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by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

from the editor

T
he Texas Association for the Gifted and  
Talented’s Annual Conference is just around 
the corner! In line with the conference theme, 
I invite you to join me in considering ways that 
we might keep gifted education “In Focus” by 
becoming more involved in supporting gifted 

learners. Whether you are an educator, parent, or com-
munity member with an interest in ensuring that children 
have every opportunity to grow, learn, and thrive, TAGT 
can provide information, support, and encouragement for 
you. Following are some ideas for continuing our quest for 
excellence in addressing the needs of gifted kids by keeping 
their education IN FOCUS.

Investigate opportunities to become more involved in 
understanding and advocating for gifted children. 
TAGT offers myriad opportunities for members to stay 

informed and participate at many levels to work on behalf 
of gifted children. Look into the ways you can become 
involved by visiting the TAGT website at txgifted.org.

Network with others who share the desire to improve 
educational offerings for gifted children. The 
Annual Conference is the perfect venue for meet-

ing and working with others who share your commitment 
to quality educational experiences for our brightest stu-
dents. This issue of TEMPO features the work of gifted 
education experts including Dr. Susan Johnsen, Nicole 
Shannon, and Dr. Sally Krisel, each of whom will be pre-
senting preconference and other sessions at the upcoming 
Annual Conference in Ft. Worth, TX, December 3–5, 
2014. Join us at the conference for wonderful networking!

Form advocacy groups to support the education of 
gifted children. Parents and caregivers of gifted 
kids are perhaps the most influential group with 

the greatest potential to make a difference in the quality 
of education their children receive. Strength is in numbers 
and gathering forces to address the needs of these students 
can be a powerful impetus for change and improved edu-

cational opportunities. TAGT can assist you in forming 
advocacy groups in your area.

Offer your time, talents, and knowledge to support 
the education of gifted students. Many schools wel-
come the help and support of parents and commu-

nity members in educating gifted kids. Serving as mentors 
to them as they participate in independent study, creative 
problem solving, and career investigation is one way that 
you could provide support and become more engaged in 
the educational process. 

Communicate with educators who are working with 
the gifted children in your life. As parents, care-
givers, and even as educators of gifted children, we 

are often hesitant to approach teachers and other educators 
with questions or concerns. If we do not speak up and seek 
to ensure appropriate educational opportunities for our 
gifted kids, who will? 

Understand research-based practices for effectively 
identifying, serving, and addressing the affective 
needs of gifted students. TEMPO and other jour-

nals featuring the work of experts in the field of gifted edu-
cation provide timely and valuable information for parents 
and educators who wish to stay abreast of the latest research 
in gifted education. The ePulse newsletter, sent to TAGT 
members, provides weekly updates to keep us informed of 
best practices and provides links to timely resources.

Support gifted learners by becoming active advocates 
for their education, not only at the campus and dis-
trict levels but also at the state and national levels. 

TAGT provides legislative updates for its members and is 
actively involved in working with policymakers to ensure 
meaningful and challenging educational opportunities for 
bright kids. Keep abreast of legislative issues and contact 
your governmental representatives, encouraging them to 
support quality education for gifted students.
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by Mary Christopher, Ph.D.

from The  
TaGT presideNT

O
ur lives  involve a bombardment of 
images and messages. From print mate-
rials to online media to high-definition 
television to big screens at sports arenas, 
these pictures, messages, and sounds 
crowd our thoughts. Each click of the 

camera, message from a smart phone, or report from various 
media records an event or an issue and attempts to bring 
clarity and perspective, but the abundance of distractions 
actually clouds our vision and causes our lives to get out 
of focus at times. This media haze creates a need for us to 
step back and consider priorities in work and life in order 
to filter the images and focus on the essentials. 
 In a recent book entitled Focus: The Hidden Driver of 
Excellence, Daniel Goleman (2013) outlines attention as 
the scarcest resource in today’s time, but he also highlights 
attention as the secret to high performance and fulfillment. 
He argues that people must learn to sharpen their focus in 
order to survive. Through a variety of case studies, Goleman 
demonstrates that high achievers need inner, outer, and 
other focus to increase skills, improve habits, and achieve 
greatness. The inner focus calls for times of reflection, dis-
cernment, and planning. The outer focus requires openness 
to new ideas, processes, and experiences in reading the 
outer world. The other focus encourages collaboration with 
others and attention to empathy, clear communication, and 
interpersonal relationships.

Educators, administrators, and parents of gifted chil-
dren need opportunities to refocus on these unique learners’ 
educational and personal needs. The Texas Association for 
the Gifted and Talented (TAGT) provides such opportu-
nities for us. As one of the premier state gifted associations, 
TAGT provides members with opportunities to focus on 
gifted children through a variety of relationships, resources, 
and experiences including the highlight of our year, the 
TAGT Annual Conference. The 2014 conference theme, 
In Focus, helps to frame an increased spotlight on gifted 
learners and their particular needs. Presenters and speakers 
bring their expertise, experience, and enthusiasm to the 
conference as they share the latest research, pedagogical 

practices, personal insights, and advocacy methods that 
support gifted learners in the school and home setting. Our 
conversations with others who share a passion for gifted 
education or who struggle with meeting the needs of gifted 
learners will help us focus through collaboration, awareness, 
and reflection. 

Keynote speakers at the conference, Scott Barry 
Kaufman and Nikhil Goyal, provide a unique perspective 
of the needs of gifted learners. In 2013, Kaufman published 
an intriguing book, Ungifted: Intelligence Redefined, based 
on his personal school experiences and extensive research in 
intelligence and creativity. Kaufman encourages educators 
and parents to create a culture of inspiration in which gifts 
and talents are activated and through which students can 
reach their intellectual, creative, and personal goals. At the 
age of 17, Goyal wrote his first book, One Size Does Not Fit 
All (2012), calling for a transformation of American schools. 
Now, as a college student, Goyal encourages schools to 
group by ability rather than age, teach through experiences 
not lectures, and incorporate critical and creative thinking, 
collaboration, communication, and curiosity. 

The 2014 TAGT conference, In Focus, will help you 
focus in the midst of the distractions not only of images 
and messages but also of increased professional expectations 
and accountability. Experts in the field of gifted education 
will begin the conversation by sharing current research 
and best practices. Come and join the conversation with 
the leadership and members of TAGT at the annual con-
ference as you reflect, collaborate, and plan for effective 
educational and personal experiences for gifted learners. 
Hope to see you there!

REFERENCES
Goleman, D. (2013). Focus: The hidden driver of excellence. New 

York, NY: HarperCollins.
Kaufman, S. (2013). Ungifted: Intelligence redefined. New York, 

NY: Basic Books.
Goyal, N. (2012). One size does not fit all: A student’s assessment 

of school. Washington, DC: Bravura Books.
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Focusing on 
Challenges  

That Influence  
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Programs
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HOW FAR HAVE WE COME? 
 Policies and practices in gifted 
education have never been consistent 
across states and are not consistent 
across school districts even within the 
same state. For example, only 23 states 
out of 42 who responded to the 2012–
2013 National Association for Gifted 
Children (NAGC) survey mandate 
both identification and services for 
gifted students (CSDPG & NAGC, 
2013). Texas does mandate identifica-
tion of gifted students in grades K–12 
and services in four core content areas, 
but school districts make the decision 
about how they will identify, serve, 
and use the state-weighted fund-
ing. Most states report the resource 
room as their top delivery model at 
the elementary level and advanced 
coursework or Advanced Placement 
(AP) at the middle and high school 
levels (CSDPG & NAGC, 2013). 
Interestingly, in Texas the regular 
classroom was listed as the most com-
mon model at the elementary level fol-
lowed by cluster classrooms (CSDPG 
& NAGC, 2013). It’s unclear from the 
NAGC report how many districts in 
Texas use specific delivery models and 
what services might be received in the 
regular classroom.

 These differences in programming 
were investigated further by a 2014 
survey conducted by the National 
Research Center on the Gifted and 
Talented at the University of Virginia 
(Callahan, Moon, & Oh, 2014). In 
their survey of district coordinators 
and directors of gifted education pro-
grams in 2,000 elementary schools, 
1,753 middle schools, and 1,160 high 
schools, they found that no particu-
lar framework was used to guide deci-
sions regarding the gifted education 
programs (32.1% at the elementary, 
40.2% at the middle, 34.1% at the 
high school level), no particular cur-
riculum materials were used except 
for AP materials at the high school, 
and that 75–99% of the identified 
students were served by one primary 
model at the middle and high school 
levels. The authors expressed concern 
that these results suggested a one-size-
fits-all approach to services that runs 
counter to research—gifted students 
are not a homogeneous group with 
the same learning needs (Callahan et 
al., 2014; Reis & Renzulli, 2009). In 
addition, they reported that only 8% 
of elementary programs used student 
outcomes to improve their services 

Educational equity does not mean educational sameness. Equity respects individ-
ual differences in readiness to learn and recognizes the value of each student.

Colangelo, Assouline, and Gross (2004, p. 2)

Ten years ago, A Nation Deceived described how schools held back their 
brightest students (Colangelo, 2004). The authors asserted, “When we tell our-
selves that our brightest students would not benefit from acceleration, we deceive 
ourselves, our students, and the nation” (p. 1). They suggested, “The cornerstone 
of education is the flexibility to recognize the needs of the individual child” 
(p. 9). Since this report, how far has education come in serving all of its gifted 
and talented students? What has influenced these results? This article focuses 
on these questions and provides some suggestions for ways that educators might 
gifted education programs in their schools. 
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and more than 50% said they used no 
evaluation of their overall program at 
all. 
 Callahan et al. (2014) also reported 
the representation of minority and 
economically disadvantaged students 
varied widely across school districts, 
with only 50% of elementary school 
districts reporting an exact alignment 
with the school district population as 
a whole. Notably, underrepresentation 
of students in poverty was greater for 
Black or Hispanic students, with more 
than 50% of the respondents across 
school levels reporting much lower 
representation of students in poverty. 

Texas reports similar underrep-
resentation for the school year 2012–
2013 (TEA, 2013b). While Blacks 
comprised 12.7% of the overall pop-
ulation, only 6.6% were enrolled in 
gifted programs. Similarly, Hispanics 
comprised 51.3% of the population 
but only 40.6% were in gifted pro-
grams. The greatest disparity was for 
economically disadvantaged students. 

Although they comprised 60.3% of all 
students, only 38.1% were in gifted 
and talented programs. 
 These disparities in services appear 
to have long-term consequences for 
unequal learning opportunities. 
Recent reports have shown:

 • Disparities in advanced achieve-
ment. Low-income and minority 
students are much less likely to 
reach advanced levels of pro-
ficiency on state or national 
assessments (Plucker, Burroughs, 
& Song, 2010). In Texas while 
17% of grade 4 students scored 
advanced in math, only 3% of 
those eligible for free/reduced 
lunch did (Plucker et al., 2013). 
Moreover, the gap in Texas dou-

bled for White vs. Black students and White vs. Hispanic students since 
2003 (Plucker et al., 2010).

 • High achievers’ performance tends to decline over time. Only 57.3% of 
high-achieving third-grade math students remained high achievers by eighth 
grade while 55.9% remained so in reading. Only 8.2% of minority students 
were represented in these high-achieving groups. Low- and middle-achiev-
ing students demonstrated faster rates of improvement than high achievers 
(Xiang, Dahlin, Cronin, Theaker, & Durant, 2011). 

 • Gaps at the advanced levels have widened. Although minimum competency 
gaps among different minority and economic groups have been reduced 
during the era of NCLB, gaps at the advanced levels are significant among 
different racial groups, high- and low-socioeconomic status, and different 
levels of English language proficiency (Education Trust, 2013; Plucker et 
al., 2010; Plucker, Hardesty, & Burroughs, 2013). The differences between 
proficient and advanced is important because advanced represents a greater 
degree of critical thinking and an ability to communicate, generalize, and 
explain answers (Education Trust, 2013).

 • Inequities in applications to selective colleges. Despite being qualified for 
admission, the vast majority of low-income high achievers do not apply to 
any selective college (Hoxby & Avery, 2013). Moreover, selective colleges 
generally cost less because of generous financial aid than 2-year and 4-year 
institutions and graduate more students. Only one in 17 children from 
families with less than $35,000 annual income obtains a bachelor’s degree by 
age 24 (National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of Engineering, 
& Institute of Medicine, 2010).

In summary, policies and practices 
for gifted education vary in the United 
States across and within states. Although 
Texas mandates identification and ser-
vices in the core content areas for gifted 
and talented students in grades K–12, 
individual districts services vary with 
the “regular classroom” and advanced 

courses mentioned as the most common models at elementary and secondary 
levels respectively. Even more significantly, low- and middle-achieving students 
demonstrate faster rates of improvement than high achievers. Similar to national 
trends, Texas provides unequal learning opportunities for gifted and talented 
students who are minorities and/or from low-income backgrounds. These dis-
parities have long-term consequences, particularly in a state where the minority 
is now the majority (56% vs. 44%; United States Census, 2013). 

WHAT HAS INFLUENCED THESE RESULTS?
 Researchers have described a variety of reasons for these inequities and 
discouraging results: high-stakes testing, tightly-aligned curriculum, misaligned 
program services, lack of monitoring and accountability, and teacher education.

High-Stakes Testing 
 Texas has developed assessments to measure students’ performance on the 
State Assessments of Academic Readiness (STAAR) and end-of-course assess-
ments. These are used for accountability and in determining the performance of 
public school districts and campuses. While House Bill 5 provides distinction 

 …most school districts, particularly 
those with higher percentages of 
low-income students, focus on low 
performing students’ achievement, not 
on the growth of advanced students.
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designations, standards must be met first before these are applied. Therefore, 
most school districts, particularly those with higher percentages of low-income 
students, focus on low-performing students’ achievement, not on the growth of 
advanced students. This emphasis has led schools to develop interim benchmark 
assessments to determine if teachers and students are on track for covering the 
standards that are included in the state assessments. Teachers, in turn, focus 
on students who are not performing on specific standards, which results in a 
remedial, deficit-based curriculum that is narrowed into decontextualized skill-
based instruction. This type of curriculum reduces the motivation of gifted and 
talented students to engage in learning (Moon, 2009). In addition, even high 
achievers suffer under the threat of school sanctions if they don’t show compe-
tence on state- and school-district-developed benchmark tests (Ladd & Lauen, 
2010; Lauen & Gaddis, 2012). Graded tests that focus on proficiency often 
don’t measure rigorous curriculum and have too low a ceiling to assess above-
level content. Because of these limitations, gifted students’ knowledge and skills 
are not assessed and growth is therefore difficult to determine (Gentry, 2006; 
Moon, 2009; Rakow, 2008). Even with growth models, Ryser and Rambo-
Hernandez (2014) suggest that they are designed for measuring proficiency in 
typically developing children and therefore will contain error, ceiling effects, 
and regression toward the mean when used with gifted learners. 

Tightly-Aligned Curriculum 
Because of the desire to improve students’ performance on state-mandated 

assessments, some school districts have tightly aligned their curriculum. Curriculum 
alignment is the extent to which there is a match between standards in at least 
one of three categories—written curriculum, instruction, and assessment (Porter, 
2002; Squires, 2012; Webb, 1997, 2002). The written curriculum is usually the 
curriculum documents or frameworks produced or adopted by the school dis-
trict; the instructional curriculum is the written curriculum taught by teachers in 
their classrooms; and the assessed curriculum consists of formative, ongoing, and 
summative assessments such as curriculum-embedded tests, benchmark tests, and 
state standardized tests. The goal of alignment is to create a seamless progression 
for students from one level to the next. While curriculum alignment has the wor-
thy goal of ensuring that all students experience the same opportunities to learn 
(CCSRI, 2009; Squires, 2012), a standard, one-size-fits-all curriculum does not 
work for gifted and talented students who are frequently above level and need 
acceleration (Kettler, 2007; Ryser & Rambo-Hernandez, 2014). Mandated pacing 
guides, common lesson plans among teachers at a specific grade level, and scripted 
lessons leave little time for student-driven curriculum based on readiness and inter-
ests (Hargrove, 2008; Hill, 2013; Rakow, 2008). The result is lower measured rates 
of achievement among gifted and talented students. In addition, AP courses are 
not appropriate for serving all gifted and talented students (Callahan et al., 2014). 
Students may have gifts and talents in a variety of domains. In fact, in their survey 
of 48 college-bound students from low-income backgrounds, Hallett and Venegas 
(2011) reported that the content studied in AP classes was at a lower level than the 
content of the AP national exams, teachers appeared to be unprepared to teach the 
classes, and the students from low-income and minority backgrounds who took 
these courses were not prepared for college and university settings. In Texas, less 
than half of the students (47.9%) who took AP exams made a score greater than 3 
as compared to 58.8% nationally (TEA, 2013a).

Misaligned Program Services
 The CSDPG and NAGC (2013) reported that elementary and secondary 

delivery models varied. At the elemen-
tary level, the majority of gifted edu-
cation programming is delivered in a 
regular classroom, cluster, or resource 
room model; at the secondary level, 
advanced courses and AP are the most 
prevalent, which is also true in Texas. 
Moreover, in Texas the percentage of 
students participating in gifted and 
talented programs has decreased from 
8.4% of enrollment in 2000–2001 to 
7.6% in 2012–2013 (TEA, 2013b). 
This decrease may relate to fewer gifted 
education teachers who provided not 
only identification and resource ser-
vices but also advocated for gifted edu-
cation programs. The misalignment 
of services does not provide for the 
continuous development of advanced 
students’ talents and gifts (Ambrose, 
VanTassel-Baska, Coleman, & Cross, 
2010; Brown, Avery, VanTassel-Baska, 
Worley, & Stambaugh, 2006). Most 
students receive the same program 
model at the elementary level and 
often a different one at the secondary 
level, leaving to chance the develop-
ment of a student’s talents or gifts. 

Lack of Monitoring 
and Accountability
 The Texas Education Agency (n.d.) 
provides guiding questions for program 
review related to the Texas State Plan 
for the Education of Gifted and Talented 
Students (TEA, 2009). All of the ques-
tions are process or input driven and 
do not examine student outcomes. For 
example, the question, “What district 
policies allow opportunities for stu-
dent acceleration in areas of strength?” 
(TEA, n.d., p. 5), focuses on the pres-
ence or absence of a policy rather than 
the percentage of students who actu-
ally were accelerated and the effects of 
acceleration on students’ achievement. 
This attention on process is similar to 
the results from Callahan et al.’s (2014) 
survey. They reported, “While the dis-
trict program goal statements that were 
provided acknowledged the educational 
needs of gifted students, student learn-
ing outcome goals were rarely reported 
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by respondents across all school levels” 
(p. 6). Given this emphasis on process 
and the lack of on-site monitoring in 
Texas, it’s difficult to know if school 
districts are actually providing for the 
needs of gifted and talented students. 
Brown et al. (2006) suggested that 
when states give the responsibility of 
implementing state requirements to 
local districts, they need to have some 
way of documenting how school dis-
trict decisions impact programming for 
gifted learners.

Limited Professional 
Development
 General education teachers report 
fear about their positions if their stu-
dents receive lower scores than those 
previously reported; hence, they spend 
a large amount of their effort focused 
on proficiency (Mendoza, 2006). They 
need to have professional development 
in the area of differentiation. Callahan 
et al. (2014) found that less than 5 
hours per school year were devoted 
to professional development on the 
education of gifted students at the 
secondary level and ranged from as 
low as 15 minutes to 4 days per year 
at the elementary level. In addition, 
most general education teachers are 
unlikely to have received any training 
or professional development in gifted 
education (CSDPG & NAGC, 2013). 
In Texas, educators who teach gifted 
and talented students need only 30 
clock hours of professional develop-
ment, which is less than one course 
at the university level (i.e., 45 clock 
hours). While 6-hour updates are 
required each year, they may be related 
to any of the teacher education stan-
dards. Notably, few general education 
teachers receive any gifted preparation 
in their undergraduate program, and 
GT in-service training for general 
education teachers is left to the local 
school districts. Because most gifted 
students spend the majority of their 
time in general education classrooms, 
this limited preparation is import-
ant to consider because of the gifted 

students’ needs for differentiated and 
acceleration learning opportunities. 

HOW MIGHT WE ADDRESS 
THESE CHALLENGES?

 Most gifted educators are aware 
of these influences on the education 
of gifted and talented students. The 
important question is how do we 
address these challenges? Some pos-
sible solutions are described below.

Use Balanced Assessments 
Appropriate for Gifted 
and Talented Students

In addition to periodic bench-
mark tests and state-mandated tests, 
general education and gifted education 
teachers should collect direct and fre-
quent samples of student performance 
before, during, and after instruction. 
These varied assessments provide the 
most meaningful information regard-
ing students’ strengths and weaknesses 
and are useful in instructional plan-
ning (Johnsen & Sulak, 2013). For 
gifted and talented students, these 
assessments need to be above level so 
that they are able to show students’ 
knowledge and skills learned at a 
higher grade level or in more advanced 
courses. Computer-adaptive testing 
options, which advance a student who 
performs well to successively more dif-
ficult items, are useful in determining 
the student’s readiness for accelerated 
content (Ryser & Rambo-Hernandez, 
2014). Teachers will also want to 
include more nontraditional measures 
such as products and performances to 
assess complex thinking. The Texas 
Performance Standards Project (TEA, 
2006–2012), which is suggested in the 
Texas State Plan (see 3.2C in TEA, 
2009), might examine the students’ 
development of independent learning 
and research. Effective nontraditional 
assessments for gifted and talented 
students should include problems 
that (a) occur in authentic environ-
ments, (b) are novel to the students, (c) 
require students to transfer previously 

acquired knowledge and skills, (d) 
require students to analyze the influ-
ences of contextual factors on problem 
analysis, (e) require students to argue 
for their ideas on the basis of various 
relevant perspectives, and (f) integrate 
knowledge across domains (Baxter & 
Shavelson, 1994; Segers, 1997; Segers, 
Dochy, & DeCorte, 1999; Shavelson, 
Gao, & Baxter, 1996). (See Johnsen 
& Sulak, 2013, and Sulak & Johnsen, 
2012, for other tools to assess gifted 
students’ development in the aca-
demic, personal, and social areas.) 
As data are collected, the teacher can 
determine the developmental readiness 
for specific grade or course bands of 
standards, create flexible groups, and 
differentiate the curriculum (Kaplan, 
2014; Moon, 2009). 

For those districts meeting stan-
dards, House Bill 5 does provide dis-
tinction designations for campuses 
that show greater than expected 
progress for the top 25% and close 
performance gaps of the top 25%. 
Having assessments that actually 
show progress among gifted and tal-
ented students will be a plus not only 
for an individual school but also for 
the entire school district. In addition, 
students who show that they are ready 
and actually receive accelerated learn-
ing opportunities are more likely to 
score higher on AP, SAT, and ACT 
exams and other indicators for distinc-
tion and college readiness (Colangelo 
et al., 2004; Rogers, 2007).

Differentiate Curriculum
Given the rigidity of curriculum, 

how might teachers differentiate the 
TEKS? Recent books on the Next 
Generation Science Standards and 
the Common Core State Standards 
in math and English language arts 
show some excellent examples of ways 
to differentiate a standard for typi-
cal and advanced students (Adams, 
Cotabish, & Ricci, 2014; Hughes-
Lynch, Kettler, Shaunessy-Dedrick, 
& VanTassel-Baska, 2014; Johnsen, 
Ryser, & Assouline, 2014; Johnsen 
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& Sheffield, 2013; VanTassel-Baska, 
2013). Although Texas is not a 
Common Core state, the suggestions 
for differentiation are applicable to 
the TEKS as well. They include these 
strategies: accelerating knowledge and 
skills, varying the pace within learn-
ing activities, encouraging creativity 
through open-ended activities, add-
ing depth, making interdisciplinary 
connections, identifying themes and 
broad-based concepts, using higher 
level questioning, including global 
issues in the curriculum, engaging 
students in research investigations of 
interest to them, and involving stu-
dents in extracurricular activities such 
as mentorships and apprenticeships, 
online games and courses, Saturday 
and summer programs, and compe-
titions. Administrators need to pro-
vide time, flexibility, and autonomy 
to teachers who differentiate the pre-
scribed curriculum to meet the indi-
vidual needs of their students. 

Align Program Services 
to Students

Gifted students need to be served 
in their area(s) of talent every day—
not just while they are in the gifted 
program. Programming refers to 
a “flexible system of viable service 
options . . . that meet the needs and 
reinforce the strengths and interests 
of gifted/talented students (TEA, 
2009, p. 8). Domains of talent have 
different developmental trajectories 
(Olszewski-Kubilius, 2012). Support 
needs to begin early and needs to 
change as the talent evolves (Subotnik, 
Olszewski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011). 
For example, mathematical ability can 
be recognized as early as preschool. 
Children with this talent need to have 
opportunities to enhance not only 
their knowledge but also their inter-
est and passion for the field (Johnsen 
& Sheffield, 2013). This might mean 
early acceleration in mathematics, par-
ticipating in math contests, collaborat-
ing with like-ability peers in a math 
club, conducting interdisciplinary 

investigations that incorporate math-
ematics, and working with a mentor 
at a university on a statistics project. 
Programs therefore need to be focused 
on nurturing, developing, and main-
taining domain-related interests from 
elementary through secondary and 
into higher education settings. 

Provide Professional 
Learning for All Teachers

Professional learning is critical 
for all educators and administrators 
to learn ways of differentiating for 
gifted and talented students. This 
training includes administrators, coor-

dinators, curriculum specialists, gen-
eral education, special education, and 
gifted education teachers. As noted in 
the NAGC Programming Standards 
(NAGC, 2010), “Professional devel-
opment may take many forms rang-
ing from district-sponsored workshops 
and courses, university courses, pro-
fessional conferences, independent 
studies, and presentations by external 
consultants” (p. 13). All of these forms 
need to be aligned to teachers’ needs 
with systematic follow up (Pierce et 
al., 2001). Teachers need to (a) view 
other teachers who model best differ-
entiation practices; (b) have materials 
support that includes balanced assess-
ments, evidence-based curricula, and 
materials for independent use and 
research; and (c) have human support 
that provides follow up, co-teaching 
opportunities, and collaboration. 
Differentiation takes time and practice 
and needs to be developed in a risk-
free environment. The school needs 
to develop a culture that is supportive 
of research-based teaching practices 
with gifted and talented students and 

that lends itself to acceleration, inter-
est-driven student projects, and inter-
disciplinary learning opportunities.

Engage the Community 
in Student Learning 
Outcome Goals

House Bill 5 requires school dis-
tricts to evaluate each campus in the 
district in community and student 
engagement and in compliance. One 
of the areas that needs to be evaluated 
is educational programs for gifted and 
talented students. Once a local com-
mittee develops criteria, the school 
district assigns each campus a perfor-

mance rating of exemplary, recognized, 
acceptable, or unacceptable for both 
overall performance and each individ-
ual evaluation factors (see Sec. 39.0545 
of House Bill 5). This evaluation needs 
to be made publicly available no later 
than August 8 of each year. This new 
bill has great potential for improving 
services for gifted and talented students 
as long as the criteria are focused more 
on student learning outcomes rather 
than process goals (see Table 1). 

Table 1 shows one example of 
an outcome for each of the categories 
from the Texas State Plan. For exam-
ple, instead of saying that multiple 
measures are used to identify students 
for gifted and talented programs, the 
rubric focuses on the representation of 
the students from minorities and lower 
socioeconomic groups that are actually 
served in the program. Other outcome 
indicators for the assessment category 
might include the percentage of stu-
dents nominated and referred from 
each of the subgroups or the alignment 
of assessments with specific gifts and 
talents (e.g., the percentage of students 

Gifted students need to be 
served in their area(s) of talent 
every day—not just while they 
are in the gifted program.
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Table 1. Sample Evaluation of Performance in Community and Student 
Engagement Educational Programs for Gifted and Talented Students

Overall Campus Evaluation Rating:

Exemplary: All indicators are acceptable or higher with 3 or more exemplary
Recognized: All indicators are acceptable with 3 or more recognized or higher
Acceptable: All indicators are acceptable
Unacceptable: Two or more indicators are not acceptable

Category from 
Texas State Plan Level* Indicator Exemplary Recognized Acceptable Unacceptable

Student 
Assessment

All Students 
Identified as 
GT

Represent 
campus 
population for 
past 3 years.

Represent 
campus 
population for 
past 2 years.

Represent 
campus 
population.

Does not 
represent 
campus 
population.

Service Design All Acceleration All GT 
students are 
accelerated 
using one or 
more of 18 
methods.**

90% of GT 
students are 
accelerated 
using one or 
more of 18 
methods.

80% of GT 
students are 
accelerated 
using one or 
more of 18 
methods.

Students do 
not receive 
above-level 
content in 
area of talent 
or gift.

Curriculum and 
Instruction

All Development 
of Advanced 
Products

All GT students 
perform at 
the expert or 
practitioner 
levels on all 
categories of 
the TPSP.

Most GT 
students 
perform at 
the expert or 
practitioner 
levels on all 
categories of 
the TPSP.

All GT students 
show progress 
toward 
performing at 
the expert or 
practitioner 
levels on the 
TPSP.

None of the 
students 
perform at 
the expert or 
practitioner 
levels on the 
TPSP.

Professional 
Development

All Teacher 
Training

All teachers 
have received 
required 
training and 
differentiate 
instruction 
in their 
classrooms.

All teachers 
have received 
required 
training 
with most 
differentiating 
instruction 
in their 
classrooms.

All teachers 
have received 
required 
training.

Not all 
teachers 
have the 30 
clock hours 
of required 
training 
in gifted 
education.

Family and 
Community 
Involvement

All Mentorships All students 
involved in 
mentorships 
show growth 
in interest and 
area of talent.

Most students 
involved in 
mentorships 
show growth 
in interest and 
area of talent.

Some students 
involved in 
mentorships 
show growth 
in interest and 
area of talent.

No students 
are involved in 
mentorships.

* Level indicates criterion for specific grades: All = All grades, E = Elementary, M = Middle, H = High

** 18 methods are listed in Colangelo, N., Assouline, S. G., & Gross, M. U. M. (Eds.). (2004). A nation deceived: How schools hold back 
America’s brightest students (Vol. 1). Iowa City: University of Iowa, The Connie Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank International Center 
for Gifted Education and Talent Development.
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served in each area of the state defini-
tion). More possible student outcomes 
that might be used by the commit-
tee for evaluating gifted and talented 
programs are included in Table 2. In 
Table 2, you will notice that all of the 
learning outcomes examine changes in 
percentage of students to acknowledge 
the value that is added by different 
components of the program.

CONCLUSIONS
 A variety of influences tend to dis-
courage the implementation of gifted 
and talented programs in Texas. These 
include high-stakes testing, tight-
ly-aligned curriculum, misaligned 
program services, lack of monitoring 
and accountability, and limited pro-
fessional development. Solutions that 
are considered in this article include 
the use of balanced assessments, dif-
ferentiation of the curriculum, align-
ment of services to students’ gifts 
and talents, provision of professional 
development for all administrators and 
teachers, and community engagement 
in the evaluation process. This latter 
solution, which is a part of House Bill 
5, provides gifted educators with an 
excellent opportunity for examining 
the effectiveness of different gifted 
education program components if 
the evaluation focuses on outcomes 
instead of process indicators. This 
focus is critical in improving services 
to gifted and talented students. 
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Coppell MS West NJHS students and sponsors show off their Love 
Noelle T-shirts as part of their award-winning service project.

The federal definition of gifted 
students includes many attri-
butes—intelligence, creativity, 
artistry, and leadership. In think-
ing about how to spotlight gifted 
students across Texas, I wanted 
to make sure we didn’t leave 
the last one out—leadership. It 
isn’t easy to lead others, and it’s 
harder to work in a group to show 
those leadership skills. 
 When I saw that the National 
Junior Honor Society (an organi-
zation long-known for cultivat-
ing leadership skills) students 
at Coppell Middle School West 
had recently received national 
recognition in the 2014 NJHS 
Outstanding Service Project 
awards for a service project they 
completed at CMSW and further, 
when I heard that their service 
project was to raise money to 
help one of their peers, I wanted 
to give them a chance in the 
spotlight. Here’s their story, as 
written by student Riya Mayesh 
(and shared on behalf of her fel-
low officers, Sashank Kothamasu, 
Kritima Lamichhane, and Ashley 
Rivera).

SPOTLIGHT ON STUDENTS
BY LACY COMPTON

 The CMSW-NJHS held a talent showcase in November to raise 
money for a disabled student, Noelle. We raised $3,000 to help pay for 
a new van to accommodate her needs. The showcase required weeks of 
preparation put in by the planning committee, the officers, and the advi-
sors. The showcase included food and a silent auction.
 Noelle’s family also came to talk to the audience about their grate-
fulness and it really touched everyone’s hearts. NJHS members served 
desserts at tables, set up, and cleaned up for service hours. It was a suc-
cessful night; it not only raised money for Noelle, but it brought the whole 
Coppell community together.

Lacy Compton is a member of the TEMPO Editorial Board. She has been an editor and 
promotions coordinator at Prufrock Press since 2005 and an instructor with Johns Hopkins 
University’s Center for Talented Youth since 2009, where she teaches online literature courses 
to gifted fourth and fifth graders. Lacy holds a bachelor’s degree in journalism from Baylor 
University and a master’s degree in English from Texas State University.

Teachers and parents, I know I’m not alone in noticing the amazing work of 
young Texans. We really do have some of the best and the brightest right here 
at home! The TEMPO board wants to see the fantastic things your gifted stu-
dents are doing, too! Please submit your students’ outstanding work (and get 
creative—artwork, poems, stories, essays, or personal narratives are all wel-
come!) to me at lacy@cmptn.org. I’d love to help feature your students in a 
future issue of TEMPO! 

LOVE NOELLE

Exploring and   
   Encouraging
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Nicole Shannon

 Creativity

Exploring and   
   Encouraging
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I
n Austin, TX, a favorite treat is a visit to Amy’s Ice Creams. 
Customers are assured of being entertained as their scooper puts 
together their unique frozen concoction. As scoops of ice cream 
fly through the air, everyone in the store is a part of the creation 
of the next customer’s ice cream treat. Amy’s guarantees their 
employees will be able to provide this expected level of entertain-
ment through their performance in the company’s application 

process. Applicants are given a plain white paper lunch bag and are tasked with 
turning it into something unique. One feature of the Amy’s Ice Creams blog 
is their gallery of applications (Amy’s, 2012b), a featured collection of the best 
lunch bag creations. A visit to the gallery treats you to bag creations such as a 
rocket ship, a paper bag Captain Jack Sparrow, and a three-dimensional model 
of an Amy’s ice cream treat. Then there is Hunter Funk’s application; in his 
deconstructed paper bag, Hunter built a highly detailed replica of an Amy’s Ice 
Creams store out of LEGOs. He included all the necessary instructions on how 
to interact with his application and even represented himself in the vignette 
as the scooper serving the customers (Amy’s, 2012a). All of these application 
examples demonstrate one of the main characteristics this company seeks in 
its employees—creativity. In fact, not only Amy’s Ice Creams but many of the 
most successful companies look for creativity in their employees, as a creative 
workforce assures their continuation of growth and innovation in today’s mar-
ket. Why then is creativity one area that seems to be lacking in our classrooms?

Creativity drives our economy 
(Florida, 2012). Florida’s idea of a 
Creative Class that is centered in 
certain U.S. metro areas, where the 
new ideas and therefore the new 
work thrives, supports this premise. 
The necessity of creativity within the 
workforce is clear and celebrated. The 
annual Fast Company Top 100 Most 
Creative People issue highlights the 
vast array of creatives from careers 
spanning the medical industry to the 
entertainment world (Armstrong et 
al., 2014). We continue to celebrate 
creativity and innovation. By expos-
ing our gifted students to the variety 
of fields and industries that depend 
on creative individuals, we encour-
age them to utilize their own creative 
skills. Using articles, sharing videos 
from sites like TED.com, and encour-
aging exploration through indepen-
dent study and research we can build 
the perseverance necessary for creative 
success. It is important that our gifted 
students learn that multiple attempts 
may be necessary to accomplish an 
endeavor. The fear of failure needs to 
be removed from our classrooms and, 

instead, failure needs to be viewed as 
a learning tool. 

David Kelly, founder of the 
d.school at Stanford, shared about the 
process of creativity and ways to build 
creative confidence in his 2012 TED 
talk (Kelley, 2012). Kelley shared the 
story of Doug Dietz, the designer of 
medical imaging equipment. Dietz 
was a successful medical designer but 
he hit a creative roadblock when he 
learned that almost 80% of pediatric 
patients needing scans in his machine 
had to be sedated. This disturbed him 
because it showed his design fright-
ened sensitive pediatric patients who 
were already going through diffi-
cult circumstances. Dietz took what 
could arguably have been perceived as 
a design failure, instead used it as a 
learning tool and recreated the design 
of his machine for pediatric purposes. 
His final product was a combination 
of medical equipment and theme park 
ride with the machines resembling 
pirate ships and submarines. The new 
and improved design incorporated the 
experience of the machine including 
the noise and often jerky movements 

as a natural part of the scan experi-
ence in the patient’s mind. As a direct 
result of his creative changes now only 
10% of pediatric patients need seda-
tion for these scans. This success was 
realized because Dietz was willing to 
learn from the problems and think cre-
atively about restructuring the design. 

The most viewed TED talk of 
all time is Sir Ken Robinson’s “How 
Schools Kill Creativity” (Robinson, 
2006). One focus of this talk was the 
fear of being wrong. Robinson argued 
that students were being taught out of 
being creative. Education’s focus on 
mistakes being unacceptable rather 
than being a natural building block for 
learning had led to the diminished cre-
ative capabilities of students and adults 
alike (Robinson, 2006). He argued 
that education needed to focus on 
working with the whole child rather 
than just focusing on the single com-
modity of academic production. In 
his most recent TED talk, Robinson 
(2013) discusses the crisis in education. 
Rising dropout rates and high num-
bers of disengaged students are alarm-
ing issues that need to be addressed 
in U.S. classrooms. Robinson again 
stresses the importance of developing 
creativity. He argues that we need to 
move away from standardization and 
move toward encouraging curiosity 
and creativity to best allow for stu-
dents to flourish (Robinson, 2013). 
He asserts we need to see education 
as a human system and look to what 
we now term as “alternative education” 
to possibly be the better norm. 

Scientific American editor-in-chief 
Mariette DiChristina discussed ways of 
unleashing creativity with three experts 
in the field, John Houtz, Julia Cameron, 
and Robert Epstein (DiChristina, 
2014). All of these experts agreed that 
creativity and the creative process can 
be taught using simple tools. Epstein 
found four skill sets that are essential 
for this process: capturing, challeng-
ing, broadening, and surrounding. 
Learning to preserve ideas, giving our-
selves tough problems to solve, diversi-
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fying our knowledge, and surrounding 
ourselves with interesting things and 
people can all lead to higher creativity 
(DiChristina, 2014, p. 97). 

There is still a pervasive belief 
that some people are just more cre-
ative than others. The issue is the 
same as Kelley and Robinson noted, 
the younger the child, the more likely 
he or she is to take a creative risk. We 
socialize our students out of creativity 
in our schools as early as first grade, 
yet everyone has the same potential 
for creative expression (DiChristina, 
2014). Learning to not fear failure 
is a large part of learning to be cre-
ative. Houtz purported that creative 
individuals are able to see failure as 
an opportunity rather than a final-
ity (DiChristina, 2014, p. 99). Using 
simple tools such as writing down all 
the fears surrounding a project can 
allow individuals to break through 
their self-constructed walls. Cameron 
stated that “creativity is contagious” 
(DiChristina, 2014, p. 101). 

In his book Thinkertoys, Michael 
Michalko offered ideas for encourag-
ing creativity. Originally intended for 
use in the workplace, these books can 
serve as a useful tool in the classroom 
as well (Michalko, 2006). A multitude 
of simple techniques that can be incor-
porated into classroom practices are 
offered throughout the book. Creating 
a personal Hall of Fame (p. 170) is an 
ongoing activity for students to use 
throughout a school year and beyond. 
By gathering quotes from individuals 
and characters students respect and 
wish to emulate, they have a collec-
tion of encouraging words at the ready 
to help them through any challenges. 
One of the best things teachers can 
do to encourage creativity in their stu-
dents is to model their own creativity 
in their classrooms. Teachers can share 
their own Hall of Fame and model for 
students how to find individuals that 
match their thinking style, culture, 
interests, and attitudes. As students 
finish a unit of study or a novel, they 
can be asked if there is anyone new to 

add to their Hall of Fame. By simply 
exposing our gifted students to cre-
ative individuals we increase their will-
ingness to take on more creative risks. 

There is a cost to creativ-
ity (Beghetto & Kaufman, 2013). 
Although creativity is most often 
associated with fun and enjoyment, it 
does require work, effort, and risk-tak-
ing. Students need to be aware of both 
sides of creativity. While it needs to be 
encouraged, the risks also need consid-
eration. Creativity is also not appropri-
ate at all times (Beghetto & Kaufman, 
2013). Teachers need to help model 
this understanding. Taking creative 
liberties with an assignment may be a 
safe risk but if historical or calculation 
accuracy is the main measure being 
graded this would not be an appro-
priate response. Just as we would not 
want our tax preparer being creative 
with our filed documents, there are 
times when accuracy and conformity 
are necessary. Beghetto and Kaufman 
(2013) termed this “creative metacog-
nition” (p. 14). Teachers must help 
students learn this balance by provid-
ing thoughtful feedback that provides 
correction without being too harsh 
(Beghetto & Kaufman, 2013).

Gifted students are not all natu-
rally creative, nor are they all risk takers. 
They often have great ideas but aren’t 
always comfortable sharing them. They 
may have learned that the only answer 
that matters is the one the teacher 
wants. We need to shift that perspec-
tive and give them the opportunity to 
grow beyond the minimum standard 
and instead maximize their experience 
and learning. Gifted students need the 
opportunity to work at the top level of 
Bloom’s Taxonomy through creative 
activities. Scaffolding to success is one 
differentiation option. On his website, 
byrdseed.com, Ian Byrd shares many 
ideas for incorporating creativity into 
the gifted education classroom. By pro-
viding guiding questions and assuring 
students have the lower level Bloom’s 
understanding of a topic; students can 
be challenged to produce a creative 

end product. In his post, “Creating in 
Science,” Byrd (n.d.) provided exam-
ples of this scaffolding, including ques-
tions to be posed to students that guide 
them through the process of the task 
of creating a new planet. Rather than 
giving them a blank slate, having stu-
dents determine which planet is most 
similar to theirs directs them through 
a thought-filled, creative undertaking. 
Is their planet bigger or smaller than 
the comparable planet? How will this 
difference impact their planet’s atmo-
sphere, number of moons, etc.? By scaf-
folding the assignment the teacher is 
able to maximize the students’ creativ-
ity as the limitations in one area open 
up vast options in other areas. The end 
products of the assignment demonstrate 
both the students’ mastery of the basic 
concepts required of the unit as well as 
their high-level thinking and creative 
abilities. Using simple techniques like 
this, teachers can develop creativity in 
their gifted students while continuing 
to provide a safe educational environ-
ment where risk-taking is both allowed 
and encouraged. 

With the transition to the stan-
dardization of our education systems, 
we must remember that the infusion 
of creativity is necessary. All students, 
especially our gifted, need to be given 
the opportunity to flex their creative 
muscles as it will be those muscles that 
will determine their success as they 
move into the world of work.
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Perhaps the answer lies in some 
vague (I would suggest misguided) 
discomfort related to our nation’s 
egalitarian roots—ambivalence about 
supporting special programs for gifted 
students as a reflection of the tradi-
tional struggle between an aristocratic 
elite and our belief in democracy 
(Gallagher, 1979). Supporters of gifted 
education counter with the argument 
that there is something decidedly 
unfair about not providing all chil-
dren—including those with extraordi-
nary ability—with equal opportunity 
to develop their gifts and talents. A 
second argument, one that we as advo-
cates for gifted learners must make 
strongly enough to be heard in the 
large arena of school reform, is that 
by investing heavily in the kinds of 
programs that promote exceptional 
performance from gifted students, 
we may indeed be showing the way 
to much-improved educational expe-
riences (and achievement) for all chil-
dren. And that argument may be the 
one that at long last helps us put the 
spotlight on gifted education in a way 
that allows all educators and other 

stakeholders to recognize its valuable 
role, not only in meeting the needs of 
gifted learners, but also as a catalyst 
for achieving school-wide excellence. 

Let’s return then to our sports 
analogy. On a recent Saturday morn-
ing, my husband was watching a tele-
cast of the Tour de France just before 
he left for a 40-mile bike ride with the 
local cycling club. Although he is in 
better shape than many middle-aged 
men, I can assure you that my hus-
band will never be a contender for a 
yellow jersey in the Tour de France! 
He will never even compete in the 
local criterium. But as he strapped on 
his strong, light-weight helmet and 
clipped into the pedals of a bicycle 
that not too many years ago would 
have been a design used only by elite 
competitive riders, I thought how 
weekend athletes have benefited from 
the tremendous expertise that has been 
applied to shaving seconds off the 
times of world-class riders. Innovative 
technology, new training techniques, 
better understanding of the role of 
nutrition in peak performance—all 
those things that are first used with 

elite athletes to take them to new levels 
of performance eventually are adopted 
to some degree by many enthusiasts 
of the sport. And what happens then? 
The floor of performance is raised and 
those who coach elite athletes continue 
to innovate to find the new ceiling.

That, I maintain, is the unique 
contribution that gifted education 
can—and should—be making to 
school improvement efforts in this 
country. It is time for gifted education 
specialists to come in from the trailer 
back behind the school or the isolated 
classroom at the end of the hall to 
take a place at the leadership table. 
Our message? “Friends, over the years 
we have shown how certain instruc-
tional strategies—constructivism, 
problem-based learning, and authen-
ticity, for example—employed in an 
environment with high expectations 
and a high degree of personalization, 
can result in improved engagement, 
motivation, and achievement for our 
most able learners. We are not back-
ing away from our commitment to 
providing those kinds of experiences 
for students with gifts and talents. In 
fact, we want you to lock arms with us 
to provide even more. But in return, 
we’d like to work with you on ways 
we might adopt and modify, if nec-
essary, those same strategies for use 
with many more students. We believe, 
in fact, that gifted education may be 
our best secret weapon for promoting 
school-wide excellence.”

THE TIME IS NOW
It has been estimated that in the 

last 40 years, our nation has spent $3 
trillion on school improvement efforts, 
most of which concentrated on struc-
tural changes (e.g., year-round schools, 
block scheduling) or instructional 
approaches associated with remedial 
education (Renzulli, 2011). Can we 
look back at all those years of diligent 
efforts by well-meaning educators and 
not wonder, “How’s this plan work-
ing out for us?” From where I sit, in 

I’m a sports fan. How about you? 
For years I 

cheered my children’s soccer teams and protested what 
I was sure were missed offside calls, and more recently 
I marveled at the skills and speed of the world’s best 
soccer players during the 2014 World Cup. On a beau-
tiful fall Saturday afternoon, you are likely to find me 
in the University of Georgia football stadium, enjoying 
the competition along with 92,000 other screaming 
fans. With varying degrees of frenzy, most Americans 
love athletics. We appreciate excellence on the field, in 
the pool, on the court, and on the track. And we sup-
port the long-term dedication of time and resources it 
takes to achieve athletic excellence. Why, then, have 
we, as a society, had a harder time openly embracing 
and celebrating the development of intellectual and 
creative talent?
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most cases the honest response must 
be, “Not so well.” Isn’t it time to try 
a fundamentally different approach?

It is, I believe, that deficiency 
view (i.e., reform efforts that start 
by looking at what’s wrong with 
children, what students do not do 
well) that limits their success. Yet for 
decades we have persisted in trying to 
improve schools by hammering away 
with prescriptive, didactive approaches 
to teaching and learning. So imagine 
my surprise and delight when in 2006 
a courageous young superintendent 
came to me and, in essence, said this: 

As a nation, we have a fundamental 
decision to make. We can continue 
to endure a culture of adequacy 
created by remediation-based 
reform efforts and a narrow focus 
on the most easily tested academic 
content and skills; we can continue 
to use instructional practices and 
design assessments with our most 
fragile learners in mind, causing 
great frustration and anger for 
our most able learners and their 
families. Or we can begin to envi-
sion a culture of excellence—one 
marked by enrichment, creativity, 
disciplined inquiry, high expec-
tations, calculated risks, support 
for innovation, celebration and a 
focus on unlimited potential of 
all. I have become convinced that 
we will never have the schools we 
want for our children if all we can 
do is focus on adequacy. Will you 
bring everything you know about 
gifted education and help me apply 
it as appropriate to 27,000 children 
in Hall County Schools, a highly 
diverse school system in North 
Georgia? (W. Schofield, personal 
communication, March 18, 2006)

Oh, my goodness! Now imagine how 
quickly I resigned from my position 
as State Director of Gifted Education 
to roll up my sleeves and see if an 
approach I had come to believe in 
strongly could really be done (i.e., that 
an awfully lot of what we have discov-

ered to be best practice with gifted stu-
dents is really just good teaching and 
might be used, with modifications, of 
course, to promote excellence in our 
schools).

Even if our only concern were the 
high-ability children already selected 
for special program services, this 
would have been a refreshing approach 
from a district leader. But when we 
consider the challenges presented by 
rapidly changing demographics in 
this country and escalating economic 
competition from many countries 
around the globe, we should hear an 
urgent call to try to develop in many 
children the brainpower that we may 
have once believed to exist innately 
in only a few. For example, looking 
only at measured IQ as an indicator of 
potential, the 25% of the population 
in China with the highest IQs would 
be greater than the total population 
of North America; and in 2011 China 
became the world’s top patent filer, 
surpassing the United States as it steps 
up emphasis on creativity and innova-
tion (Yee, 2011). So to some degree 
it is a numbers game. 

As a nation, we can no longer 
afford to overlook or fail to develop 
the advanced abilities of any of our 
children. DuFour and Eaker (1998) 
recognized this crucial need when 
they said, “In today’s Information 
Age . . . educators must operate from 
the premise that it is the purpose of 
schools to bring all students to their 
full potential and to a level of edu-
cation that was once reserved for the 
very few” (p. 62).

So now, as we face increasing 
demands to improve student perfor-

mance and mounting competition in 
a global economy, is the time to pose 
these questions: What if the best way 
to improve our schools is to focus on 
excellence, not adequacy? What if 
schools could help their students climb 
way beyond proficiency by focusing 
on engagement and rigor? What if 
the answer is to pull from the top of 
the school improvement mountain we 
see before us, rather than hammering 
away relentlessly at the bottom? What 
if the strategies we have used to cre-
ate high-ceiling, highly personalized 
learning environments for gifted stu-
dents can be modified in pace, com-
plexity, and level of support to help 
many more students achieve at levels 
we never dreamed possible?

ONE DISTRICT’S PULL-FROM-
THE-TOP APPROACH

Those were the questions we kept 
in mind as we began to strategize ways 
to take a proficiency view of students 
and apply some of the knowledge from 

gifted education to an entire school 
district. The 

mountain-climbing met-
aphor continued to work as we 

thought of an “adequacy plateau” 
created by the No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) era, during which low-per-
forming students made significant 
gains toward meeting minimum stan-
dards, but gifted students languished 
(Loveless, 2008). Gifted students 
could reach that acceptable progress 
plateau with little more effort than 
respiration, but all too often there 
were no guides (well-trained teachers 
and high-end programs with ade-

We believe, in fact, that gifted education 
may be our best secret weapon for 
promoting school-wide excellence.
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quate resources) to show the way to 
much higher levels of achievement, to 
high-altitude, even peak performance, 
if you will. 

There is, of course, the inequity 
and personal tragedy of failing to chal-
lenge and provide appropriate support 
for our most able students to climb 
beyond the adequacy plateau. But 
the second part of that metaphor was 
our belief that we were actually caus-
ing a bottleneck of sorts. Perhaps far 
more students could climb higher if 
someone first showed the way, demon-
strated what real excellence looked like 
and what it took to achieve it. As long 
as that minimum-standard plateau 
seemed like the destination of our 
climb, gifted students stalled there 
and no one else could even see beyond 
them to the higher peaks. We needed 
some “Sherpa programs” as guides to 
the highest quality educational pro-
grams so we could use them to inspire 
and pull students upward—first our 
gifted students and, in time, many 
more who would follow.

EXAMPLES OF SHERPA 
PROGRAMS

 Our first “Sherpa” was the 
International Baccalaureate (IB) 
Program, chosen because it met both 
criteria for our pull-from-the-top strat-
egy: First, it had the power to imme-
diately provide far more rigor for our 
gifted students than we had ever asked 

of them. Secondly, IB had the poten-
tial, in time, to influence the quality 
of education for many more students. 

At that time we could not prom-
ise our high school students, even our 
gifted ones, a world language course 
until they were sophomores—a 
rather low plateau indeed! But to 
gain approval for three IB Diploma 
Programmes, one of them offering 
the Bilingual Diploma, we knew we 
would have to expand our world lan-
guage offerings aggressively, including 
coursework in middle school. This 
led to the creation of a PreK–8 Dual 
Language Immersion Charter School 
and PreK–12 Mandarin Chinese 
classes throughout the district. There 
were only about 60 gifted and other 
highly motivated students enrolled 
in the inaugural IB classes, but the 
effect of the insistent pull from the top 
proved to be tremendous. Training for 
IB teachers that spread to their other 
courses, improved vertical alignment 
of curriculum, more teacher collabora-
tion, and stronger efforts to recognize 
and develop academic talent among 
our large Hispanic population—all 
because the focus was on excellence, 
not adequacy, and the adoption of a 
strengths-based, proficiency view of 
students.

Another example of a strategy 
initially intended to provide more 
challenge for gifted students that we 
were able to use successfully with a 
much larger group of students was 
acceleration. As we worked to pre-
pare more students for success in the 
IB Diploma Programme, we worried 
about how the number of required 
courses would limit their ability to 
take elective courses in areas of inter-
est. In other words, we did not want 
students who were committed to IB 
to have to sacrifice their love of music, 
drama, or athletics in order to fit all 
the academic courses they needed 
to earn the Diploma into a 4-year 
program of study. The solution was 
to offer more high school courses to 
middle schoolers. 

We already offered a few—math, 
English, physical science, and, more 
recently, Spanish and Mandarin—to 
our most advanced students. But, in 
keeping with our belief that many of 
the strategies once reserved for gifted 
students might be used to improve 
engagement and achievement for 
many, we both expanded opportuni-
ties for gifted students and adopted 
another strengths-based strategy for 
all.

Hall County Schools now offers 
27 Carnegie unit (high school) courses, 
including Advanced Placement (AP) 
Statistics, on our middle school cam-
puses. Gifted learners, many of whom 
leave middle school with six or more 
high school credits, are able to move 
on to more challenging coursework 
whenever they are ready; and, by 
doing so, they create room in their 
high school schedules for more elec-
tives, as well as additional Honors, AP, 
IB and dual enrollment courses. 

But acceleration in areas of 
strength and interest is not just for our 
gifted students. In fact, 75% of Hall 
County middle school students leave 
eighth grade with at least one high 
school credit. Imagine a seventh grader 
who is struggling in math. We might 
be able to say to him, “Hey, I know you 
are having a tough time in your math 
class this year, but I’ve noticed that 
you are really into technology. What 
do you think about taking Computer 
Applications as a high school course 
next year? You could also take the 
high school Health & PE course for 
your other connections class in eighth 
grade. I think you would do well in 
both, and you could enter high school 
with a couple of credits.” Confidence 
booster? Motivator? You bet! And 
then, if that young man fails fresh-
man math, often a gatekeeper course 
for further high school success, we can 
say to him, “No problem. Remember 
you already have some high school 
credits, so we have wiggle room in 
your schedule. You don’t even have to 
go to summer school. We’re going to 

… we will never have 
the schools we want 

for our children if all 
we can do is focus on 

adequacy.
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get you right back on track to graduate 
with your class.”

Whether students are currently 
performing below, at, or way above the 
achievement levels of their classmates, 
we believe that by capitalizing on each 
individual’s strengths, we can promote 
engagement and achievement. Again, 
a strategy that was once associated 
almost exclusively with gifted educa-
tion programs is the key for student 
success and total school improvement.

Hall County’s next pull-from-the-
top strategy was to focus on students’ 
passions, and the Sherpa developed to 
take the lead for this approach was the 
Honors Mentorship Program (HMP), 
an honors elective for high school 
juniors and seniors with advanced 
abilities and interests. The program 
provides highly motivated, mature 
students with career mentorships 
designed around their interests in spe-
cific fields or careers. Selected partic-
ipants are matched with professionals 
who serve as mentors by providing 
real-life career experiences, including 
the latest information and technology 
in the field, that go well beyond what 
high schools are capable of delivering 
in a classroom setting. HMP students 
study with area doctors, veterinarians, 
engineers, lawyers, journalists, and a 
variety of other professionals.

The concept of authentic intellec-
tual work (Newmann & Associates, 
1996) is central to the year-long 
in-depth learning of HMP students. 
The curriculum, using the Parallel 
Curriculum Model (Tomlinson et al., 
2002) as a framework, requires stu-
dents to construct knowledge, demon-
strate in-depth understanding of 
important disciplinary concepts, and 
elaborate on their understandings in 
a professional-level presentation. The 
HMP experience has a clear connec-
tion to students’ lives outside of school 
and calls on them to be increasingly 
more like experts in the field.

One young man, Jésus, worked 
with an area pathologist to study 
MRSA, an antibiotic-resistant staph 

bacteria that had caused infections in 
a number of schools across the state. 
After studying the bacteria in the 
hospital lab for most of the year, Jésus 
met with our school system custodial 
staff to make sure we were using dis-
infectants that were effective with that 
particular bacteria strain. He then pro-
duced (in both English and Spanish) 
high-quality brochures to send home 
with students about the dangers of 
MRSA and how to minimize the risk 
of infection. Jésus clearly embraced the 
concept of authentic intellectual work 
and achieved the kind of peak perfor-
mance we want for gifted students.

In the first year of the HMP, how-
ever, we saw clearly how we needed 
to provide more opportunities for 
high-ability students to develop the 
skills of self-direction and indepen-
dence in pursuit of their own learning 
goals. A number of the high-achiev-
ing students who had been selected 
for the program struggled when they 
were given the freedom to demon-
strate their learning with products of 
their choice. Most had spent the first 
10 years of their academic lives learn-
ing to follow directions and cranking 
out papers or other projects that met 
(may have even exceeded) the teachers’ 
requirements for the assignment. But 
these carefully crafted papers with the 
correct formatting or safe projects, no 
matter how attractive, did not repre-
sent real excellence for those students. 
When they were expected to learn and 
demonstrate their learning like prac-
ticing professionals in their fields, they 
were forced out of their comfort zones, 
some for the first time. Hallelujah, we 
thought! At last these students are 
experiencing the supported struggle 
that is required to achieve at the high-
est levels.

To further support that climb to 
the top, the next year we extended the 
rope of the HMP Sherpa by adding 
an Honors Directed Studies Program 
for 9th and 10th graders. Directed 
Studies uses the Autonomous Leaner 
Model (Betts, 1985) to provide gifted 

students with a balance of teacher-di-
rected and independent activities to 
build a foundation for lifelong learn-
ing. Course goals include understand-
ing giftedness, talent, intelligence, 
creativity; discovering learning styles 
and developing learning skills; orga-
nizational strategies and intrapersonal 
skills; and researching and presenting 
guided and independent enrichment 
projects in areas of individual inter-
est. Directed Studies students, most 
of whom continue into HMP, develop 
key skills for working in groups 
and individually to create a variety 
of advanced products. By Year 3, 
Honors Directed Studies was offered 
to high-ability middle school students. 

Those first HMP “climbers,” 
despite experiencing the discomfort 
of not knowing the answer, of sud-
denly facing a level of challenge to 
which they were not accustomed, 
also reported an enthusiasm and joy 
in learning that they had not experi-
enced in a very long time. Passion and 
interest play key roles in sustaining tal-
ent development (Csikszentmihalyi, 
Rathunde, & Whalen, 1993), and 
research continues to support the 
importance of balancing challenge 

and enjoyment in motivating chil-
dren to continuously develop their 
talents (Csikszentmihalyi, Rathunde, 
& Whalen, 1997). It is that practice 
of tying the content and skills we’ve 
been charged with teaching to what 

As a nation, we can 
no longer afford to 
overlook or fail to 

develop the advanced 
abilities of any of our 

children.
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monkey off our back so we could focus 
on the more important indicators of 
success.

Mr. Schofield often reminds the 
Hall County Schools team that, yes, 
we want our students to do well on 
state and national tests, but the test 
in which we should be most interested 
is the “Dinner Table Test,” the one 
administered each night when fami-
lies sit down for supper and Mom or 
Dad asks, “What did you do in school 
today?” We pass the Dinner Table Test 
when the student’s eyes light up and he 
or she says, “Oh, wow, you wouldn’t 
believe what we did in science (or 
math or reading or music) today! And 
I can’t wait to get back there tomorrow 
to do it again! Will you take me to 
school early?” 

We are beginning to understand 
that joyful learning is not a “fluffy” 
educational goal. Content standards 
are more challenging than ever. The 
competition our children will face, 
not just in school, but also through-
out their adult lives, is formidable. To 
prepare them for the world in which 
they will live, we must create schools 
that are capable of inspiring gifted 
students to achieve at levels we have 
never known, and we must learn to 
extend the pedagogy we once reserved 
for the gifted, modify pacing, com-
plexity, and scaffolding as needed, to 
enable many more of our students to 
excel. The rigorous education that will 
be required to transform our schools 
in this way must also be joyful and 
engaging enough that students will 
stick with us long enough to climb 
way beyond that plateau of adequacy.

CONCLUSIONS
Some might wonder if this inten-

tional extension of gifted education 
strategies to promote total school 
improvement might not diminish our 
ability to meet the needs of students 
with gifts and talents. I don’t believe 
so. I have been a gifted education advo-
cate a very long time, and I have never 

our students love already that is the key to using this approach successfully with 
a wide range of students.

Habitat High and Hospitality High, for example, are two Career Technical 
Education Programs in Hall County that also use the Parallel Curriculum 
Model and the concept of authentic intellectual work, cornerstones of HMP, 
to engage students in meaningful ways and, by capitalizing on their passions, 
promote achievement. Habitat High students master high-level academic stan-
dards in mathematics and economics while gaining on-the-job experience in 
all facets of home building. At 7:00 in the morning, you will see students who 
otherwise may have dropped out of school at the worksite, learning the skills and 
work habits of professionals, and by lunchtime they are back in the classroom, 
succeeding because the academic challenges have greater relevance. Since the 
program began in 2007, Habitat High students have built 11 homes for area 
families in need.

Similarly, Hospitality High, a partnership between Hall County Schools 
and Lake Lanier Islands Resort, gives students with an interest in the hospital-
ity industry hands-on, professional-level experience. Students rotate between 
a variety of internship experiences at the resort (e.g., desk operations, human 
resources, marketing and event planning) and classroom instruction that makes 
connections between the professional roles and academic content. In the Habitat 
High and Hospitality High programs, you will see a diverse group of students—
some academically gifted, some with special needs—working side by side, all of 
them challenged to achieve excellence in their areas of interest. 

LESSONS LEARNED FROM THE CLIMB
When Superintendent Will Schofield first invited me to join him and the 

many dedicated educators in Hall County in an effort to improve schools by 
turning the traditional reform recipe upside down and creating programs that 
focus on children’s talents and interests instead of what they don’t yet do well, 
I jumped at the chance. I did tell him, however, that either we would demon-
strate that this was the way to create the kinds of schools we want for all our 
children, from the most gifted to the most fragile, or we may have to sneak out 
of town in the middle of the night. I was only half joking. Thankfully, we are 
still there. But it is a fair question to ask us now, “How’s this plan working out?” 
From where I sit, the honest response must be, “We know we don’t have all the 
answers, but we are awfully pleased with the results so far.” 

In 2006, when we began this climb, only 13 of our 32 schools were mak-
ing Adequate Yearly Progress (AYP), the metric of success in the NCLB era; 
3 years later, without engaging in drill-and-kill test prep but focusing instead 
on the pull-from-the-top strategies as described here, all of them were making 
AYP. Now we are not celebrating adequacy. That was never the goal. But it is 
an unavoidable part of the accountability equation, so our goal was to get that 

…acceleration in 
areas of strength and 
interest is not just for 
our gifted students.
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seen a really good gifted program in a 
bad school. A genuine commitment to 
educational excellence encompasses a 
commitment to excellence for children 
who are gifted. 

Eight years after deciding to 
take this counterintuitive approach 
to school improvement, 21 of Hall 
County’s 33 schools offer programs 
with deep roots in gifted educa-
tion. Families may choose from the 
dual-language immersion charter 
school or the IB Diploma Programs 
described above. There are three 
Schoolwide Enrichment Model 
schools; a STEM high school; a fine 
arts academy; an innovative middle 
school for children who love art, sci-
ence, and technology with a working 
museum where students host more 
than 1,500 visitors a year . . . and the 
list goes on. More than 500 teachers 
have added gifted certification as part 
of their charter or program of choice 
pledge to inspire and challenge stu-
dents by focusing on their strengths 
and interests and to bring authentic-
ity to the classroom. In these schools, 
more gifted students have been iden-
tified and are being served in a greater 
variety of ways.

I don’t think they show a lot of 
mountain climbing on ESPN, so we 
will have to leave our overworked 
Sherpa metaphor. But the next time 
you are watching elite athletes per-
form, take a moment to reflect on all 
that had to happen along the way for 
that athlete to reach the level where we 
can sit and admire a dazzling perfor-
mance. Undoubtedly, that individual 
was born with exceptional psychomo-
tor ability. In early childhood, I sus-
pect, someone—a parent, a teacher, 
a coach maybe—noticed the child’s 
delight and grace in movement, and 
the child began to understand that 
his or her special abilities were val-
ued. Specialized training, targeted just 
above the young athlete’s current level 
of development, and opportunities to 
hone his or her skills alongside other 
youngsters with similar abilities and 

interests, helped the individual main-
tain that early passion and continually 
improve. 

Then think of how we might pro-
vide a similar path to amazing per-
formances in the arenas of academic 
and creative achievement for our 
most able students and, in a parallel 
way, for those who, while they may 
never be elite scholars or artists, can 
undoubtedly achieve more than we 
once thought possible when they have 
access to the know-how traditionally 
used with gifted students—for exam-
ple, challenging curriculum made rel-
evant by tying it to students’ strengths 
and passions, authentic problem-based 
learning, and a high degree of person-
alization. Those understandings and 
the pedagogical expertise of gifted 
education professionals are important 
elements that are too often missing in 
conversations about school reform. It 
is time to come to the table for that 
conversation. It is time to bring out 
the secret weapon.
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Web 
2.0 
Web 
2.0 

TECHNOLOGY 
TOOLS TO ENHANCE 
ORGANIZATION 
AND 
COMMUNICATION

NOTABILITY
 Notability is a note-taking app that allows the cre-
ation of categories and subjects that are like file folders 
in a desk drawer. An educator may have different subject 
folders for each of his or her committees, students’ notes, 
or professional organizations. In the subject folders, notes 
can be created by typing or using a stylus reflecting indi-
vidualized handwriting.  
 Work may be personalized through changes in fonts, 
colors, size, and even the color of the background of the 
notes. Pictures, charts, and graphs may be imported.  
When the note is complete, it can be easily shared as a 
PDF with colleagues or students by simply e-mailing it 
or adding it to Dropbox or Google Drive. This process 
is particularly handy when taking notes in team meet-
ings. Notes can be taken and then immediately sent as 
a PDF to administration and team members. PDFs can 

be imported into a subject folder as a note. Once the file 
is imported as a note, sections of the note can be high-
lighted and comments can be typed or handwritten with 
a stylus. Notability subject folders can be locked to protect 
the privacy of the students and maintain confidentiality; 
folders may be password protected.  
  
Students can use Notability to: 

 • organize their classes, 
 • create documents and email them directly to the 
teacher,  

 • store documents on the teacher’s website as PDF files, 
and

 • open an assignment as a note in Notability, write 
answers directly on the PDF, and then e-mail the 
note to the teacher.  

TIPS FOR TEACHERS
BY JOYCE E. KYLE MILLER, PH.D.  
AND RAINE MAGGIO
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JING

Jing is a technology tool that can prove helpful to 
educators when the written word alone is insufficient 
in communicating. All educators have experienced 
those times when there is a need to e-mail an audio-vi-
sual explanation to a parent, student, colleague, or 
family member. The use of e-mail and other online 
communication has made it increasingly necessary 
to complement such communication with the visual.  
Jing fulfills this need.
 Jing makes it possible to capture and complement 
with audio anything on a computer screen. For exam-
ple, if a teacher has graded a student’s assignment and 
saved that assignment to a computer, Jing can be used 
to capture the document and record the teacher’s voice 
highlighting aspects of the assignment. 
 Once the Jing is made, the teacher is able to watch 
and listen to a preview of the message. Following the 
preview, this app will provide the user with the option 
to either share or save the audio-video message. When 
the screenshot is shared, Jing will automatically copy 
the URL so that the teacher can paste the link into an 
e-mail to the student, place the link in a blog, and/or 
Tweet or send it to the student using another social 
media approach. When the e-mail is received, the 
student will be able to click on the link and hear the 
teacher’s voice and view the video or other image that 
has been captured. 
  With the free Jing software (www.jing.com) on 
your Mac or PC, 5 minutes are allotted for the com-
munication of an audio-video message. At the end of 
the communication, the audio-video recording can be 
copied, saved, and shared.  

Screenshots from http://madeinnotability.
tumblr.com

A plethora of Web 2.0 technology 
resources facilitate the work of edu-
cators.  Notability, Jing, and Remind 
101 are three technology tools that 
are inexpensive or free, easy to use, 
and will enhance communication 
and organization.  
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REMIND 101
 Another technology tool that can be used to facilitate ease of 
communication and to save time is Remind101. Remind101 is a 
free program that allows educators to communicate with students, 
parents, and others by text messaging without having access to tele-
phone numbers. Text messaging has become a preferred method of 
sending and receiving messages for students and parents. Privacy 
rights, however, often serve as a barrier to a teacher being able to 
use text messaging with students. Teachers may register for use of 
Remind101 (www.remind101.com) and provide students with an 
invitation to participate by sending a text or e-mail. The teacher is 
then able to send individual or group text messages to students and 
parents without violating any privacy rights. Personal information 
for all involved remains completely private; teachers never see their 
students‘ and parents’ phone numbers and students never see the 
teacher’s phone number. Parents oftentimes appreciate receiving 
reminder messages from the school and teachers regarding upcoming 
meetings, events, and student assignments; they find it empowering 
to know about class assignments that are due or a special school 
program. 
  Teachers can use Remind101 to provide a quick reminder for 
students to check their e-mail or to go to a site where more extensive 
information can be found. Educators have been successful in pre-
scheduling reminder messages that go out at different time intervals; 
reminder messages can be developed in advance as a class calendar is 
developed. School principals and administrative personnel also have 
found Remind101 an effective tool to use in communicating with 
stakeholders. Remind101 can be used with any group with whom 
there is a need to communicate quickly.  
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and Regulations 
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Education
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To further understand the effect 
of policies and regulations influenc-
ing practices for gifted and talented 
students, this review included articles 
that had been published since 2004 
in Gifted Child Today, Gifted Child 
Quarterly, Journal for the Education 
of the Gifted, Journal of Advanced 
Academics, and Roeper Review. To be 
included, articles needed to discuss or 
examine the effects of policies, high-
stakes testing, and standards on gifted 
education practices. Articles that 
did not examine these effects were 
excluded. Using these criteria, 20 arti-
cles were identified and summarized. 

The type of articles varied and 
included descriptions with recom-
mendations (n = 7), position papers 
(n = 6), and empirical studies (n = 7). 
Of those that were studies, three were 
qualitative, two were quantitative, and 
two were mixed-methods. Within the 
studies, a diverse group of participants 
were examined: elementary, middle, 
and high school students; teachers; 
policy makers; and administrators. 
The majority of the articles focused on 
policies and standards (n = 8), followed 

by a focus on high-stakes testing (n = 
5), and quality of services (n = 2). 

When looking at policies and 
standards, four articles discussed the 
overall status of gifted education in the 
United States (Ambrose, VanTassel-
Baska, Coleman, & Cross, 2010; Dai, 
2013; Gentry, 2006; Kaplan, 2014). 
The field of gifted education is seen as 
fragmented at each and within each of 
four levels: research, practices, appli-
cations, and philosophies (Ambrose et 
al., 2010). The low quality of education 
offered to gifted students is viewed as an 
outcome of the No Child Left Behind 
Act (NCLB; Gentry, 2006; Rakow, 
2008) and the Common Core State 
Standards (Kaplan, 2014). In fact, edu-
cation currently has a focus on achieving 
proficiency rather than excellence (Dai, 
2013). Within these articles, recommen-
dations to policy makers, administrators, 
and teachers are proposed to better meet 
the needs of gifted education. 

Five articles looked at policies for 
gifted and talented instruction within 
specific states. Brown et al. (2006) 
examined the policy in Indiana, 
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, and Virginia. They found that 

each state had its own policy regard-
ing: (a) definition and identification, 
(b) programming, (c) curriculum and 
instruction, and (d) professional devel-
opment. Policies in South Carolina 
were also examined in two other arti-
cles (Swanson, 2007; Swanson & Lord, 
2013). According to Swanson (2007) 
improvement in the field of gifted 
education has been noticeable in her 
state. In fact, there is greater connection 
between general education and gifted 
education. In addition, the continuous 
development of polices have proven 
to have major benefits on areas such 
as funding, teacher training, and sta-
bility (Swanson & Lord, 2013). Two 
other states, Florida and Texas, have 
also sought to improve gifted educa-
tion (Weber, Boswell, & Smith, 2008). 
The authors described the process these 
states used in their pursuit of curricular 
reform. Both states developed profes-
sional development materials for teach-
ers to ensure high-quality curriculum 
and instruction. On the other hand, 
Mendoza (2006) found that teachers 
in Colorado reported the need for pro-
fessional development in the area of 
gifted education due to the introduc-
tion of high-stakes testing as well as the 
accountability requirements of NCLB, 
which have had negative influences on 
teacher practices. 

In examining the effects of high-
stakes testing on classroom practices, 
the majority of the articles reported its 
negative influences with teachers focus-
ing on underachievers and providing 
low-quality education for gifted and 
talented students. According to Moon 
(2009), high-stakes testing for account-
ability poses problems such as the nar-
rowing of curriculum and instruction, 
unethical test preparation practices, 
inappropriate use of scores, and the 
potential for decreased motivation to 
learn in students. High-stakes testing is 
also designed to measure proficiency in 
typically developing children and can-
not accurately report the performance 
and progress of gifted students (Ryser & 
Rambo-Hernandez, 2014). The authors 

P
ractices, regulations, and policies for gifted education differ from 
state to state because the federal government does not mandate gifted 
education services (CSDPG & NAGC, 2013; Plucker, Hardesty, & 
Burroughs, 2013). Several reports have examined the policies and prac-
tices affecting the education of gifted and talented students around the 

nation (CSDPG & NAGC, 2013; Education Trust, 2013; Olszewski-Kubilius 
& Clarenbach, 2012; Plucker et al., 2013.; Xiang, Dahlin, Cronin, Theaker, 
& Durant, 2011). Although definitions of gifted and talented, the identifica-
tion process, funding, services, and teacher training varies from state to state 
(CSDPG & NAGC, 2013), common themes have emerged: achievement and 
excellence gaps (Education Trust, 2013; Olszewski-Kubilius & Clarenbach, 
2012; Plucker et al., 2013; Xiang et al., 2011), educational priorities not focused 
on high-ability students (Bromberg and Theokas, 2013; Olszewski-Kubilius & 
Clarenbach, 2012; Xiang et al., 2011), limited access to high-quality programs 
(Bromberg & Theokas, 2013; Xiang et al., 2011), and underrepresentation of 
students from low socioeconomic status (Bromberg & Theokas, 2013; Olszewski-
Kubilius & Clarenbach, 2012; Plucker et al., 2013). 
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recommended the use of above-level and 
computer adaptive testing for gifted chil-
dren. Hargrove (2008) concluded that 
teachers need to step outside of their 
comfort zone and the prescribed curric-
ulum that focuses on meeting academic 
standards and address the academic, 
social, and affective needs of each child. 

Specific programs and services 
offered to gifted students are also being 
influenced by current policies, regula-
tions and standards (Peters & Mann, 
2009). Schools in states such as Indiana 
offer Advanced Placement (AP), 
International Baccalaureate (IB), and 
Dual Enrollment/Dual Credit models 
for students. However, prerequisites 
such as grades, standardized test scores, 
and completed coursework narrow the 
eligibility. As a result, underserved 
populations have limited access to 
advanced courses. Although services for 
gifted students such as cluster grouping 
have resulted in benefits and positive 
growth for all students (Pierce et al., 
2001), they need to be implemented 
with fidelity. Pierce et al. (2001) recom-
mend ongoing support and professional 
development for teachers. 

The overarching themes in these 
articles suggest that continuous devel-
opment of policies and regulations that 
provide the foundation for gifted edu-
cation are critical. Because no federal 
laws exist that specifically target gifted 
education, states must establish their 
own policies, standards and regula-
tions to support the development and 
growth of gifted and talented students. 
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Ambrose, D. (2012). Socioeconomic 
inequality and giftedness: Suppres-
sion and distortion of high ability. 
Roeper Review, 35, 81–92.

This article used an interdisciplinary 
approach to understand socioeco-
nomic inequality and its connections 
with giftedness, talent, and creativity. 

The analysis of inequality was done 
from the perspectives of economics, 
political science, social epidemiology, 
psychology, philosophy, sociology, 
evolutionary biology, primatology, and 
anthropology. The author identified a 
number of influences that contributed 
to socioeconomic inequality, including 
dogmatic ideology and its relation to 
economic theory; distorted, shallow 
philosophy; dysmorphic psychological 
dynamics; and political polarization 
and dominance. When inequality is 
present, the effect on the less privileged 
is more serious. In fact, when attention 
is focused on health and social prob-
lems, talents and ambitions of those 
who are gifted can be hidden. This 
provides an obstacle for educators and 
parents in identifying talented young 
individuals, as well as developing their 
potential. Clarification of these influ-
ences can help policy makers, educa-
tors, and parents become more aware, 
which can then open doors for gifted 
children. From this perspective, recom-
mendations to the field of gifted educa-
tion include developing a more refined 
conception of giftedness. In addition, 
more research and awareness about 
the ethical dimensions of creativity 
and giftedness should be propagated. 
Another important initiative in gifted 
education should be the collaboration 
and recognition of altruistic abilities. 

Ambrose, D., VanTassel-Baska, J., 
Coleman, L. J., & Cross, T. L. 
(2010). Unified, insular, firmly 
policed, or fractured, porous, con-
tested, gifted education? Journal 
for the Education of the Gifted, 33, 
453–478.

In this article, the authors analyzed the 
field of gifted education by looking for 
unified-insular and fractured-porous 
disciplinary structures. The analyses 
were done from four different vantage 
points or levels of analysis: the levels 
of practical application, research, the-
ory, and philosophy. The authors were 
interested in answering three ques-
tions: Is the field fractured and porous 
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at one level of analysis while showing 
unity and insularity at another? Is the 
field moving toward or away from 
fragmentation, unity, or interdisciplin-
ary porosity? Is it productive or harm-
ful for the field to be fractured-porous 
or unified-insular at one or more lev-
els? The authors use a metaphorical 
model to represent the field of gifted 
education. The model represents the 
field as an island continent with theo-
retical valleys, philosophical mountain 
peaks, and farmland of varying fertil-
ity. Four kinds of professionals work 
on this island: practitioner-colonists, 
research surveyors, theoretical expedi-
tion leaders, and philosophical moun-
tain climbers. This model showed a 
better operation of the field can be 
done if the work of all professionals is 
embraced, as well as having communi-
cation between the four professionals. 
In fact, the authors analyze each level 
of the field. A pattern of fragmenta-
tion, porosity and contestation was 
found at each level. This horizontal 
fragmentation at the research level is 
due to the diverse interests favoring 
specific conceptions of giftedness. In 
fact, the theoretical level is also hori-
zontally fragmented due to competi-
tion between proposed models. The 
division in the philosophical level can 
be explained by the differing world 
views and hence the conception of 
reality. Another type of fragmentation 
was also obvious: vertical fragmenta-
tion. This type of fragmentation rep-
resents the incoherence between levels, 
such as the disconnection between the 
research level and practical level. In 
addition, the horizontal fragmenta-
tion at the theory level disconnects 
the theoretical and research levels. The 
authors recommended that the field 
work toward a unification by propos-
ing two strategies. First, a unification 
between researchers and practitioners 
can occur if the field adopts a single, 
overarching, dominant theory. The 
other strategy requires the field to 
determine a number of solid grounded 
theories that can form a puzzle-like 

mosaic of high ability. This attention 
to the structure and dynamic of the 
field can be eye opening. 

Brown, E., Avery, L., VanTassel-Baska, 
J., Worley, B. B., & Stambaugh, 
T. (2006). A five‐state analysis of 
gifted education policies. Roeper 
Review, 29, 11–23.

This article examined the policy 
within and across five states to iden-
tify the nature and success of poli-
cies for gifted education. The Center 
for Gifted Education (CFGE) at 
The College of William and Mary 
analyzed state policy documents in 
depth and interviewed state officials 
and state advisory boards in gifted 
education. According to specific cri-
teria listed in the article, the five states 
selected for this study were Indiana, 
North Carolina, Pennsylvania, South 
Carolina, and Virginia. These states 
represented three different legislative 
models for identification and services: 
permissive, mandated, or a combina-
tion of permissive and mandated. In 
the article, the authors discussed the 
findings for each state according to 
(a) definition and identification, (b) 
programming, (c) curriculum and 
instruction, (d) professional develop-
ment, and (e) supplemental policies. 
In addition, a cross-state analysis 
was done according to the five previ-
ously listed themes. According to the 
authors, when states give the responsi-
bility of policies to local districts, they 
should document how those decisions 
impact programming for gifted learn-
ers. Documentation and studying of 
standards, assessment and instruc-
tional deliveries are crucial to the field, 
especially for program planning. 

Carpenter, D. M., II., & Ramirez, A. 
(2007). More than one gap: Drop-
out rate gaps between and among 
Black, Hispanic, and White stu-
dents. Journal of Advanced Aca-
demics, 19, 32–64. doi:10.4219/
jaa-2007-705

The authors of this study used data from 

the National Educational Longitudinal 
Study of 1988 (NELS: 88) to extend 
prior research on achievement gaps 
between and among different racial 
groups. In their first study, the authors 
found that wider gaps existed within 
Black, Hispanic, and White popula-
tions than between the groups. In this 
two phase follow-up study the authors 
tested their prior results using a differ-
ent dependent variable, dropout status. 
Data in the sample from the NELS: 88 
study included 17,613 students repre-
senting all three racial groups (2,010 
Black, 2,445 Hispanic, and 13,158 
White). Overall, the authors found less 
overlap between predictors in this sec-
ond study than in their first. Significant 
predictors of dropout still existed across 
groups and included number of suspen-
sions and being held back a grade. The 
authors suggested that future research 
still needs to be conducted within sepa-
rate groups in order to study the unique 
causes and effects of achievements gaps 
within each group. 

Dai, D. Y. (2013). Excellence at the 
cost of social justice? Negotiating 
and balancing priorities in gifted 
education. Roeper Review, 35, 
93–101.

This article discussed the excellence 
and equity issue in the field of gifted 
education. The author provided three 
cases illustrating the problem of 
excellence and equity, and gave rec-
ommendations to address this issue. 
The cases discussed included the (a) 
U.S. Supreme Court Affirmative 
action cases from 2013, (b) the New 
York City admission policy for gifted 
elementary school in 2012, and (c) 
detracting for high-student achieve-
ment. To address the underrepresenta-
tion of some minority groups in gifted 
education, educators should focus on 
long-term strategies such as reward-
ing excellence rather than “giftedness.” 
In addition, the identification process 
should put less emphasis on intelli-
gence tests as being the sole basis of 
assessment. In fact, the process should 
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be more authentic by including a 
diverse range of assessments. The iden-
tification process should also take into 
consideration demonstrated excellence 
and potential excellence. Once indi-
viduals have been identified, teachers 
need to follow scientifically credible 
theories of child development, as well 
as use evidence-based practices. There 
are some curricula for the gifted avail-
able and teachers should use them. A 
good balance between maximal par-
ticipation and rigorous standards can 
be address the issue of underrepresen-
tation and honor gifted students. 

Gentry, M. (2006). No Child Left 
Behind: Neglecting excellence. 
Roeper Review, 29, 24–27.

In this article, the author discussed 
the effects of No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB) on gifted education. She 
explained how high-stakes tests are 
denying the new generation of children 
quality education. In fact, teachers are 
focusing on proficiency rather than 
excellence. They are making sure to 
increase the proficiency of low-achiev-
ing students and hence teaching only 
the content of the test. This leaves little 
to no room for imagination, creativity, 
critical thinking, and problem solving. 
This style of teaching to the test yields 
scores of questionable validity and 
reliability. NCLB has also affected the 
way teachers think about their students. 
Teachers are required to have diverse 
students with different needs meet the 
same standards, which removes the 
accountability of variation among the 
students. This situation has backfired 
through an increase rate of dropouts 
because students’ needs are not being 
met in the public sector. Many alterna-
tives such as charter schools are becom-
ing the escape route for these students, 
as well as for teachers who are interested 
in teaching quality education to meet 
the needs of diverse students. These cir-
cumstances create fear among teachers 
in differentiating their curriculum and 
instruction and have increased their 
paperwork. The author suggests that 

statistics on the conditions of schools 
have been manipulated and do not 
represent reality. All in all, NCLB has 
pushed teachers to focus on testing 
rather than quality education. Gifted 
students are the most affected by this 
situation. NCLB should shift from a 
proficiency perspective to a focus on 
strengths, interests, and talents. This 
change in perspective will meet the 
needs of diverse students, raise the 
quality of education, and fund pro-
grams that will benefit gifted students. 
Parents and educators need to encour-
age the change in law so that individual 
children reach their fullest potential. 

Hallett, R. E., & Venegas, K. M. 
(2011). Is increased access enough? 
Advanced Placement courses, 
quality and success in low-income 
urban schools. Journal for the Edu-
cation of the Gifted, 34, 468–487.

This mixed-methods study focused 
on examining the value and quality 
of Advanced Placement (AP) courses 
and their effect on students’ perfor-
mance on the end-of-course national 
exams. The participants were 48 col-
lege-bound students who met the fed-
eral requirements for the federal Free/
Reduced Lunch Program. The partici-
pants were 60% females, 60% Latino, 
and 25% African American. They all 
were enrolled in a summer writing 
program that assists students from 
low-income urban high schools in the 
transition to college and university set-
tings. All participants were observed 
and interviewed about their experience 
in AP courses. The results of the study 
showed that students from low-income 
and minority backgrounds took AP 
courses when given the opportunity. 
While the students received high 
grades from their AP teachers, they 
were two full grades lower on the 
end-of-course AP national exam. In 
fact, on average students received 
a score of 4.31 from their teachers, 
and an average score of 2.42 on the 
national exam. This showed that the 
course and exam assessments were 

distinctly different. The interviews 
with the students revealed that teach-
ers were unprepared or unmotivated 
to teach the classes. In addition, the 
materials covered in the class did not 
match the exam content. In fact, the 
content studied in AP classes was at a 
lower level than the content of the AP 
national exam. Students also shared 
their difficulties in navigating the 
school system, the need to go against 
the administration and counselors 
to have AP courses offered, and the 
large amount of individual study 
time to pass their classes. According 
to the authors, their findings high-
light that the problem resides in the 
educational institutions and bureau-
cratic operations. In fact, there seems 
to be a lack of advocacy at the student 
level. On the surface level, increased 
AP courses are being offered to stu-
dents from low-income and minority 
backgrounds; however, there is a need 
to improve the quality and content of 
the courses. Further research in this 
area is necessary. 

Hargrove, K. (2008). From the class-
room: Meeting social and emo-
tional needs in the days of high-
stakes testing. Gifted Child Today, 
31(3), 45–46.

The author observed that high-stakes 
testing and rigorous standards in edu-
cation have led to classrooms where 
drill and kill, scripted instruction, 
and limited time for enrichment and 
extension are the norm. In the author’s 
graduate-level course, students were 
required to write and implement a 
unit of lessons focused on meeting 
the social and emotional needs of 
gifted students that were related to 
Texas Essential Knowledge and Skills 
(TEKS) state standards. Discussion 
board responses were made to the 
question: Can you actually use, or do 
you think you can use, any of the guid-
ance activities you or your colleagues 
have developed in your classroom? The 
resounding response to this inquiry 
was yes. Students commented that it 
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would require traditional teachers to 
step outside of their comfort zone and 
the prescribed curriculum, that teach-
ers would need to think more about 
the affective needs of students rather 
than focusing solely on academics, and 
that gifted students need advocates 
willing to teach the “whole” person. 

Hill, K. D. (2013). Reclaiming stu-
dents’ voices: Fourth graders’ 
discussion of the great migration 
in a climate of paced curriculum. 
Journal of Advanced Academics, 
24, 141–163.

The introduction of strict standards 
and the high-stakes testing move-
ment has resulted in teachers being 
pressured to implement instructional 
strategies that compromise their ped-
agogical beliefs through the intro-
duction of mandated pacing guides 
and exclusive use of curriculum lit-
erature in many school districts that 
provide little to no meaningful lit-
erary experiences for learning. This 
particular study was conducted in a 
high-poverty, high-minority fourth 
grade classroom in Detroit, MI. The 
classroom teacher, Leslie, closely fol-
lowed the paced curriculum but also 
sought to supplement her English lan-
guage arts block with opportunities 
for peer-led discussion, collaboration, 
and deeper construction of meaning 
through the use of culturally relatable 
texts. Strategies used include the Book 
Club curriculum in which students 
react to and interact with literature 
through reading, writing, listening, 
and speaking. Embedded within the 
Book Club framework was the use 
of cognitive strategy instruction that 
included making connections, pre-
dicting, summarizing, questioning, 
clarifying, and inferring about texts. 
Research questions guiding this study 
were: (a) How do a researcher and a 
fourth-grade teacher supplement exist-
ing curriculum materials and the pac-
ing guide to facilitate variations of the 
Book Club curriculum? (b) How do 
students respond to participating in 

variations of Book Club that engen-
der varying participation discourses 
and cognitive strategy instruction 
(CSI)? (c) How do students respond to 
exploring their cultural and historical 
heritage? Observations of the 25-stu-
dent classroom were conducted one 
day per week over a 2-month period. 
Qualitative data sources included 
audiotapes and transcriptions of peer-
led discussions, field notes, and student 
reading logs. Themes emerged from 
systematic data reduction and analysis 
and included the need for collabora-
tion during integration of the Book 
Club curriculum and the importance 
of collaboration and modeling for stu-
dents. Suggestions as a result of the 
data collected in this study included 
that meaningful and authentic learn-
ing will only occur when teachers go 
beyond the required curriculum and 
that teachers should be given the time, 
flexibility, and autonomy to supple-
ment prescribed curriculum to meet 
the individual needs of their students. 

Kaplan, S. N. (2014). Advocacy: 
Emphasizing the uncommon 
about the Common Core State 
standards. Gifted Child Today, 
37(2), 126–127.

This article addressed key pedagogical 
and philosophical concerns with the 
implementation of the Common Core 
State Standards (CCSS). The author 
discussed three key issues raised about 
CCSS. These assumptions included the 
notions that (a) gifted students will fare 
well under the “new core” standards, 
(b) many CCSS have already been mas-
tered by gifted students as evidenced 
by their performance on assessments 
of giftedness, and (c) skill sets within 
the CCSS are integral features of differ-
entiated curriculum for gifted learners. 
Philosophically, the author reminded 
the readers that standards included in 
the CCSS should not be expected to 
be mastered at specific grade levels; 
rather, gifted students should gain new 
insights and transfers skills between 
subjects as they align with his or her 

aptitudes and interests. Along the 
same lines, gifted students should be 
evaluated before implementation of the 
CCSS to determine their developmen-
tal readiness for different standards. 
Pedagogically, the author stressed the 
need for teachers and administrators 
to decide which is a priority—CCSS 
or curriculum specifically designed for 
use with gifted students. She stressed 
the need for gifted and talented instruc-
tion to remain based in inquiry and dis-
covery rather than moving to a purely 
teacher-directed model.

Kettler, T. (2007). An administrator’s 
perspective: Gifted education left 
behind and run over. Gifted Child 
Today, 30(4), 42–43.

The author of this article offered 
a commentary in reaction to a the 
February 2007 issue of The School 
Administrator that bore the theme, 
“Gifted Education, Left Behind,” spe-
cifically an article written by Eric Smith 
entitled, “Weaving the Gifted Into the 
Full Fabric.” In his discussion of dis-
crete gifted classrooms versus integrated 
learning, Smith presented what he con-
sidered a basic truth, that “what’s good 
for some is good for all.” In his analy-
sis of this statement, the author found 
that he disagreed with this notion and 
instead sided with research-supported 
differentiation meeting the individual 
needs of students of varying intel-
lectual abilities. The author briefly 
discussed a contradictory method of 
schooling called “Success for All” in 
which students were leveled based on 
ability. Studies related to “Success for 
All” found that what is good for some 
is not necessarily good for all. In his 
article, Smith denounced identification 
and grouping practices and called for a 
fully integrated program where gifted 
education becomes indiscernible from 
general education. The author rebutted 
both of these arguments as well and 
closed his column by urging the field 
of gifted education not to disappear 
into the fabric of the system but instead 
continue with its commitment to indi-
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vidual differences and creating environ-
ments where gifted learners can thrive 
while having their needs fully met. 

Mendoza, C. (2006). Inside today’s 
classrooms: Teacher voices on No 
Child Left Behind and the edu-
cation of gifted children. Roeper 
Review, 29, 28–32. 

This article offered insights into the 
practices that have been occurring 
since the passage of No Child Left 
Behind (NCLB). The author sent a 
series of questions to 10 teachers in 
four districts in Colorado. Teaching 
assignments varied, including gifted 
resources teachers, International 
Baccalaureate teachers, and foreign 
language teachers. The questions 
focused on getting teachers’ perspec-
tives of the overall effect of NCLB 
on the district, school, and classes. 
Teachers reported the fear that their 
current students will receive lower 
scores than those reported previously; 

hence a large amount of their effort 
is focused on proficiency. According 
to the teachers’ estimates, on aver-
age 24% of instructional attention is 
targeting children who score unsatis-
factory, 30% on those who scores par-
tially proficient, 26% for those scoring 
proficient, and 11% for advanced chil-
dren. The teachers also reported the 
need for professional development in 
the area of gifted education. In fact, 
none of the districts included in the 
study had mandates for professional 
development in gifted education. 
The teachers recommended experi-
ence with gifted learners should be 
provided at the preservice level. This 
little amount of preparation leads 
to a high turnover. Around 50% of 
teachers leave the profession in the 
first 5 years. This high-stakes testing 
situation evokes high stress in teachers 
and students. Although the teachers 
reported these problems and wish for 
a better situation, the majority indi-

cated that they were not sure how to 
address legislators. When asked for 
their opinion about the future of the 
field of gifted education, 50% reported 
a negative perspective, that the field 
will get worse and the needs of less 
gifted students will be met. Among 
the rest, 30% said that the situation 
will remain the same as it is today, 
and 20% had positive views and 
said gifted children’s needs will be 
met. Regardless whose perspective is 
taken into consideration, the reality 
shows that there is a need for attention 
towards gifted children. 

Moon, T. R. (2009). Myth 16: High-
stakes tests are synonymous with 
rigor and difficulty. Gifted Child 
Quarterly, 53, 277–279.

In this article, the author discussed 
the myth that high-stakes testing is 
equivalent to rigorous and difficult 
curriculum. The article began by 
discussing the history of high-stakes 

Mary Baldwin CollegeMary Baldwin College

It’s one thing when  
you expect more from her.

It’s another when  
she expects more from herself.
Program for the Exceptionally Gifted
The only residential program of its kind in the nation, PEG offers gifted young 
women as young as 13 the chance to begin their college careers early.

Early College Academy
Students 16 or 17 years of age can choose to complete high school  
degree requirements in tandem with college courses.

Mary Baldwin believes in excellence for every woman, every day.  
Come discover how women who are ready for college instead of high 
school are exceeding their own expectations at MBC.

To learn more call 540-887-7324  
or e-mail EarlyCollege@mbc.edu  
www.mbc.edu/early_college

Early College at Mary Baldwin

The confidence to lead…
the compassion to serve…
the courage to change the world.



38 Tempo • Vol. XXXV, No. 2, 2014

testing in the United States begin-
ning with assessments in the 1840s 
in Boston to monitor school effective-
ness, Alpha Testing during WWI, 
NAEP and ESEA in the 1960s, and 
minimum competency testing in the 
1970s and 1980s, culminating with 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB). The 
introduction of testing under NCLB 
marked a shift from minimum com-
petency to high expectations for all 
students. The author proposed that 
using high-stakes testing for account-
ability as well as the assessment of 
learning poses four problems: (a) the 
narrowing of curriculum and instruc-
tion into decontextualized skills, (b) 
unethical test preparation practices, 
(c) inappropriate use of scores, and (d) 
the potential for decreased motivation 
to learn in students. As a result of the 
implementation of high-stakes testing 
the author stated that education has 
adopted a “default” philosophy where 
tests drive curriculum and limit inno-
vation in instruction. Advocates for 
effective education should consider 
alternatives to the current system of 
assessment and instructional delivery 
including becoming strong voices for 
a balanced system of assessment for 
learning and accountability and advo-
cating for flexible grouping options 
that accommodate for the varying 
needs of learners. 

Peters, S. J., & Mann, R. L. (2009). 
Getting ahead: Current second-
ary and postsecondary acceler-
ation options for high-ability 
students in Indiana. Journal of 
Advanced Academics, 20, 630–657. 
doi:10.1177/1932202X0902000404

This survey of Indiana high schools’ 
participation in postsecondary pro-
gramming sought to explore the vary-
ing models being used in the state 
including Advanced Placement (AP), 
International Baccalaureate (IB), and 
Dual Enrollment/Dual Credit models. 
The research questions guiding the study 
were: (a) How prevalent are dual-credit 
and IB offerings in Indiana schools?; (b) 

How well do the offerings in Indiana 
match what is suggested in the research 
for secondary student high-ability pro-
gramming?; (c) What, if any, barriers 
exist that prevent students from taking 
full advantage of dual-credit and IB 
programs? A 15-question survey com-
posed of both fixed response (n = 9) and 
open-ended (n = 6) questions was sent 
electronically and, if needed, in paper 
form to each public school corporation 
(n = 299) in the state of Indiana. A total 
of 260 responses were received, which 
was a response rate of 87%. The results 
revealed that all but 20 districts offered 
some form of high-ability programming, 
the absence of which indicated noncom-
pliance with state mandates requiring 
such programming. Of the schools with 
acceleration options, 70% (n = 182) 
cited offering AP courses while only 
3% offered IB options. The remainder 
of acceleration models included honors 
or advances classes, dual credit, early 
graduation, and clubs, competitions, or 
other enrichment. In the discussion of 
these results, the authors pointed out 
that 70% (n = 182) of districts had pre-
requisite requirements for participation 
in advanced programming. The most 
common prerequisites were grades, 
standardized test scores, and completed 
coursework. The authors argued that if 
participation in advanced programming 
was contingent upon high levels of per-
formance that traditionally underserved 
populations may have limited access to 
these services. Suggested changes in 
high-ability programming offered by the 
authors included: (a) expanding eligibil-
ity requirements, (b) creating additional 
concurrent enrollment sequences to offer 
a larger number of accelerated classes, 
and (c) expanding outreach to include 
traditionally underserved populations. 

Pierce, R. L., Cassady, J. C., Adams, 
C. M., Speirs Neumeister, K. 
L., Dixon, F. A., & Cross, T. L. 
(2001). The effects of cluster and 
curriculum on the development 
of gifted learners’ math achieve-

ment. Journal for the Education of 
the Gifted, 34, 569–594.

This qualitative study examined the 
impact of cluster grouping on math 
development for gifted students at 
urban elementary schools. The study 
looked at data from 2 years in a 6-year 
project promoting gifted services in 
an urban school district. For the first 
year, the researchers examined 23 
cluster classrooms and 7 non-cluster 
classrooms. From those, 14 cluster 
classrooms were determined to have 
teachers who were implementing the 
program according to criteria, 9 cluster 
classroom with non-implementers, 3 
non-cluster classrooms with imple-
menters, and 4 non-clustered class-
rooms with non-implementers. The 
study examined a total of 161 gifted 
students, with 30% White, 33% 
African American, and 28% Hispanic. 
For the second year, comparisons were 
only made between 17 cluster class-
rooms, and 9 non-cluster classrooms. 
This included 127 gifted students with 
43% White, 32% African American 
and 15% Hispanic. Pre- and post-
tests were administered to students 
in a 9-week span of instruction. The 
findings showed that students in clus-
ter classrooms made significant gains 
when compared to student in non-clus-
ter classrooms, even though they both 
started at the same point. Although 
gifted students in both conditions 
showed positive growth, those who 
were in the cluster classrooms showed 
stronger gains than those who were in 
non-cluster classrooms. In addition, 
students who were not identified as 
gifted showed larger gains in cluster 
classrooms than in non-cluster class-
rooms. Within the cluster classrooms, 
those who had teachers identified as 
implementers demonstrated a greater 
gain than those who had non-im-
plementer teachers. The findings of 
the study demonstrated the benefit 
of gifted services; however, benefits 
to all students are stronger when the 
curriculum is implemented faithfully. 
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Teachers who delivered the curriculum 
as designed demonstrated significant 
gains in student mastery of content. 
The authors suggested that teach-
ers need extensive support in lesson 
development. In fact, quality instruc-
tion is crucial to meeting the needs of 
all students. The study included some 
limitations such as student mobility 
and inability to randomly assign all 
conditions. The authors suggested fur-
ther research in the area of curriculum 
fidelity implementation. 

Rakow, S. R. (2008). Standards-based 
vs. standards-embedded curricu-
lum: Not just semantics! Gifted 
Child Today, 31(1), 43–49. 

The author of this article described the 
benefits and drawbacks of teaching in 
the age of accountability as well as the 
differences between standards-based 
teaching and standards-embedded 
teaching. No Child Left Behind 
(NCLB), high-stakes testing, and a 
focus on standards have forced educa-
tional stakeholders to ask themselves 
several beneficial questions regarding 
today’s classroom including: Are stu-
dents learning? What are students 
learning? How do we know they’ve 
learned it? These questions have led to 
the introduction of high-stakes testing, 
which often results in gifted achieve-
ment going unrecognized due to ceil-
ing effects, an overload of standards 
leading to a lack of rich and relevant 
learning, and a system in which the test 
is becoming the curriculum in many 
classrooms. Overemphasis on testing 
and grade-level standards often limits 
the learning of gifted and talented stu-
dents who benefit from differentiated 
instruction that is relevant, engaging, 
challenging, and complex. The spe-
cific curriculum models discussed in 
this article were the standards-based 
curriculum model, which is driven 
by instruction and assessment over 
individual standards, and the stan-
dards-embedded model, which involves 
backwards planning—beginning with 
broad questions and fitting standards 

from multiple disciplines into instruc-
tional decision making. Differences 
in the two models included the start-
ing point, preassessment, opportuni-
ties for acceleration and enrichment, 
instruction, teacher’s role, and student 
self-esteem and pride in learning. In 
her conclusion, the author stressed the 
importance of adequate planning time 
and the collaboration of teams of teach-
ers in order for standards-embedded 
models to be effective.

Ryser, G. R., & Rambo-Hernandez, K. 
E. (2014). Using growth models 
to measure school performance: 
Implications for gifted learners. 
Gifted Child Today, 37(1), 17–23.

The current focus on high-stakes 
testing has led to an accountability 
movement in American education. 
Assessment data and growth modeling 
are used to measure student academic 

growth and to show adequate yearly 
progress (AYP). The problem with 
most growth models being used is that 
they are designed for measuring pro-
ficiency in typically developing chil-
dren, not gifted learners. The author 
discussed the introduction of the No 
Child Left Behind Growth Model 
Pilot Program (GMPP) in 2001, which 
used status models to demonstrate 
AYP. These models looked at a school’s 
overall level of student proficiency at 
one point in time but failed to recog-
nize improvement in individual scores. 
In 2005, the GMPP was modified 
to include multiple growth models 
including transition models, trajec-
tory models, and projection models. 
Current growth model practices are 
expanding to include more than just 
proficiency measures. Interpretations 
of growth models now included 
growth description (magnitude of 
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growth), growth prediction (future 
scores), and value-added (causes of 
growth). The authors stressed that 
different growth models answer dif-
ferent questions so no single model 
gives “best results.” More statistically 
sound growth models are needed 
to accurately assess gifted students. 
Criteria for statistically sound growth 
models are: (a) must be based on at 
least three observations or test scores, 
(b) test scores should be compara-
ble across time, and (c) measures of 
time must be collected for every test 
administration. Implications of using 
growth modeling for gifted learners 
include awareness that: (a) assessments 
intended to measure proficiency in 
typically developing students will 
contain error when used with gifted 
students, (b) ceiling effects, and (c) 
regression to the mean. The authors 
suggested the use of above-level and 
computer-adaptive testing options for 
gifted learners. 

Swanson, J. D. (2007). Policy and 
practice: A case study of gifted 
education policy implementa-
tion. Journal for the Education of 
the Gifted, 31, 131–164.

This case study examined the devel-
opment, evolution, and implemen-
tation of gifted education policy in 
South Carolina (SC) from 1984 to 
2004. The study used a conceptual 
framework to represent the situation 
in SC from three perspectives: policy 
makers, linkers, and adopters. Policy 
makers (n = 5) represented those who 
developed statutes, regulation, and 
policy; linkers (n = 19) were district 
personnel who implemented policy in 
school district; and adopters (n = 26) 
represented those who were respon-
sible to implement the policy at the 
school and classroom level (i.e., gifted 
education coordinators, principals, 
gifted education teachers, and regular 
education teachers). Data were col-
lected through individual interviews 
with policy makers, focus group inter-
views with linkers and adopters, and a 

review of documents from 1984 and 
2004. Throughout this period, two 
reform movements took place: the 
1980s Education Improvement Act 
(EIA) that focused on basic skills, 
and the 1990s standards movement 
centered around accountability and 
standards-based curriculum, instruc-
tion, and assessment. In fact, part of 
the basic-skill movement included the 
mandate for gifted education. In addi-
tion, attention was given to identifica-
tion and services for minority gifted 
students. This movement helped gifted 
education become more connected to 
general education. In fact, making 
sure that gifted students were moving 
beyond standards was considered cru-
cial by linkers and adopters. In addi-
tion, differentiation within the general 
education classroom was widely used. 
During this 20-year period, fund-
ing for gifted education increased 
as did the number of identified stu-
dents. However, linkers mentioned 
the lack of sufficient funding to offer 
high-quality programs. The findings 
of the study showed that the main 
focus was on identification of students 
and access for underrepresented gifted 
students. There seems to be a current 
shift in establishing teacher develop-
ment to improve curriculum instruc-
tion and services for gifted minority 
and low-income students. Although 
the results reported in this case study 
cannot be generalized, the author sug-
gested that collaboration, time, and 
resources are crucial in developing 
strong policy. 

Swanson, J. D., & Lord, E. W. (2013). 
Harnessing and guiding the 
power of policy: Examples from 
one state’s experiences. Journal 
for the Education of the Gifted, 
36, 198–219.

The authors of this article discussed 
the conceptual aspect of policy using a 
framework for four interrelated compo-
nents: identification; program curricu-
lum and services; personal preparation; 
and program management, assess-

ment, and evaluation. They linked 
the National Association for Gifted 
Children (NAGC) State Policy Task 
Force to case studies of gifted education 
policy in South Carolina to demon-
strate how state policy development can 
be influenced or guided. The develop-
ment of legislation and rules supporting 
gifted students was influenced by policy 
makers, business and gifted education 
leaders, and district-level-coordinators, 
their influence resulted in the inclusion 
of a mandate for gifted education in the 
passage of the Education Improvement 
Act of 1984 (EIA). The four main com-
ponents of the policy were developed 
throughout a span of 15 years. Changes 
in definition and screening processes 
demonstrated a more inclusive iden-
tification component of the policy. In 
the program component, curriculum 
expanded to not only provide enrich-
ment and advancement placement, 
but to also include special schools and 
classes for domain-specific learning 
opportunities. In addition, services 
shifted toward inclusive settings where 
support is given though guidance and 
counseling. The personal preparation 
component of the policy showed the 
greatest change. At first there were no 
requirements, but the change required 
regional groups for professional net-
working and development. Regarding 
the management, assessment, and eval-
uation components, policy shifted to 
requiring a 3-year plan for gifted pro-
gramming as well as an annual update. 
Efforts in improving gifted education 
in South Carolina have shown benefits 
in three distinct areas. First, the level 
of state funding has remained flat. 
In fact, South Carolina has not lost 
or gained funding. Second, teachers 
are continuously seeking professional 
development opportunities. Third, the 
state continues to fund graduate gifted 
education at various higher education 
institutions. Furthermore, it is crucial 
to understand that there are key players 
in the development of policy in South 
Carolina and that educators at all levels 
have the ability to shape policy. Policy 
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development is continuously evolving 
and requires frequent revision. 

Weber, C. L., Boswell, C., & Smith, 
D. (2008). Different paths to 
accountability: Defining rigor-
ous outcomes for gifted learners. 
Gifted Child Today, 31(1), 54–65. 

This article described the process fol-
lowed by the states of Texas and Florida 
in their pursuit of gifted and talented 
curricular reform. Both states sought 
to find a method for providing teach-
ers of gifted students with the tools 
needed to ensure rigor in gifted cur-
riculum and instruction. Texas began 
by reviewing its state goals for gifted 
education and the Texas Performance 
Standards Project (TPSP), projects 
designed for gifted students aligned 
with content standards in English 
language arts, mathematics, science, 
and social studies that culminate in 
the creation of high-end professional 
quality products. The TPSP alone 
lacked direction and specifics needed 
by teachers in the gifted classroom so 
a committee was created to develop a 
formal scope and sequence for gifted 
education in the state of Texas. This 

committee’s efforts resulted in the 
creation of the Gifted and Talented 
Teacher Toolkit and the Gifted and 
Talented Teacher Toolkit II, a col-
lection of resources for districts and 
individual teachers to use in program 
planning and instruction. In Florida, 
the curriculum reform process began 
in response to results of the Florida 
Comprehensive Assessment Test 
(FCAT) as well as the introduction of 
State Rule 6A-6.030191 which pro-
vided guidelines for the development 
for an Education Plan (EP) for students 
who are gifted. Previously, Florida 
established a statewide initiative 
introducing teachers to Tomlinson’s 
Parallel Curriculum Model but found 
inconsistencies in implementation. A 
task force was formed to establish a 
state curriculum based on several 
state documents–GAGE: Greater 
Accountability on Gifted Education, 
Blueprint: Organizing for Results, and 
Aiming for Excellence: Gifted Program 
Standards. The result of their efforts 
was a document called Florida’s 
Frameworks for K–12 Gifted Learners 
that provided specific guidelines to 

support a challenging and rigorous 
gifted curriculum. 
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TEMPO welcomes manuscripts from 
educators, parents, and other advocates of 
gifted education. Manuscripts may focus on 
all areas of gifted/talented education including 
policies, applications of research, programs, and 
practices. TEMPO is a juried publication and 
manuscripts are evaluated by members of the 
editorial board and/or other reviewers. 
 Please keep in mind the following when 
submitting manuscripts:
1. Manuscripts should be 2,000 to 10,000 

words on a topic related to gifted education.
2. References should follow the APA style 

outlined in the sixth edition of the Publication 
Manual of the American Psychological 
Association.

3. Submit an electronic copy, typed, 12 pt. font, 
double-spaced manuscript. Use a 1 1/2" margin 
on all sides and number pages.

4. In addition to the title page, a cover page 
must be attached that includes the author’s 
name, title, school or program affiliation, 
home and work address, e-mail address, 
phone numbers, and fax number.

5. Place tables, figures, illustrations, and 
photographs on separate pages. Each should 
have a title and be referenced in the text. 
Submit electronically with manuscript.

6. Author(s) is fully responsible for accuracy of 
quotations, citations, figures, and facts.

7. Author(s) of accepted manuscripts must 
transfer copyright to TEMPO, which holds 
copyright to all articles and reviews.

8. Upon acceptance of a manuscript, the 
author(s) submits a 50–100-word biography 
and a 100–150-word abstract of the 
manuscript.

Please send manuscripts and inquiries to:
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TEMPO Editor 
Krystal_Goree@baylor.edu
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Sharpen your awareness, become inspired and explore new ideas 
with others who share your passion for G/T students! Join nearly 

2,000 educators and parents at the TAGT 2014 Annual Conference, 
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 Closing general session speaker: Scott Barry Kaufman

 One-day Parent Conference on Friday, December 6
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Underrepresented Populations and much more!
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