible academic article 
3) In academic presentations at professional meetings 

Procedures 
If you volunteer to participate in this study, you will be asked to participate in at least two 
one-hour interview sessions, which will be recorded. The open-ended interview questions 
will focus on your perceptions of your principal's role in supporting gifted education at 
your school. You will be asked to share documents, such as brochures, memos, 
curriculum scope-and-sequence, that emerge as relevant during the interview process. 
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The interviews will be scheduled at your convenience and will occur within a timeframe 
of a three-month period. You will receive a copy of the final report before it is handed in, 
so that you have the opportunity to suggest changes to the researcher, if necessary. 

Potential Risks or Discomforts 
There are no foreseeable risks associated with the study. 
Potential Benefits of the Research 
Your participation in this study may provide you with insight into the key leadership 
characteristics that best support gifted education at the school level. 

Confidentiality and Data Storage 
Your real name will not be used at any point of information collection, or in the written 
case report; instead, you and any other person and place names involved in your case will 
be given pseudonyms that will be used in all verbal and written records and reports. I will 
maintain the confidentiality of all collected data; however, you and your principal will 
both be aware that each of you is participating in the study. The raw data will be 
accessible only to me and my dissertation committee members for the purpose of analysis 
but will be protected by the rule of confidentiality. All project information, including 
tapes and transcriptions, will be kept in a locked safe in my home for a period of five 
years, after which they will be destroyed. 

Participation and Withdrawal 
Your participation in this research study is voluntary. As a participant you may refuse to 
participate at anytime. If you decide to participate, you are free to withdraw at anytime. 
To withdraw from the study please contact Jennifer Wynn via letter. (Note: Because the 
data are anonymous, subjects cannot withdraw after data collection has taken place.) 

Questions about the Research 
If you have any questions about the research, please speak with Jennifer Wynn. If you 
have questions later, you may contact Jennifer Wynn. This project has been reviewed and 
approved by Mercer University's IRB. If you believe there is any infringement upon 
your rights as a research subject, you may contact the Chair, at (478) 301-4101. 

I have been given the opportunity to ask questions and these have been answered to my 
satisfaction. My signature below indicates my voluntary agreement to participate in this 
research study and to be audio-taped during my interviews. 
Please return one copy of this consent form and keep one copy for your records. 

Signature of Research Participant Date 

Participant Name (Please Print) Date 

Signature of Person Obtaining Consent (optional) Date 
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Principal Interview Questions 

Personal Experience(s) 

1. How would you describe your school? 

2. How did you become principal of your school? What led you to this position? 

3. Do you have a child and/or a family member in gifted? 

4. Describe your leadership training. What courses/training/experiences do you consider 
valuable? Did any of your preparation such as courses/training/experiences directly 
address your role in gifted education? 

Identification of gifted students 

1. How would you describe the gifted students in your school? 

2. How are students referred for gifted services? 

3. How familiar are you with what instruments are used for student assessment to 
determine eligibility for gifted? 

4. How important do you think it is for a principal to be familiar with the testing and 
placing of gifted students? To what degree are you involved? 

Gifted services 

1. What services are offered for gifted student in your school? 

2. How does your school meet the needs of gifted students? Describe the philosophy: 
Who are involved: where, how, and why? 

3. How familiar are you with the gifted curriculum in your school? What kinds of things 
are you looking for in gifted services in comparison to general education services? 

4. What do you look for when hiring a gifted teacher who will serve gifted students 
within your school? 



Dispositions regarding identifying and service gifted students 

1. How do you manage to balance the needs of all the students in your school? 

2. What unique skills are needed to run a school implementing a program for gifted 
students? 

3. Do you find that students who have been identified as gifted require different kinds 
of interventions/ interactions? 

4. In meeting the demands of NCLB, what guidance would you provide to still have 
room in the big picture to care for gifted students? 

5. What do you think a school leader's role ought to be in making this happen? 

6. How do you make budget priorities for gifted? 

7. What do you think are important factors for good, strong gifted programming? 

8. What role should parents play in the education of gifted students? 

9. What advice would you give to other administrators involved in implementing 
programs for gifted students? 
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Interview Questions for Lead Gifted Teacher 

1. How would you describe your school? 

2. How long have you been the lead girted teacher at this school? 

3. How long have you worked with your principal? 

4. How would you describe the gifted students in your school? 

5. To what degree is your principal involved in the testing and placement process for 
gifted students? 

6. How important do you think it is for a principal to be familiar with the eligibility 
procedures for identifying gifted students? 

7. What services are offered for gifted students in your school? 

8. How would you describe your principal's philosophy for meeting the needs of 
gifted students? 

9. How does your principal manage to balance the needs of all the students in your 
school? 

10. What unique skills are needed to run a school implementing a program for gifted 
students? 

11. What are your principal's strengths in this area? 

12. In meeting the demands of NCLB, what guidance does your principal provide to 
still have room in the big picture to care for gifted students? 

13. What do you think a school leader's role ought to be in making this happen? 

14. What do you consider your school's greatest accomplishments related to gifted 
students and to what degree would you attribute those accomplishments to the 
role of your principal? 

15. How much and what kind of interaction do you have with your principal related to 
serving gifted students? 
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Wynn's Gifted Leadership Action Codes 5/5/09 

Willingness to Serve 

Visible 

Teamwork (collaboration) 

Teacher Leader 

Support 

Spiritual (seek a source of strength) 

Safe & Secure Environment 

Public Relations 

Differentiation 

Promotes Parental Involvement 

Professional Learning 

Proac t ive (Progressive) (Possesses the ability to stand up for Academic rights of students') 

(Face challenges to benefit student achievement) 

Principal be Gifted Endorsed 

Personal Connection (Life and educational experiences) 

Patient 

Listener 

Knowledge of Identification for Gifted 

Knowledge of Service for Gifted 



126 
Knowledge of Characteristics of Gifted Children 

Involved (Participatory = Hands On) 

Invest 

Hire Gifted E n d o r s e d T e a c h e r (Seek council from people in specialized areas) 

Encourages Teacher Advancement 

Diversity Embraced (Belief in student and teacher abilities & talents) 

Continuity 

Constant Learner (Diligent learner) 

Commitment to Meeting Student Needs 

Commitment to Meeting Teacher Needs 

Caring 

Building Relationships 

Belief in the Mission 

Balanced Leader 

Advocacy for Gifted Program 

Incorporates Technology 

Celebrates Successes (Acknowledges contributions to the success of student ach.) 

Instructional Leader 

Insight (Ability to figure things out)-Awareness 



127 

Trust 

Rigor (Goes beyond the minimum standard) 
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From: Hutchinson, Adele On Behalf Of permissions (US) [permissions@sagepub.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 21, 2010 12:35 PM 
To: Wynn, Jennifer 
Subject: RE: Wynn's Request 

Dear Jennifer, 
You may use the material in the ProQuest/UMI publication. 

Best, 
Adele 

From: Wynn, Jennifer 
Sent: Thursday, May 20, 2010 8:44 AM 
To: 'permissions (US)' 
Subject: RE: Wynn's Request 
Hello Adele, 

As a requirement for Mercer University I will publish my dissertation with 
ProQuest/UMI. May I have permission to use the material listed below. Thank you. 

From: Hutchinson, Adele On Behalf Of permissions (US) 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 6:49 PM 
To: Wynn, Jennifer E. 
Subject: RE: Wynn's Request 
Dear Jennifer, 

Thank you for your request. Please consider this written permission to use the material 
detailed below in your dissertation. Proper attribution to the original source should be 
included. The permission does not include any 3rd party material found within the work. 
Please contact us for any future usage or publication of your dissertation. 
Best, 

Adele 

From: Wynn, Jennifer 
Sent: Wednesday, February 10, 2010 12:52 PM 
To: permissions (US) 
Subject: Wynn's Request 
My name is Jennifer Wynn. I would like to use some text information in my dissertation. 
I would like to ask permission to list Norton's and Zeilinger's 12 areas found in the 
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Jennifer Wynn 

Leadership Experience 

Practical application experiences of synthesizing and applying the knowledge, practices 
and skills needed to be an effective and efficient leader. 

Tift College of Education, Mercer University Experiences 
* Leadership Academy, a once-per-semester 8 hour Saturday session with education 
experts who have diverse ideas and methods on current educational topics; Leadership 
Portfolio, an electronic portfolio maintained to showcase work and experiences in 
Educational Leadership Completed: 2005-2009 
* Leadership Internship Experience, engaged in field experience, guided and supported 
by assigned mentors in the field. Elementary School Summer Internship & Middle 
School Summer Internship 

Mentorship: (Gifted Director) 
Lead Gifted Elementary Teacher (Liaison to relay information to all elementary gifted 
teachers) Facilitated, collaborated and maintained: Professional learning activities; Field 
trips; Calendar of events on SharePoint. 

Committee Experiences 
Better Seeking Team (2007-2010); SACS Committee: Elementary School (2008-2009); 
Gifted Manual Revision Committee (2007-2009); Elementary Gifted Curriculum Task 
Force (2007-2010); Elementary Gifted Testing Committee (2008-2010); SACS Math 
Committee (2003-2004); School Discipline Plan Committee (2001-2002). 

Skills/Training 

Grade Chair; Strategies for Working with At-Risk Students; Math Investigations; Science 
Textbook Workshop; Everyday Math Counts; Shared Inquiry Leadership Workshop; 
Collaborative Model for Gifted Students; In-Tech Certified (3/02/02); Four Block 
Training; Writing to Win Training; Balanced Literacy; Stock Market Training; Sharing 
Best Practices in Teaching and Leadership (Metro Atlanta Educator Conference); GPS 
Training; Teaching Reading and Writing Conference; Torrance Training; Junior Great 
Books Training; Georgia Gifted Conference; Gifted Summer Institute (Confratute) 
University of Connecticut; Curriculum Writing for Georgia Board of Education: English 
Language Arts Frameworks emphasizing writing, listening and speaking, remediating 
and extending; Presented at a research convention with Mercer University (2008). 



Professional Experience 

* K-5tn Gifted Teacher (Aug. 2004 - Current) 
* 3rd Grade Teacher (Aug. 2002-May 2004) 
* 1st Grade Teacher (Oct. 1999 - May 2002) 

Education 

PhD. in Educational Leadership 
* Tift College of Education, Mercer University * Fall 2006 - Present 

Ed.S. in Educational Leadership 
* Tift College of Education, Mercer University * July 2008 

M.Ed, in Educational Leadership 
* Tift College of Education, Mercer University * June 2006 

Gifted Endorsement 
* RESA * June 2005 

Bachelor of Arts in Early Childhood 
* Tift College of Education, Mercer University * May 1999 

Extra Curricular Activities/Recognitions(s) 

Dance Team Coach (Aug. 2004 - May 2006); AWANA Teacher (Aug. 2003 - May 
2005); Jump Rope Coach (Aug. 2001 - May 2004); Teacher of the Year for Westside 
Elementary (2001). 
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