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ABSTRACT
In countries with no clear policy regarding gifted students, teachers are vital. Norway is such a case. 
Teachers might have stereotypical views and need knowledge about gifted students to facilitate 
them appropriately. This article aims to give descriptive insights into teachers’ views and percep
tions of students with extraordinary learning potential (gifted) in Norway. To examine this, we used 
a survey of primary and secondary school teachers (N = 339), exploring teachers’ self-evaluated 
need for knowledge, how teachers evaluate different characteristics, and the teachers’ open-ended 
descriptions. We also report descriptive statistics from the survey. The results indicate that the 
Norwegian teachers wanted more knowledge about gifted students; they reported positive char
acteristics like performing well and being hardworking and intelligent but also being bored and, to 
some degree, displaying disruptive behavior. Here, 74% of the teachers reported they had experi
ences with teaching gifted students. One implication is including giftedness as a topic in teacher 
education. Our study points to important areas for further research – for example, more in-depth 
research with Norwegian teachers on their view and characterization of gifted students.
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Introduction

Teachers are essential in gifted education. As Tirri 
(2017) stated, “Teachers are the key agents in identify
ing and nurturing all kinds of talent” (p. 211). 
Internationally, a lot of research has supported the 
needs of gifted students but has shown differences 
across educational systems and that teachers are not 
always providing the necessary support and facilita
tion (Renzulli, 2012; Sekowski & Łubianka, 2015; 
Walsh & Jolly, 2018). If gifted students are not pro
vided for, they may develop socioemotional difficul
ties, negative attitudes toward school, and even drop 
out (Subotnik et al., 2011). Many policy-level strategies 
can help teachers identify gifted students, and policy 
does matter by providing structure and guidance 
(Gubbins et al., 2021; Haug, 2020b; Hodges et al., 
2021). Unfortunately, not all countries or municipali
ties have policies regarding gifted students. Teachers 
become even more critical in identifying their stu
dents’ needs in these situations. What happens when 
there are no national policies to help teachers, and 
how do teachers view gifted students and their educa
tional needs? The current article illustrates this by 

exploring teachers’ views on education for gifted stu
dents in Norway through a descriptive survey. In the 
survey, we used the term extraordinary learning 
potential, as this is the terminology used in Norway, 
with the following definition: Students with extraor
dinary learning potential are those students with 
a strong need and potential in academic subjects like 
mathematics, reading/writing/language, science, tech
nology, social sciences, or creative/aesthetic subjects and 
who can transform their potential to talent only if their 
needs are met in a rich and responding learning envir
onment (Idsøe, 2014, p. 14, our translation). The pre
sent article will use the term gifted students.

The case of Norway

In the current article, we focus on compulsory educa
tion, which, in Norway, consists of primary education 
from first to seventh grade and lower secondary edu
cation from eighth to tenth grade (The Norwegian 
Education Mirror, 2019).

Gifted students are considered a new field of inter
est in Norwegian educational research. A summary 
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has pointed to the need for more research about 
Norwegian teachers in education for gifted students 
(Børte et al., 2016). Norway published its first official 
report on education for gifted students in 2016 (NOU 
2016:14, 2016), establishing the new terms high learn
ing potential and extraordinary learning potential. 
Students with high or extraordinary learning potential 
are students with the capacity to perform or achieve at 
the highest level in their given grade or area of exper
tise (NOU 2016:14, 2016). The report stated that gift
edness is not essential in Norwegian teacher education 
and that Norway has no clear uniform policy regard
ing gifted students. The educational policies in 
Norway focus on inclusive and adapted education 
for all students (The Education Act, 1998). 
Accordingly, gifted students also need facilitation to 
enhance their potential (NOU 2016:14, 2016).

Suppose giftedness was not a topic teachers 
learned about during their teacher education. In 
that case, teachers might lack knowledge about 
identification and facilitation in adapting their 
instruction to the needs of gifted students. 
Teachers may utilize different identification meth
ods through assessment, such as ability tests, rating 
scales, or performance-based assessments (Cao 
et al., 2017). In Europe, the most widely used cri
teria for identification are aptitude or performance 
tests (Sekowski & Łubianka, 2015). However, abil
ity tests are rarely used in Norway, and no rating 
scales exist (NOU 2016:14, 2016).

There are currently around 636,000 students in 
compulsory education in Norway, and the student- 
to-teacher ratio is approximately 16 (The 
Norwegian Education Mirror, 2019). High learning 
potential is estimated to constitute 10–15% of the 
student population, while extraordinary learning 
potential comprises 2–5% (NOU 2016:14, 2016). If 
5% of the student population has extraordinary 
learning potential, that constitutes 31,800 students, 
so each teacher should statistically have one gifted 
student at any given time.

Teachers in Norway must follow the principle of 
adapted and equitable education (The Education 
Act, 1998, §§ 1–1, 1–3), which requires differentia
tion according to a student’s needs and predisposi
tions. However, this principle is not an individual 
legal right (Haug, 2020a; Norwegian Directorate of 
Education and Training [NDET], 2021a). The 
national requirements for teacher education define 

adapted education as variation through different 
assignments, material, intensity, organization, 
teaching aids, and methods. Teachers must adapt 
the instruction according to the diversity in their 
classes (Ministry of Education and Research, 2010).

Students who do not have a satisfactory yield from 
ordinary education have the right to special educa
tion (The Education Act, 1998, § 5–1). However, 
according to the NDET, gifted students are not cov
ered by the right to special education. They have 
a satisfactory yield and should receive adaptation 
within ordinary education (NDET, 2014).

A qualitative study with focus group interviews 
of 322 preservice teachers in Norway found that the 
teachers acknowledged the need to differentiate 
education but found it hard to design and conduct 
differentiated instruction (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 
2016; Brevik et al., 2018).

Nordic research on gifted students and giftedness

In a qualitative Swedish study, Mellroth (2021) 
analyzed the discussions of 12 teachers in 
a professional development program. Mellroth 
found that the teachers were prepared to teach 
their highly able students in mathematics by pro
viding differentiation and challenging assignments. 
The teachers also had the competence to recognize 
these students. On the other hand, in a quantitative 
survey, Persson found that gifted adults (N = 287) 
retrospectively saw Swedish schools as hostile and 
unsatisfactory (Persson, 2010). As in Sweden, gifted 
students in Norway are in regular classrooms, not 
in any special programs; hence, the general teacher 
needs knowledge about giftedness, potential, detec
tion, provisions, and the dynamic relationship 
between potential, support, and motivation 
(Mattsson & Bengmark, 2011).

Laine (2010) studied the Finnish public discus
sion of giftedness, finding a diversity of concep
tions. Laine further asked if this diversity could 
influence how gifted children are identified in 
school and whether those participating in the pub
lic discussion discuss the same phenomenon. In 
Norway, new terminology has been established 
(high and extraordinary learning potential). 
However, what this terminology means and how 
to identify these students might be unclear.
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Teachers’ characterization of gifted students

When identifying gifted students, teachers in 
Norway must rely on their knowledge of giftedness, 
different characteristics, and performance assess
ment. Level of experience and teacher training 
have been found to influence teachers’ responses 
(Rizza & Morrison, 2003). However, teachers can 
be stereotypical when characterizing gifted students 
and value excellence, potential, rarity, behavior, 
and innate ability (Lee, 1999; Rizza & Morrison, 
2003). Gender biases may also influence character
ization; research has found evidence that girls are 
less frequently nominated for gifted programs 
(Endepohls-Ulpe & Ruf, 2006; Hernández- 
Torrano et al., 2013).

Persson (1998) studied Swedish teachers’ (N = 
232) conceptualizations of giftedness, finding that 
teachers failed to understand the social-emotional 
aspect of giftedness, instead focusing on the ideal 
student, the “paragon of virtue.” Students charac
terized as such act as leaders, never give up, are 
inspiring, and act as teacher assistants when the 
need arises (Persson, 1998). This is not an image of 
all gifted students, and it is vital to recognize that 
gifted students might underachieve and not per
form according to their potential or the expecta
tions of their teachers (Reis & McCoach, 2000). As 
Smedsrud (2018) stated, there is a misconception 
that gifted students must be high achieving. 
Mattson found that Swedish headteachers (N = 
34) emphasized creative ability, logical ability, 
and motivation in the conception of gifted stu
dents in mathematics (Mattsson, 2010). 
Norwegian preservice teachers have characterized 
students with high learning potential as 
a heterogenic group with requirements regarding 
subject knowledge and cognitive and socioemo
tional needs (Brevik et al., 2018).

Finnish teachers have characterized gifted stu
dents using cognitive, creative, and motivational 
features (Laine et al., 2016). A Spanish study 
found that the teachers nominated students 
with high scores in verbal and numerical areas 
for gifted programs, choosing students who 
excelled in social intelligence, showing that they 
were more likely to nominate a student display
ing positive behavior than one with disruptive 
behavior (Hernández-Torrano et al., 2013).

Aims of the study

The current article aims to provide insight into how 
teachers perceive education for students with extra
ordinary learning potential in Norway by using 
descriptive data from primary and secondary school 
teachers. We explored where teachers reported gain
ing knowledge, their self-evaluated need for knowl
edge about giftedness, and how they evaluated 
different characteristics. We were also interested in 
how many teacher-identified students were in our 
selection because this is a new term and an under
studied topic in Norwegian educational research.

The rationale for the current study is twofold. 
There is a gap in the Norwegian research literature 
regarding teachers and giftedness (Børte et al., 
2016). Teachers are also the most crucial factor in 
Norwegian compulsory education for providing 
gifted students with the differentiation they need 
(Smedsrud et al., 2018; Tirri, 2017). The current 
study was a prerequisite for developing an interview 
guide for a qualitative interview study and identify
ing possible research gaps for further research.

The following research questions guided the pre
sent article:

(1) Where do Norwegian teachers report that 
they have gained knowledge about gifted, 
and how do they self-evaluate their need for 
knowledge?
a. How do the background variables of years 

of experience, experience with gifted stu
dents, and education level correlate with 
teachers’ self-evaluated need for 
knowledge?

(2) How do Norwegian teachers evaluate the 
different characteristics of gifted students, 
and how do they describe the characteristics 
of gifted students?

Materials and methods

Participants

In total, N = 339 teachers in Norway participated in 
a web-based survey. We recruited the participants in 
two cycles. The first sample consisted of n = 144 
participants from a national inquiry of all combined 
grade 1 to 10 schools in Norway (650 schools). Only 
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32 schools answered and sent the survey to their 
teachers, with a total response rate of 20% from 
these schools. After the first cycle, we contacted 
municipalities and received replies from one in 
Eastern Norway and one in Western Norway. The 
one in the east provided 18 participants, and the one 
in the west provided n = 177, with a response rate of 
63%. The western sample is representative of that 
municipality but not necessarily the whole country. 
The national sample has too low a response rate to 
be representative and is prone to self-selection bias, 
so we cannot generalize the findings to all 
Norwegian 1–10 teachers (Gorard, 2001). The wes
tern sample mitigates the self-selection bias in the 
national sample. Similarities between the total sam
ple and the national average enhance the general
izability. There is an overweight of female teachers 
(77%), similar to the national gender difference in 
primary and secondary school (75% female teachers; 
NDET, 2021b). Over half of the teachers in our 
study are contact teachers, and the amount coin
cides with the national difference (57% contact tea
chers; NDET, 2021c).

Pilot

We conducted a pilot test with 48 teachers to eval
uate the survey questions. The participants 
included one secondary school with 44 teachers 
and four teachers the first author knew personally. 
The pilot participants answered the survey and gave 
feedback on the questions. Feedback included com
ments like: “I am not sure what you mean by this 
question” or “I appreciate this question being open- 
ended, as that made me reflect more on where 
I have generated knowledge about gifted students.” 
After the pilot, we made minor changes, such as 
changing the wording of some questions. No ques
tions were excluded after the pilot. We did not 
include the informants from the pilot in the final 
survey.

Instrument

We collected data using a web-based survey pro
vided by SurveyMonkey (www.surveymonkey.com). 
The authors designed the survey specifically for the 
current study, with 25 questions split into five dif
ferent areas: (1) background questions, (2) questions 

on teachers’ self-evaluated need for knowledge of 
gifted students and where teachers have received 
knowledge, (3) identification and characteristics of 
gifted students, (4) adaptation or differentiation of 
education, and (5) experience with gifted students. 
The survey consisted of dichotomous questions, 
Likert-scale questions, and open-ended questions. 
We developed the survey from the literature on 
gifted education, for example, on differentiation 
(Gagné, 2015; VanTassel-Baska & Hubbard, 2016), 
on characteristics (Ackerman, 1997; Betts & Neihart, 
1988; Cross, 2002; Idsøe, 2014; Lee, 1999; Lie, 2014), 
and other relevant literature (Renzulli, 2012; 
Shaywitz et al., 2001; Subotnik et al., 2011) but 
with a Norwegian scope. The survey is available as 
an appendix (1).

The “characteristics of giftedness” scale consisted 
of 15 different characteristics that the teachers agreed 
or disagreed with on a five-item Likert scale. We 
developed the different characteristics from the 
Norwegian expert literature concerning cognitive 
and socioemotional characteristics and differences 
between high-achieving and gifted students (Idsøe, 
2014; Idsøe & Skogen, 2011; Lie, 2014). The scale is 
simplified, hence not representing all possible char
acteristics. We focused on the characteristics devel
oped from the Norwegian literature. Preservice 
teachers use cognitive and socioemotional character
istics when describing students with high learning 
potential (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016). We ended up 
with 15 characteristics representing various cognitive 
and socioemotional aspects, in line with previous 
research in Norway (Brevik & Gunnulfsen, 2016; 
Idsøe, 2014; Idsøe & Skogen, 2011; Lie, 2014). The 
open-ended question, where teachers could write 
what they believed characterizes gifted students, 
mitigated some limitations with the limited scale.

To enhance validity, we performed a pilot test 
before collecting the data and included a definition 
of giftedness at the beginning of the survey. To 
check reliability, we performed Cronbach's α.

Analyses

We used descriptive frequencies and bivariate ana
lyses to establish any significant correlation with 
background variables. We used the open-ended 
questions as a supplement to the other survey 
data. We used quantitative content analysis to 
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analyze the open-ended questions regarding tea
chers’ descriptions and where teachers have 
gained knowledge about gifted students 
(Neuendorf, 2017).In content analysis, we split 
the data into smaller units for interpretation. The 
goal is to produce a numerical count of key cate
gories and a summary of the categories and con
cepts (Neuendorf, 2017). In developing the coding 
scheme used in the content analysis, we used the 
literature from developing the survey and 
a preliminary review of the answers. We put the 
coding scheme into SPSS 25, and all answers were 
re-read and coded accordingly. See, Table 1 for an 
example of the content analysis. Table 4 provides 
all the codes and frequencies. We performed all 
statistical computations using SPSS 25.

Ethical considerations

The Norwegian Center for Research Data (NSD) 
approved this study. To answer the survey, all par
ticipants had to read the information letter at the 
beginning of the survey. The information letter 
stated that participation was voluntary and that 
no personal information would be collected for 
identification. By answering the survey, the partici
pants completed an informed act of consent.

Results

The teachers were from different parts of Norway 
and taught first to tenth grades. Two-thirds identified 
as female (n = 261). According to the teachers’ self- 
evaluation, almost half (44%) believed they currently 
had gifted students. More than 7 out of 10 (74%) 
believed they had experience teaching gifted students. 
The participants had a mean experience of 14 years 
(SD: 10.5). For other descriptive results, see, Table 2.

We have organized this section according to the 
research questions. First, Where do Norwegian tea
chers report they have gained knowledge about 

gifted, and how do they self-evaluate their need for 
more knowledge?

The teachers answered an open-ended question 
about where they had received knowledge or infor
mation about gifted students. This question was 
open-ended because we did not want to limit the 
teachers to our predispositions, and it allowed the 
teachers to elaborate. The quantitative content ana
lysis generated eight categories: experience (44%), 
education (27%), literature (18%), no knowledge 
(14%), media (13%), courses (6%), parents/student 
themselves (5%), and other (3%). Fourteen percent 
claimed they did not know about gifted students. 
Further, even though almost a third mentioned 
their teacher education, the teachers also reported 
that they did not see it as a vital part.

Because teachers must adapt or differentiate edu
cation for all students, it is necessary to know if they 
used differentiation and if the educational system 
would allow for differentiation. Nine out of ten 

Table 1. Coding example.
Quote Unit Code

Ability to reflect, see contexts, and understand subjects on a much higher level than their age peers. 
Learning is substantially faster than the average student. 
Large inner drive and motivation for acquiring new knowledge.

Ability to reflect, see context, and 
understand on a higher level

Intellect

Learning is faster Learn fast
Large inner drive and motivation for 

acquiring new knowledge
Motivation 
Joy of 

learning

Table 2. Descriptive statistics.
N %

Total 339 100
National survey 144 43
Eastern municipality 18 5
Western municipality 177 52
Gender

Female 261 77
Male 78 23

Education
Bachelor (4 years) 138 41
Bachelor (4 +1 year) 139 41
Master (5 years) 8 2
Master (5 +1 year) 18 5
Other 36 11

Teaching level
Primary school 213 63
Secondary school 85 25
Across all grades 37 11
Administration 4 1

Public school 310 91
Private school 29 9
School size

<100 students 68 20
100–199 students 85 25
200–399 students 142 42
>400 students 44 13

Contact teacher
Yes 187 55
No 152 45
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teachers agreed that they differentiated, and eight 
out of ten agreed that there was space for differen
tiated instruction in Norwegian schools.

Further, the questionnaire asked the teachers to 
what degree they agreed (Likert scale 1–5) that they 
needed more knowledge about gifted students and 
adaptation. Nine out of ten teachers said they 
needed more knowledge and information in this 
area. To investigate a possible relationship between 
the background variables (research question 1a), we 
performed a Pearson correlation between experi
ence measured in years and the question, “To what 
degree do you agree or disagree that you need more 
knowledge about gifted students?” The correlation 
was significant, with a small negative correlation r = 
−.11 (p = .05), indicating that the more experienced 
teachers were less in agreement with the statement 
that they needed more knowledge about gifted stu
dents. However, because the correlation was small, 
it is unclear whether it should be further inter
preted. The other background variables had no 
significant correlations.

The second research question was, How do 
Norwegian teachers evaluate different characteristics 
of gifted students, and how do they describe gifted 
students?

We analyzed the “characteristics of giftedness” 
scale and looked at the teachers’ descriptions to 
answer this question. All answers were on a five- 
item Likert scale. A total of 288 respondents 
answered the questions. See, Table 3 for the 
descriptive results. We tested the scale’s internal 
consistency using Cronbach’s α, which gave 

a result of .75. This result was adequate (Pallant, 
2016) but indicated that some items needed further 
clarification. The internal consistency indicated 
that the characteristics in the scale were related to 
each other; however, we analyzed them separately 
to determine which characteristics the teachers 
agreed with most.

The teachers mostly agreed on the positive 
characteristics; eight out of ten agreed that gifted 
students performed well and were inquisitive. 
Three out of four agreed that gifted students 
were willing to learn and showed an advanced 
language. The teachers were more diverse in 
terms of the students’ negative characteristics. 
Two out of ten agreed that gifted students 
could be irritating, while almost half (46%) 
agreed that they might be “know-it-alls” and 
that they might show disruptive behavior (48%).

The survey asked the teachers to describe 
gifted students using an open-ended question 
(n = 268). In the quantitative content analysis, 
we developed 19 different codes (see, Table 4). 
The maximum number of codes was 9, the mini
mum was 1, and the mean was 2.93. The codes 
were related to cognitive traits in the student 
such as intelligence, creativity, and curiosity or 
behavior in school, such as hardworking, moti
vated, and problematic behavior. There were 
differences in the teachers’ answers; some were 
long and detailed, and some were relatively 
short. Some (10%) teachers mentioned that 
gifted students were diverse, making it difficult 
to sum it up in a few sentences.

Table 3. Frequencies on characteristics of gifted.
Totally agree 

(1)%
Somewhat agree 

(2)%
Neither agrees nor disagrees 

(3)%
Somewhat disagree 

(4)%
Totally disagree 

(5)% Mean SD

1. Performs well at school 43.2 39.0 14.0 3.2 0.6 1.79 0.85
2. Disruptive 3.6 44.7 33.1 11.6 7.0 2.74 0.96
3. Unsocial 2.6 21.1 47.0 17.8 11.5 3.14 0.97
4. Creative 19.6 39.5 33.3 6.5 1.0 2.30 0.90
5. Energetic 12.7 37.6 44.1 4.9 0.7 2.43 0.80
6. Diligent 19.9 37.6 31.4 10.8 0.3 2.34 0.93
7. Inquisitive 36.8 41.8 17.8 3.6 0 1.88 0.82
8. Quiet 4.9 23.0 56.1 13.8 2.3 2.86 0.80
9. Irritating 2.7 15.4 39.1 16.1 26.8 3.49 1.12
10. Extroverted 5.0 25.2 59.8 9.6 0.3 2.75 0.71
11. Social 7.9 28.1 50.7 12.9 0.3 2.70 0.81
12. Show an advanced 

language
28.6 45.7 22.0 3.0 0.7 2.01 0.83

13. Know-it-all 8.3 37.6 35.6 10.9 7.6 2.72 1.02
14. Willing to learn 35.8 40.1 19.5 4.6 0 1.93 0.86
15. Introverted 1.3 15.3 65.4 11.6 6.3 3.06 0.76
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Because statistically speaking, each teacher 
should have one gifted student at any time, we 
were interested in how many teacher-identified 
gifted students were in our material. Three out of 
four teachers reported that they had experience 
with gifted students. Each teacher has had six gifted 
students (the total reported number was 1,253 from 
214 teachers, M 5.94), averaging three girls and 
three boys. Those with gifted students (44%) 
reported two gifted students each, one boy and 
one girl. We performed paired samples t-tests to 
evaluate the gender difference for reported boys (M 
1.42, SD 1.20) and girls (M 1.34, SD 1.36; t(91) = 
1.82, p = .41, two-tailed), which was insignificant 
(total boys M 3.64, SD 3.65; total girls M 3.24, SD 
3.95; t(164) = 1.81, p = .07, two-tailed).

Discussion

Norwegian teachers have been almost unanimous 
in requesting more knowledge about gifted stu
dents in our study. Mostly, the teachers have gained 
knowledge through their own experiences and did 
not report teacher education as an essential part. 
Tirri (2017) stated that teachers are vital agents in 
developing talent. Furthermore, teacher education 
is the key to producing teachers with proper knowl
edge about students with extraordinary learning 
potential and how to facilitate them appropriately. 
Teachers need knowledge about different 

characteristics, tools for identification, adaptation 
in school, and differentiation. However, our results 
show that 14% of the teachers reported no knowl
edge about gifted students. Almost 90% said they 
needed more knowledge. According to 
a Norwegian official report (2016: 14, 2016), gifted
ness is not essential in teacher education. We also 
saw the same tendency in our results. Mellroth 
(2021) found that the teachers they interviewed 
stated a duty to acquire knowledge about gifted 
students and the duty and right to disseminate 
their knowledge to other teachers. In line with 
this, there seems to be a need to include giftedness 
as a course in Norwegian teacher education (Brevik 
et al., 2018). Teacher education should provide 
teachers with the necessary knowledge to identify 
gifted students and provide for them in school.

Statistically, each teacher should have around 
one gifted student at any time. However, only 
44% of the teachers in our study reported they 
currently had one or more gifted students, and 
74% reported they had a gifted student during 
their career. This result might indicate that some 
gifted students were not recognized as gifted by 
their teachers because of limited knowledge or 
a more limited conception of giftedness. This result 
might also be a consequence of a lack of consensus 
regarding what constitutes giftedness and the lack 
of uniform policies in Norway (NOU 2016:14, 
2016; Smedsrud, 2020).

Characterization of gifted students

The Norwegian teachers characterized gifted stu
dents mainly in a positive light. The characteristics 
they agreed most with were “performs well at 
school” (82%), “inquisitive” (79%), and “willing to 
learn” (76%). In their open-ended descriptions, the 
most used characteristics were “intellect” (34%), 
“boredom” (31%), “need for individual adaptation” 
(30%), and high “subject knowledge” (24%). 
Norwegian teachers primarily identified gifted stu
dents as intelligent, high achievers, curious but 
bored, and needing individual adaptation. This 
result is in line with previous studies from Sweden 
(Mattsson, 2010; Persson, 1998), Australia (Lee, 
1999), the USA (Rizza & Morrison, 2003), and 
Finland (Laine et al., 2016).

Table 4. Characteristics Developed from the Teachers’ 
Descriptions (n = 268).

Character trait N %

Cognitive attributes
Intellect 91 34
Need individual adaptation 79 30
Subject knowledge 63 24
Different 53 20
Learn fast 50 19
Joy of learning 47 18
Curious 17 6
Creative 10 4

Behavior in school
Boredom 84 31
Problematic behavior 52 19
Perform well in school 39 15
Motivated 33 12
Hardworking 28 10
Fast 28 10
Diverse group 28 10
Independent 25 9
Challenging 25 9
Active 19 7
Underachiever 13 5

Note: Max codes 9, min 1. Mean 2.93. SD 1.43
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The student characterized by the teachers seems to 
be the golden student every teacher wants. This stu
dent is willing to learn, intelligent, diligent, hardwork
ing, learns fast, and performs well. One problem is that 
this is not always the case. There is no absolute rela
tionship between extraordinary learning potential and 
school achievement; gifted students might undera
chieve (Betts & Neihart, 1988; Rubenstein et al., 
2012; Subotnik et al., 2011). In our study, the 
Norwegian teachers thought about a gifted student 
as mainly a high-achieving student. We saw this 
when looking at the frequencies of “performs well” 
and “diligent.” When combining “totally agree” and 
“somewhat agree,” 82% of the teachers agreed on the 
characteristic of “performs well,” and 58% agreed on 
“diligence.” These results indicate that the teachers 
focused on results, meaning underachievers might go 
unnoticed. If teachers do not recognize that gifted 
students might underachieve, these students could 
potentially lose out on beneficial interventions and 
facilitation in school (Reis & McCoach, 2000).

An interesting result is that 48% of the teachers 
agreed on the disruptive characteristic, and 19% 
described problematic behavior in their descrip
tions. It seems disruptive or problematic behavior 
is something that many of the teachers were experi
encing. This result goes against other research, for 
example, a Spanish study indicating that teachers 
nominated students with positive behavior, not dis
ruptive behavior (Hernández-Torrano et al., 2013).

Limitations of the study

Although the current study obtained answers from 
teachers from the entire country, more than half of 
the teachers were from the same area, limiting the 
generalizability of the study. There was also missing 
data because not all teachers answered all the ques
tions, especially the open-ended questions. 
However, we received answers from two-thirds of 
the teachers to the open-ended questions. The cur
rent study has provided valuable insights into tea
chers’ views on gifted education in Norway.

Implications and further research

Teachers are essential for developing gifted stu
dents’ potential (Gagné, 1995; Renzulli & Renzulli, 
2010). According to the results of our study, the 

teachers wanted and needed more knowledge about 
giftedness and gifted students. They displayed 
a mostly positive view of gifted students and char
acterized them as intelligent, performing well in 
school but bored, and, to some degree, displaying 
disruptive behavior. Even though each teacher 
should have one gifted student at any given time, 
only 44% of the teachers believed they currently 
had gifted students. This result might indicate that 
some gifted students go unnoticed in Norway. It 
seems that giftedness should be considered a topic 
of higher value in Norwegian teacher education.

Because this was a relatively small study, there is 
a need for more in-depth research on this phenom
enon in the Norwegian context. Areas for further 
research could be more in-depth research with tea
chers on their views, characterization, and concep
tualization of giftedness or gifted students. Because 
the terminology and conception regarding gifted
ness are vague, it is crucial to investigate how tea
chers conceptualize this phenomenon.
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