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by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

from the editor

Once again,  TAGT is offering an all-star 
lineup of presenters at giftED19, which 
will be held in beautiful San Antonio, TX, 
December 4–6! This amazing profes-
sional learning experience is just around 

the corner, and TEMPO is seizing the opportunity to 
provide readers with a glimpse of the exciting presen-
tations and professional growth that participants at the 
conference are sure to enjoy!

Readers are introduced to Ashanti Branch through an inter-
view in the first feature of the journal. Ashanti will deliver 
one of the keynote addresses at the conference. Speaking 
from his heart and personal experiences, he fully embraces 
the challenges and opportunities of working with talented 
young men who struggle in school due to situations beyond 
their control and need a safe space to build relationships, 
make connections, and recognize their value—setting them 
up for success and realizing their full potential.

Kristi Speirs Neumeister and Virginia Burney offer sound and 
valuable advice as they share the processes, procedures, and 
critical attributes of Conducting an In-depth Evaluation of a 
Gifted Program. Their guidance will offer districts and cam-
puses at every stage of program development beneficial infor-
mation for assessment and improvement of gifted services.

Well-known and highly revered for her work in gifted educa-
tion, Susan Johnsen is joined by Monica Simonds and Marcy 
Voss in sharing Evidence-Based Practices in Gifted Education. 
These experts in gifted education will be presenting a Deep 
Dive session at the conference. In their article, they lead 
us to understand the importance of ensuring that learning 
experiences for gifted students are based on sound research 
if we sincerely want to impact their academic achievement 
in a positive way and offer them the chance to reach their 
full learning potential. 

Readers will find sound advice for advocating effectively for 
gifted learners and their educational experiences in an infor-

mative article written by one of the most recognized authors 
and researchers in the field, Julia L. Roberts. Dr. Roberts 
provides step-by-step guidance to help parents, educators, 
and others who are willing to share their efforts and voices 
in advocacy for the academic and social-emotional needs 
of gifted kids.

Advising that we provide learning and home environments 
that encourage and empower gifted kids to be indepen-
dent, confident, and emotionally healthy, keynote speaker 
Jessica Lahey challenges us build on and appreciate The Gift 
of Failure. In a personal interview with this amazing author 
and educator, Jessica Lahey invites readers to consider the 
benefits of helping gifted students understand that making 
mistakes is part of life, “desirable difficulties” provide oppor-
tunities for growth and learning, and intrinsic gratification is 
the best reward of all.

Wrapping up this issue of TEMPO, members of the TAGT 
Research Division inform readers of what the research says 
about social and emotional issues in gifted education. Kristin 
Majority, Katie Lewis, Christina Dearman, Debra Troxclair, 
Joyce Miller, and Alex Kabli collaborate to provide TEMPO 
readers with pertinent information regarding recent research 
that addresses the need to purposefully address the affec-
tive needs of bright learners. The newly updated Texas State 
Plan for the Education of Gifted/Talented Students (2019) 
clearly articulates the requirement of schools to address not 
only the academic needs of gifted and talented students, but 
also the affective needs. May we embrace the focus that the 
updated State Plan pays to the social and emotional needs 
of our gifted students, and may we join hands and hearts in 
following Dr. Roberts’ advice for advocating for one of our 
most precious treasures—children who have the potential to 
change the world in a positive way. 

I look forward to seeing you in San Antonio! giftED19 is sure to, 
once again, be a special time as we work and learn together, 
network with colleagues, and enjoy being with others who 
share our passion for gifted education—for gifted kids.
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I can’t believe the school year  is already in full swing! 
I hope you had time this summer to recharge and 
prepare for this school year, including increasing your 
knowledge and expertise in gifted education. One of 
the best ways to recharge and grow professionally is 
to spend time with colleagues to connect and share 

successes and challenges in our gifted world. I am always 
thankful that TAGT provides a home for this connection with 
many ways to share with one another including my favorite—
giftED, the TAGT annual conference.
 
This issue contains a great preview of giftED19. You will 
notice that TAGT has revamped the giftED experience. It is 
our hope that this new format will give you what you seek 
in a conference experience. TAGT is now providing a full 3 
days of professional learning from G/T experts and many 
opportunities to connect with peers. The conference will give 
attendees three MasterMind Keynotes, Deep Dive Sessions 
(formerly Conference Institutes), lunch on Thursday, and 
some interactive, fun, and unique experiences! The new All-
Access badge will offer you even more opportunities with an 
additional 8 hours of professional learning (totaling 24 hours), 
engaging evening events, the Acceleration Summit, and time 
to network and reflect. I truly hope that you are making plans 
to join us in San Antonio this December 4–6 at giftED! 

In addition to our giftED19 planning, TAGT has spent this 
summer designing several new initiatives aimed at making our 
members’ experiences more fulfilling and engaging. These 
additions and changes will provide you with the tools you 
need and the opportunities you desire as you work with and 
for our gifted students.

NEW MEMBERSHIP OPTIONS
Please make note of your membership renewal date and dis-
cover our new and more inclusive TAGT membership struc-
ture. Whether you’re an educator, specialist, coordinator, 
school/district administrator, or parent, we have updated 
your options to give you more choices in how you interact 

with and communicate with TAGT. Being a member of TAGT 
is the easiest and most powerful way to get instant access 
to community, resources, and tools that can immediately 
impact your personal and professional life, while also impact-
ing gifted education in Texas and beyond.

New this year is our eSubscriber membership level, which 
allows you to stay informed with TAGT digital content, such 
as Pulse, TEMPO, TAGT Connect, and legislative and advo-
cacy updates. You can now choose what works best for 
your needs and get access to the content you want with the 
eSubscriber member level. We encourage you to share this 
new option with G/T advocates you know who want to stay 
connected to gifted education in Texas.

HB3 AND NEW STATE PLAN
The TAGT Board of Directors has created a task force in 
response to the passing of House Bill 3 and the new Texas 
State Plan for the Education of Gifted/Talented Students to 
explore the implications and member needs stemming from 
these changes. 

This diverse group of educators, university researchers, and 
ESC staff will work throughout the school year to identify 
and create templates and samples, documents, research, 
and other resources to help you and your school district as 
you work to implement the new law and rules that have been 
established. As the task force develops resources, TAGT 
will share this information with its members. Please let us 
know how we can help you with the new law and rules by 
emailing taskforce@txgifted.org.
 
TAGT members make a daily impact on gifted education in 
Texas, and the support you lend as a TAGT member to your 
association is unmeasurable. As we navigate this new G/T 
landscape and work together, we will continue to build a 
strong gifted community. Thank you for joining and partici-
pating in TAGT!

by D’Lana Barbay, M.Ed.

from the president



6 Te m p o • Vo l. Xl , Is s u e 2,  2019

Krystal Goree: How did your background impact 
the creation of the Ever Forward (EF) Club?

Ashanti Branch: I created EF because it was some-
thing I always wanted—I wanted to have a place to be 
with other young men and talk about feelings. I wanted a 
place where there were mentors and men who had done 
things in their careers and I could ask questions about 
it, learn about it, and I could ponder things I wanted to 
do without other people squashing my dreams because 
their dreams were limited. And I wanted to have a place 
where it was okay to be an emotional person. I was 
an emotional kid. I grew up having to be emotionally 
responsible really early, so I think that when I created 
EF—although I did not know this when I created it—it was 
something I so wish that I had had in high school. In high 
school, I was high achieving. I was on track, but I could 
not talk about my goals and things like that with a lot of 
people. They were dream killers. There were a couple 
of people in my class who I could quietly ask questions 
like, “Hey, what do you think about going to college?” 
And, then, I would go back to my other friends and just 
talk about things that they wanted to talk about. I did 
not have a place where I could just say things like, “I am 
going to go to a place where I can study engineering, 
and I am going to be ‘rich.’” For most people I grew up 
with, if you weren’t an athlete or you weren’t a rapper, 
first of all, you weren’t going to be rich because no one 

knew any other careers and, two, no one wanted to hear 
about it because that is not what was cool to them. I 
created EF because as a youngster, that was something 
I really wanted, and as a teacher, that is what I saw was 
really needed.

KG: You referred to middle school as being a really 
difficult time in life for you in particular. Do you think 
that middle school is the best time to introduce young 
men to an opportunity like EF because they are more 
open to it? Should we back it up and expose them 
to this type of experience at an earlier age? Is high 
school too late? 

AB: EF is at all three levels now. We work with fourth 
and fifth grades in elementary, as well as with middle 
school and high school. I began my career teaching in 
high school. I knew early on that students were coming to 
me in high school not ready for the rigor or high school. 
I was just a teacher. I was not dreaming about starting 
a nonprofit. 
 When I started EF in 2004, there was not a big 
movement around social and emotional learning. People 
were actually shocked when I wanted to start a club for 
boys. There was not a lot of talk about what boys need 
because people were still saying we need to help the 
girls to balance out the playing field. But really, the chal-
lenges for the boys were so great in terms of behavior, 

Ever Forward: 
An Interview With 

Ashanti Branch
KRYSTAL K. GOREE, PH.D.

Growing up in a single family home 
on welfare in Oakland, CA, Ashanti 
Branch never dreamed that he would 
become an educator. Today, as the 
Founder and Executive Director of Ever 
Forward Club, Ashanti looks back on 
his past and shares his dreams for the 
future—dreams of helping and support-
ing young men who come from back-
grounds similar to his. He is already 
realizing this dream in a powerful way.
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in terms of fighting, in terms of gangs, in 
terms of drugs, in terms of violence. All 
the things that were creating chaos in 
the schools were coming from the boys. 
 When I started EF in high school it 
was just because that is where I was at. 
I was just a teacher saying these boys 
need support. And, when I went to the 
middle school, I was just trying to get 
the hang of being a vice principal and 
then the woman who was in charge of 
the sixth grade said, “Ashanti, I need 

some help with these boys. There are 
a bunch of boys who are struggling.” 
And it just happened. It was just like . 
. . That is my work. It was so clear that 
they need help. And, when they came 
into sixth grade with this belief about 
exactly what it meant to be a man and 
what it means to be cool what it means 
to be tough . . . they were less mature, 
so they were doing it in really ugly ways. 
At the high school, it was a little more 
subtle even though it is sort of abrupt. 
They are older. In middle school, their 
filters are so weak so they just blab 
stuff out of their mouth that they have 
learned from their uncles, fathers, TV, 
video games, movies. They are trying 
to figure out who they are but they are 
also pressured into conforming. They 
have been pressured into a very finite 
definition of what it means to be a 
man. That is when I realized that there 
is some work that needs to be done in 
elementary and how do we do that. 
 We hear from parents of second 
and third graders that other kids are 
calling their sons gay because they are 
having lunch with their best friend and 
they are sharing lunch. They are already 

being pressured in second grade to 
believe that you can’t be friends with 
another boy in second grade and share 
lunch because you have been told so 
by some bigger boy. So, now these two 
young boys who are really just good 
friends are confused about what it even 
means to be friends. They do not even 
know what it means to be gay, but they 
know that it does not feel good the way 
the other boys talk about them. The 
early pressure is so real. 

 Parents ask, “How do you let your 
loving, caring boy just be himself and 
not have to pretend so early that he 
doesn’t want to have relationship with 
other boys?” We have communicated 
to young men that if two boys want to 
have a true and meaningful relation-
ship that it must be sexual. They think 
if there is intimacy, there must be sex. 
 In EF, we say that intimacy means 
“in to me see,” and I want you to see me, 
I want you to know who I am. Our boys 
need it and they want friendships, but 
they have been told that they should 
not have good friendships, so they 
have this internal battle. You can’t be 
friendly because if you are friendly 
and have feelings you are not a man, 
because men do not have a lot of feel-
ings. Or they don’t show feelings. 
 So, if you are a little boy and you 
never see your father or your uncle 
talk about feelings, and they say to you, 
“Just suck it up, just deal with it, man 
up,” then this tells you a lot of things 
that conform you. Our boys begin to 
get mixed messages. 

KG: You share the story of a teacher 
who pulled you aside in middle school 
and said to you, “You are smart, but 
you don’t act like it.” She also told 
you that life does not give you what 
you want, it gives you what you get, 
and you have to make the most of it. 
You identified that as a life-changing 
moment. What was it, if anything, 
about that teacher or what kind of 
relationship did you have with her 
that provided the opportunity for her 
to make that difference in your life? 

AB: That was Ms. BP and what was there 
before is that we had a connection. I 
really liked her class—well, I didn’t like 
her class because I didn’t like English, 
but I liked HER. She was nice, and she 
would have like these impromptu or 
unofficial field trips. . . . I really didn’t 
have any money so I usually couldn’t go, 
but when I could go it was amazing. She 
would say, “This Saturday, I am going to 
this museum in San Francisco, I’ll be at 
the [metro] at 10:00 a.m., if you want 
to come, you can follow me.” And that 
was it. People would say, “Is she seri-
ous?” So, one time, a couple of us got to 
go. She did not pay for anything. It was 
not an official field trip. She just told us 
that she was going to this cool museum 
and if we wanted to go, we could. So on 
these cool trips, I remember seeing this 
teacher as more than just at teacher—
like a human—and it was just a connec-
tion. It was a teacher who wanted more 
out of us, and it was just amazing. She 
invited us to come into her life and see 
what she did on the weekends, right? 
 One time, I got in trouble in her 
class for yelling out. I had this buddy 
who put a tack in my chair and when I 
sat on it, it hurt. That is why I was yell-
ing. And she said, “Why are you yelling 
in my class?” I told her that he put a 
tack in my chair. She said, “I don’t care.” 
And, she gave me detention and I was 
like “Aw! How dare you!” (I was a hot-
head in middle school.) And I went to 
detention thinking, “I am never going 
to talk to you again. That was not even 

You can’t be friendly because if you are 
friendly and have feelings you are not a man,

because men do not have a lot of feelings.

Learn More at www.tagtconference.org
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my fault and you give me detention?” 
In detention she was blabbing, and I 
was not listening, but I did hear one 
thing. She said, “I know that you are 
sad because your father died before 
you were born.” 
 I heard that because I needed 
to correct her. There are some things 
you cannot be as a boy growing up 
in Oakland, and sad is one of them. 
I wanted to make sure that she never 
said that I was sad. I was not sad. Being 
sad would have meant that I was weak. I 
was mad, I was angry. I trusted her. Even 
though I had been put into detention, 
she was somebody who I trusted and 
who I had a relationship with and who I 
had even interacted with out of school. 
She was a person who I knew cared 
about me. So, even though she had got-
ten on my case, I was like, “Yeah! I get it. 
You are not just getting on me because 
you do not like me or you hate me.” 

KG: So, establishing a relationship is 
important.

AB: Absolutely.

KG: On your website it says that 
many young men are underschooled, 
deschooled, or overschooled. Can 
you explain this? 

AB: Yes. As I go around and talk to 
young men, I find that some them love 
school, but many of them really do not 
want to be at school at all. There are 
clubs out there for young men who 
want to go to college, who are inter-
ested in the arts, and stuff like that. But, 
there is not a club out there for young 
men who don’t want to be at school. 
They go to school because there is a 
law that says they have to go to school 
but there’s the pressure of learning. 
 If you have trouble learning, they 
give you more remedial classes—they 
would give you more classes. Like stu-
dents who are not doing well in math 
would have to go to two math classes 
instead of one. We learned that some of 
the young men were overschooled. They 
were going to school all the time and get-
ting irritated by it, or school was boring 
to them and nobody would explain to 
them why they had to learn this stuff. 
 They would ask, “When are we 

going to have to draw a parabola?” 
And I was like, “You may never have to 
draw a parabola, but you may have to 
solve a problem. You may have to solve 
a problem that you do not now how to 
deal with and you may have to be cre-
ative to solve it. You may never have to 
solve a problem like a parabola, but I 
do know that you are going to have to 
solve problems, and if you do not know 
how to solve problems life is going to 
kick you HARD, harder, and harder. And 
I am trying to help you recognize that 
when it gets hard, you don’t quit. When 
it gets hard, you figure out how to work 
hard on it.”
 “I am not here to make you love 
algebra. I love algebra, and I would like 
you to find a love for algebra, but I want 
you to learn how to solve problems 
because the world needs more people 
who know how to solve problems.”
 The ones who loved school, 
we helped to find more ways to get 
involved so that school would not be 
just a boring thing every day. For those 
who didn’t like school, we said, “Hey, 
how can we make school exciting for 
you? What are some things that you 
are interested in? How can we come 
up with a win win?” You are going to 
have to do some things that you don’t 
really like to do but you are also going 
to have the opportunity to do things 
that you really like to do. 
 There are all kinds of kids who 
come to school. Some of them like 
school. Some of them do not like school. 
A lot of teachers get upset when kids 
don’t like their subjects. But its kind of 
like exercising. You may not like exer-
cising, but you need to exercise to keep 
fit. There are some things you may not 
like to do but we do them because they 
are necessary. This is new language.

KG: One of the things that I have 
struggled with is that we would get 
kids in a gifted program and then they 
would want to leave. It did not meet 
their needs. What can we do for really 
bright kids who feel like its not cool 
to do good in school? What are three 
things that we could start with to 
help those kids to open their hearts 
to those of us that really care?

AB: Sometimes it is being able to help 

them where they are. In the commu-
nity that I grew up in, being smart is 
not cool. The kids who were smart 
are called nerds and geeks and teach-
ers’ pets. It depends on the school. In 
some schools, the smart kids get a lot of 
props, but in a lot of the urban schools 
that I have been in, you can get pretty 
good grades but you can’t be too smart 
because the cool kids are the athletes. 
The athletes get all the credit. 
 They have got to leave their regu-
lar class to go to a class for smart kids. 
Everyone knows why they are leaving. 
[The mindset becomes] “I am going to a 
class where the smart kids go and I have 
a group of friends who think that being 
smart is not cool and I am not going to 
go.” . . . One of the biggest challenges 
is to be isolated from your friends. . . . 
Your friends may be upset because 
they didn’t get invited. It could be jeal-
ousy. But your friends are not going to 
say that. They are going to say, “Don’t 
go to that class. Stay here with us.” It is 
kind of like crabs in a bucket. You can 
probably get out, but you have to be 
careful because sometimes the other 
crabs will drag you back. It is not with 
the intention of hurting you, but it is 
because they have a belief about what 
it means to be in “that” group. There is 
just a lot of pressure. 
 When we started EF, we had a 
meeting once a week for 40 minutes 
and members were expected to attend 
the meetings every week. Where I was 
teaching, there was a big tree outside 
where gang members or wannabe gang 
members would hang out. We would 
be having a meeting, and I would ask 
“Where is _____?” And the kids at the 
meeting would say, “Oh, he is out hang-
ing by the tree.” I’d go over to the tree. 
He was there, and I’d tell him to come 
with me. The other kids at the tree were 
like, “Where are you going? Where are 
you taking him?” I answered, “We have 
something we need to take care of.” I 
didn’t always chase them, but I did let 
them know that if they wanted to be 
part of the EF group, they needed to 
attend the meetings every week. They 
could do what they wanted all during 
the rest of the week, but during those 
40 minutes, you needed to be at the 
meeting because you are valuable 
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and because your presence means 
something.
 When they would be absent for a 
day, they would come back to school 
and no one would ask, “Are you okay? 
Was there a death in the family? Were 
you sick?” All they would ask is “Where 
is your slip?” In the EF club, I made it 
a priority that if someone did not show 

up, they were going to get a phone call, 
they were going to get a house visit, or 
the other young men were going to let 
them know, “DON’T MISS MEETINGS.” 
In EF, they get our support and they 
know we care. Knowing that your pres-
ence matters is valuable, and I don’t 
think they get that at home sometimes. 
 [It’s about] providing them a safe 
space, building relationships, making 
connections, recognizing their value.

KG: You said that for the program to 
be successful, you had to work with 
parents, teachers, and administrators 
to get them involved and include 
them as stakeholders. How did you 
do that?

AB: Our model is evolving now. When I 
started EF, I actually believed that I did 
not need anybody’s help. When I first 
told the principal about my idea, she 
liked the idea and told me to let her 
know how she could help. Well, I was 
just trying something. I did not know 
if it was going to work. I just knew that 
there was more going on with our young 
men than bad grades. They were smart. 
The administrators—I just wanted them 
out of my way. I didn’t want it to be 
mandatory. I wanted the kids to want to 
be at school. I wanted school to be fun. 
[But] I then needed to have some peo-

ple from the administration, a teacher 
who was going to say, “I advocate for 
this.” 
 It was easy for me to talk to teach-
ers because I have been a teacher, I 
have been an administrator, so I know 
the language. Nonprofits that have a 
good program but do not know the 
school language . . . are going to suf-

fer some. This is hard when you go to 
a school to talk to principals who are 
tired, have already been to seven meet-
ings that week, but know that the data 
on the young men at the campus show 
that they are struggling. We needed for 
them to see why it was important for 
them to invest in some intervention and 
support. 
 . . . Now, we are letting young 
men take the initiative to start clubs. 
There is no reason for the kids to suffer 
because they are not able to get school 
or administrative support. So, this year, 
we are prototyping letting young men 
all over the country start their own Ever 
Forward Club, using the club model at 
their school (they have to follow the 
rules at their school). We will give them 
the support, the contacts, and will let 
them know here are the things that your 
school needs to invest in. We are trying 
the new model this year and, already, 
we are having some really good success 
around it with a lot of young men. There 
are some young men who want to be a 
part of a brotherhood, and they should 
not suffer because their administration 
wants to buy a boxed kit of some kind 
where they can check a box and say, 
“We did that.” And it has no meaning, 
no value, no benefits to the student 
body.

Lacy Compton: You describe your 
talk as a kinesthetic keynote. Can 
you give us a little summary of what 
participants can expect? 

AB: I don’t want you to sit and listen to 
me the whole time. I have things to say 
and I have experiences that I believe 
will help to deepen your connection to 
why you are in this work. And, if you 
have gotten to a place in your work 
where you are trying to find the fire 
again, I believe that the talk will help 
to reinvigorate your fire. [But] in my 
type of learning and my type of teach-
ing and my type of experiential talks, 
I want people to leave there not only 
with information in their head but also 
reminder of connecting to their heart. 
You are smart. I am not here to prove to 
you how smart I am by putting a bunch 
of stuff in your head. What I am hoping 
is that you can connect to your heart 
because . . . when you can connect to 
your heart, you can see why that stu-
dent may be disconnecting from that 
class or that homework assignment, 
and you can connect [to that student]  
I believe that we can help young people 
do incredible things. That’s my charge, 
that’s my goal.
 I am not into teaching because I 
was an engineer. I am not into teaching 
because I went to Stanford. I’m here 
because teaching called me, and I am 
trying to get better and better and bet-
ter at it every day. Even though I don’t 
teach in a classroom, I feel that my 
heart is being an educator and helping 
people learn. That is how I describe it. 
. . . My ultimate goal for people is that 
their experience is about changing lives 
and if it doesn’t change the lives of the 
educators, then, hopefully, it will help 
the educators change the lives of our 
young people. We have a generation 
that needs to be seen—to be heard. 
With the world of social media, we 
need more people who can look each 
other in the eye and see each other and 
that is our goal in this work.

[It’s about] providing them 
a safe space, building 
relationships, making

connections, recognizing 
their value.
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The 2019 TAGT Conference, giftED19, will be an important part of 
professional development for those who engage in targeted, inten-
tional before, during, and after conference planning. Whether you 

attend as a team member or as an individual, begin with the end in mind 
by reviewing the conference schedule, perusing the session descriptions, 
and recording your team and individual conference goals. What do you 
want to know, value, or be able to do by the end of the conference? 

PRIOR TO THE CONFERENCE
• Review the conference schedule, session descriptions, bios, and web-

sites of keynote speakers.
• Make a tentative schedule of sessions you would like to attend as an 

individual. 
• List the sessions your team would like to attend; divide and conquer.
• Schedule time during the conference when you will review progress 

toward your individual and team goals.
• Review the schedule for informal networking opportunities with edu-

cators from other school districts.
• Identify a date/time/place for your after conference meeting to review 

your conference goals and takeaways. 

DURING THE CONFERENCE
• Revisit your game plan.
• Review your goals and schedule.
• Take notes or photos during the sessions you attend to jog your mem-

ory later.
• As you are listening to the presentation, jot down your key take-aways.
• Think about how you could take the ideas and make them work in your 

school or district.
• Jot down ideas on paper, an iPad, or in a shared Google document as 

you are listening and engaging in the session.
• Visit the exhibits and make note of books and other resources you or 

your school librarian can purchase.
• Make a list of resource persons for professional development and 

consultations.
• Look for opportunities to become involved in TAGT as a leader.
• Schedule times to meet with your team and think about 2–3 ideas you 

will implement once returning to your district. 
• Develop an Action Plan for implementing your ideas before you leave 

the conference and before the final day of the conference. Include a 
timeline of what you will do and when.

• Ask for the presenter’s slides and if they have been uploaded to the 
giftED19 app.

A suggested template is on the following page to help keep you organized 
as you make the most of your conference experience.

AFTER THE CONFERENCE
• Meet with your team or review your notes and your Action Plan as 

soon as possible following the conference.
• Choose at least one idea to implement; begin implementation as soon 

as possible.
• Evaluate implementation; make changes for improvement.
• Implement the idea again, as appropriate. Continue use of the new idea 

Getting the 
Most Out of 

19
Targeted, Intentional 

Planning Before, During,  
and After the Conference
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until the new approach becomes an integral part of your pro-
cedural, instructional, or curricular repertoire.

• Share with others your successes and areas for improve-
ment as you implement new learnings from the conference; 
hold each other accountable.

• Share what you have learned during the conference by 
making presentations to your colleagues and parents.

• Plan to submit a conference proposal for giftED20 chronicling 
your effort to implement learnings from the annual conference.

A commitment to operationalize what has been learned with 
shared accountability is vital. We encourage you to make time 
to reflect on your learning. Create a list of ways you could imple-
ment what you learned. Don’t feel overwhelmed by the many 
ideas you could implement. Instead, pick one or two ideas. Then, 
create a timeline of what you will do and when. You can always 
return to your list of ideas in the future when you are ready 
to try out another idea. Was there a conference presentation 
that you found particularly helpful or interesting? Write down 
the contact information of the presenter and/or get his or her 
business card. You may wish to reach out to the presenter at 
a later time to learn about the topic or ask related questions. 
 Getting the most out of a professional conference has 
to be intentional—we encourage you to share these tips with 
your team and make a plan to walk away with ideas you can 
implement in your schools.

Conference Event: 
Sessions/Speakers/

Exhibits Goals Take-Aways

Ideas I Will 
Implement in My 

Classroom or Share 
With Others

Joyce E. Kyle Miller, Ph.D., is a professor 
at Texas A&M University-Commerce in the 
Department of Curriculum and Instruction. 
Dr. Miller developed the graduate gifted 
education program and teaches the online 
courses in gifted education, research, philos-
ophy, and curriculum and instruction. In addi-
tion, Dr. Miller is a Board Member and Board 
Secretary for TAGT and served as Chair of 
the Research Division and Chair of the Dual 
Language/Multicultural Division. Research 
emphases include gifted curriculum and 
instruction, cultural diversity, technology, and 
online instruction. Presentations have been 
made at annual conferences of the National 
Association for Gifted Children, TAGT, and 
the biennial conference of the World Council 
for Gifted and Talented Children in Odense, 
Denmark, where she served as one of three 
delegates from the U.S. 

Katie D. Lewis, Ed.D. is an associate professor 
of education at York College of Pennsylvania. 
She is actively involved in the TAGT Research 
Division, serving as Past-Chair and the NAGC 
Professional Development Network, where 
she serves as the Past-Chair. Her main areas 
of research interest include underrepresenta-
tion of gifted Hispanic students and teacher 
preparation.

Jacqueline Riley, Ph.D., is an assistant pro-
fessor at Texas A&M University-Commerce 
in the Department of Curriculum and 
Instruction where she teaches classes 
which prepare educators to meet the needs 
of English language learners (ELLs).  Her 
research centers around the effective use 
of technology to teach language and content 
to ELLs.
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PURPOSE OF 
EVALUATING GIFTED 

PROGRAMS1

1  Sections of this article are adapted from Gifted Program Evaluation: A 
Handbook for Administrators and Coordinators (2nd ed.), by K. Speirs Neumeister 
and V. H. Burney, 2019, Waco, TX: Prufrock Press. Copyright 2019 by Prufrock Press. 
Adapted with permission.

 Districts that have devoted 
resources to programs for gifted 
and talented students hold a 
vested interest in understand-
ing the outcomes of such pro-
grams for the students they 
serve. Program evaluation, 
defined as the use of sound 
research methodology to 
form an appraisal of the 
processes and outcomes of 
a program intended to fulfill 
a social need (Royse, Thyer, 
& Padgett, 2016), provides a 
systematic way of assessing these 
outcomes for stakeholders. 
 Texas Administrative Code (19 
TAC §89.5) requires that programs be 
evaluated for effectiveness, and these evalua-
tions can serve multiple purposes. Formative eval-
uations assess strengths and challenges of the current 
programming models to determine recommendations 
for improving efficiency and effectiveness. As a matter 
of principle, districts also have an ethical responsibil-
ity to conduct formative program evaluations to ensure 

Learn More at

Dec 4–6!

Conducting an  

In-Depth 
Evaluation  

of a Gifted  
Program

that the pro-
grams they 
have devel-
oped for their 
gifted and tal-

ented students 
are grounded 

in best practices 
as outlined in the 

Texas State Plan 
for the Education of 

Gifted/Talented Students 
(Texas Education Agency, 2019) 

and therefore are meeting the cognitive, 
social, and emotional needs of this group of exceptional 
learners. In the spirit of continual improvement, even 
districts with strong programs benefit from formative 
program evaluation by addressing gaps and areas of 
challenges. 
 Summative evaluations of gifted programs also offer 
benefits for districts. Such evaluations may arise out of 
necessity for accountability as is the case for districts in 
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states with mandates such as Texas. In 
addition, as a matter of practicality, 
scarcity of resources requires districts 
to justify spending; consequently, 
summative program evaluation can 
provide documentation of the value 
of the program.

IMPORTANCE OF 
CONDUCTING AN IN-DEPTH 
PROGRAM EVALUATION
 When determining program effec-
tiveness, district administrators and 
coordinators of gifted and talented 
programs may rely on achievement 
data to document their program’s suc-
cess. Although such data are important 
to consider, it addresses only one facet 
of programming: achievement. To 
thoroughly assess the extent to which 
the program meets each of the Texas 
standards for gifted education (Texas 
Education Agency, 2019), data need 
to be collected and analyzed that per-
tain to all facets of the gifted program. 
Such an approach requires an in-depth 
evaluation that uses multiple data col-
lection methods (e.g., interviews, sur-
veys, document review, observations) 
and multiple data sources (e.g., teach-
ers, parents, administrators, students, 
counselors). Although such a process 
requires the commitment of time and 
resources, the results of the data anal-
ysis provide a thorough evaluation of 
the program’s effectiveness in adhering 
to its mission and meeting its goals. 
Without such a process, erroneous 
conclusions about program effective-
ness may be drawn that ultimately 
impede progress toward program 
improvement by cloaking problematic 
program elements. 
 The purpose of this article is to 
provide readers with an understanding 
of what is involved in conducting an 
in-depth gifted program evaluation 
and to share tips and suggestions for 
consideration in planning such an 
evaluation. 

STEPS IN THE PROCESS

CHOOSING WHO WILL 
CONDUCT THE EVALUATION

The first step for a district to take 
is to determine who will conduct the 
evaluation. Evaluations can be con-
ducted internally by a team of district 
employees or externally by a team of 
experts in both evaluation method-
ology and gifted education. Each 
has strengths and limitations 
that merit consideration. 
Internal evaluations are 
appealing to districts 
for several reasons. 
Internal evalu-
ators may have 
invaluable insight 
into the program 
based on frequent 
opportunities to see 
the program in action 
and acute awareness of 
stakeholder perceptions and the 
overall reputation of the program. As 
internal evaluators operate “within the 
system,” they may have easier access 
to data and more familiarity with the 
veracity of the program documents, 
policies, and implementation. Finally, 
as the internal team is comprised of 
district employees, the evaluation 
has minimal financial impact on the 
district. 
 Internal evaluations, however, are 
not without their limitations. Often 
the district will assign those most 
familiar with the program to serve on 
the evaluation team (such as the pro-
gram coordinator or program teach-
ers). Familiarity with the program 
may be disadvantageous in this case, 
as such team members may be too per-
sonally entrenched in the program to 
objectively analyze the data. Moreover, 
stakeholders may not be willing to 
share their real perceptions of the pro-
gram for fear of retribution or hurting 
the feelings of those directly involved 
with the program. In addition, con-
ducting a thorough program evalua-

tion requires technical skills both in 
research methods (including the abil-
ity to design a valid and reliable pro-
cess for collecting and analyzing both 
quantitative and qualitative data) and 
written communication for reporting 
the findings. Districts may be hard 
pressed to find such a targeted skill 
set within their faculty. Finally, when 
an evaluation is conducted internally, 

stakeholders at large may be more 
resistant to accepting the findings, 
particularly if significant changes are 
being proposed. They may question 
the credentials of the internal team 
and therefore the validity of the find-
ings and proposed recommendations.
 To address these limitations of 
internal evaluations, districts may 
consider hiring outside experts in the 
field of gifted program evaluation. 
Best practice in gifted education calls 
for programs to undergo formal evalu-
ation by outside experts approximately 
every 5 years (Landrum, Callahan, & 
Shaklee, 2001). Outside experts hold 
no preconceived notions of the pro-
gramming and therefore can approach 
data collection and analyzing with a 
more objective lens. Likewise, stake-
holders may be more willing to share 
their true perceptions and opinions 
of the program knowing the evalua-
tors are not employees of the school 
district. Finally, with formal training 
in both research methods and gifted 

In the spirit of 
continual improvement, 

even districts with strong 
programs benefit from formative 

program evaluation by addressing 
gaps and areas of

challenges.
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education, the evaluation process may 
be more robust and the findings more 
likely to be accepted by stakeholders. 
 Districts faced with significant 
budget challenges, however, may not 
be able to afford outside consultants to 
conduct such an evaluation. A solution 

for these districts might be to conduct 
their own in-house interim program 
evaluation while planning and budget-
ing financial resources for an external 
evaluation by experts in the future. 

DETERMINING THE 
EVALUATION COMMITTEE

If the district decides to conduct 
the evaluation in house, the next step 
is to determine the committee to con-
duct the evaluation. Stakeholders will 
place more validity in the process if 
the committee is comprised of mem-
bers with broad representation from 
the district. Although teachers and 
administrators on the committee 
need to be knowledgeable about the 
gifted program, too much personal 
investment in the program (e.g., a key 
teacher in the gifted program) may 
prevent the individual from being as 
objective as is necessary to interpret 
the data. If the district has a gifted 
coordinator, this person may be best 
utilized as an advisor for the commit-
tee who could provide guidance on the 
timeline for the evaluation and facili-

tate the coordination of data collection 
but refrain from participating in the 
data analysis. In this way, the coordi-
nator’s experience with the program 
could be used to benefit the process 
while preventing the possible percep-
tion of influencing the results. 

DETERMINING THE SCOPE 
OF THE EVALUATION

The scope of the evaluation will 
also need to be determined and clearly 
defined by the district. The scope may 
be determined by a specific concern 
that has arisen in the district, spark-
ing the support for conducting the 
evaluation. For example, if a district 
was losing a high percentage of its 
most able middle school students to 
a nearby charter school, it may want 
to focus the evaluation on examining 
the gifted and talented program at 
the middle school level to determine 
how to strengthen it to appeal more to 
families. The scope may also be deter-
mined based on the resources available 
to conduct the evaluation. Small dis-
tricts may be able to assess their gifted 
program and services in its entirety in 
one holistic evaluation, whereas larger 
districts with multiple programs and 
services may need to evaluate partic-
ular elements of their programs one 
at a time each year in order to make 
the process more manageable for their 
team. 

ORGANIZING AN INTERNAL 
EVALUATION TIMELINE

Once the scope of the evalua-
tion has been decided, the committee 
is ready to organize the process. An 
agreed-upon timeline and a corre-
sponding person responsible for the 
completion of each step will ensure 
that the process continues to move at 
a smooth pace. The timeline should 
be constructed with careful consider-
ation of other district initiatives and 
responsibilities. For example, filming 
of classroom instruction should not be 
scheduled the week prior to statewide 
testing or surveys should not be sent 
home to parents right before winter 
break, as that time of year tends to 
be chaotic for families, and therefore 
response rates may be lower. Districts 
may also want to build extra time into 
the process to account for unforeseen 
interruptions to the data collection 
process. Building extra time into the 
timeline will also ensure timely com-
pletion, even if certain aspects prove 
to be more time consuming than 
anticipated. 

DATA COLLECTION
 One of the most important tasks 
of the evaluation committee is collect-
ing all the data needed for analysis. 
In considering what data to collect, 
a rule of thumb is to include at least 
three data points for every program 
element being assessed. This process, 
referred to as triangulating the data, 
strengthens the validity of the findings 
presented because the conclusions are 
reached only after considering com-
monalities noted across the results 
from each of the three data points, 
rather than relying too heavily on any 
one data point in isolation. For exam-
ple, if the program area being evalu-
ated is curriculum and instruction, the 
data collection points might include 
a review of the curriculum maps and 
other curricular documents, classroom 

In considering what data to 
collect, a rule of thumb is to 

include at least three data 
points for every program 

element being assessed.
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observations, and survey questions 
related to curriculum and instruction. 
 Evaluators also need to under-
stand the purpose of different types 
of data collected and determine the 
combination of data that will yield 
the most comprehensive under-
standing. Quantitative data, such 
as achievement test scores, provide 
solid, objective information or facts 
about program elements. Quantitative 
results are needed to provide evidence 
for justifying program recommenda-
tions. Numbers alone, however, do not 
explain the results they provide. For 
this reason, we recommend a mixed 
methods approach that includes both 
quantitative and qualitative data as 
it provides the most comprehensive 
understanding of the program. 

TYPES OF DATA 
Interviews. Interviews provide 

a valuable source of data for program 
evaluations. When conducted well, 
interviews allow evaluators to hear 
in the stakeholders’ own words their 
perceptions of program strengths, 
areas of challenge, and suggestions for 
improvement. Although the number 
of interviews needed will depend on 
the size of the district and scope of the 
evaluation, a general recommendation 
is to continue interviewing until data 
saturation has been reached. Data sat-
uration occurs when the interviews are 
no longer generating new information 
or perspectives to consider. Multiple 
representatives from each stakeholder 
group should be included in the inter-
view process. 
 Two types of interview struc-
tures are most helpful in evaluations: 
semi-structured and focus groups. 
In the semi-structured approach, the 
interviewer prepares a general list of 
open-ended questions on all aspects 
of the program. The interviewer pays 
close attention to the participants’ 
responses and asks follow-up prompt-
ing questions to elucidate a more thor-

2  For a full understanding of survey methodology, readers are encouraged to read Fowler (2014).

ough understanding of the points that 
appear to be the most important to 
the interviewee. This process keeps 
the interview focused, but allows the 
participants the opportunity to elabo-
rate more on key points as they deem 
necessary. Another type of interview, 
the focus group, may also be benefi-
cial in an evaluation. Focus groups 
typically consist of 6–10 members of 
a stakeholder group sitting in a cir-
cle offering responses and holding a 
discussion based on the interviewer’s 
questions. Focus groups are appeal-
ing to evaluation teams because they 
allow for more stakeholders to partici-
pate without taking excessive amounts 
of time to complete. Moreover, they 
provide a “check” on extreme views, 
as the interviewer can easily see the 
reaction of other participants to indi-
vidual responses. Focus groups are not 
without their limitations, however. 
Sometimes a “group think” mentality 
can emerge where one person brings 
up an issue or concern, and others 
internalize that as their own even 
though they may not have endorsed 
this view had they been asked about 
it in a one-on-one interview setting. 
Power dynamics can also affect the 
quality and types of responses given 
during focus groups. 

Surveys. Survey responses are an 
invaluable source of data in a program 
evaluation, as they allow the evaluators 
access to the perceptions of each pro-
gram component from all stakeholder 
groups. Although a full treatment of 
all factors to consider when designing 
surveys is beyond the scope of this 
article2, the following tips for creating 
and administering survey questions 
should assist the evaluation team in 
getting started. 

 • Carefully consider the length 
of the survey. Evaluation teams 
should be cognizant of the overall 
length of the surveys, including 
only the most salient questions 
from each program area, as sur-

veys that take longer than 10 min-
utes may not be completed.

 • Design surveys for multiple 
stakeholder groups. Surveys 
should be designed for dissem-
ination to multiple stakeholder 
groups, including administrators, 
teachers, parents, and students. By 
asking parallel questions (when 
appropriate) to all stakeholder 
groups, evaluators can determine 
if perceptions are similar or dis-
crepant across groups. 

 • Include both forced choice and 
open-ended questions. Both 
forced-choice response questions 
and open-ended questions are 
valuable. Forced-choice responses 
allow for a more direct compari-
son of responses across stakeholder 
groups to determine overall differ-
ences in perceptions, attitudes, or 
opinions. Open-ended questions 
allow for the respondents to write 
narrative comments, enabling 
them to elucidate on earlier 
forced-choice response choices 
or to introduce additional topics 
or opinions related to the gifted 
program that were not previously 
explored. 

 • Consider the wording of ques-
tions carefully. It is always 
surprising how difficult it is to 
construct carefully worded ques-
tions that are specific, nonbiased, 
and easily understood by the 
respondents. The following tips 
will help evaluation teams in their 
construction of concise, effective 
survey questions. 
 Construct neutral questions. 

Avoid including adjectives that 
may trigger an emotional reac-
tion within the respondent that 
may cue him or her to respond 
a certain way. For example, pro-
viding parents with statements 
such as “My child is bored in 
language arts class” or “My child 
feels isolated in the gifted pro-
gram” and asking them to circle 
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their level of agreement with the 
statement (Strongly Agree, Agree, 
Undecided, Disagree, or Strongly 
Disagree) may cue them to worry 
that their child is bored or is iso-
lated and then negatively bias 
their response accordingly. 

 Use simple language. Survey 
questions should be as clear 
and concise as possible to min-
imize confusion. In addition, it 
is important to keep in mind 
the different levels of educa-
tional experiences and cultural 
backgrounds of the respondents 
when phrasing questions. 

 Make sure questions have only 
one aspect to consider. Although 
seemingly obvious, a frequent 
flaw of survey questions is that 
they contain multiple items. The 
responses for these questions 
cannot easily be interpreted 
because one cannot be certain 
which aspect(s) the respondent 
was referring to in the answer. 

 Balance the rating scale. 
Including an equal number of 
positively and negatively bal-
anced response choices can help 
avoid inadvertently skewing the 
results. 

 Field test survey questions before 
dissemination. Once a draft of 
the survey is completed, field 
testing among a small group of 
potential respondents can ensure 
that the questions are clear, no 
important topics were missed, 
and the completion time is not 
too long. 

 Utilize multiple methods of dis-
semination. To ensure a greater 
response rate and more repre-
sentation among stakeholder 
groups, the evaluation team will 
want to consider multiple meth-
ods of survey dissemination. 

 Emphasize the importance of 
survey completion. District lead-
ership can assist the evaluation 
team in promoting the impor-
tance of survey completion by 
stakeholder groups. 

Observations. Observations of 
program activities, including classroom 

instruction, can provide a valuable data 
source for understanding the experi-
ences of gifted students. Evaluators are 
encouraged to record as much detail as 
possible during the observations, as the 
importance of details noted during the 
observations may not be readily ascer-
tained until analyzed in concert with 
data from other sources such as inter-
views and surveys. 

DOCUMENTS
Program documents include 

everything from fliers describing the 
program to full program handbooks. 
Reviewing all program documents at 
the beginning of the program evalua-
tion is beneficial for gaining a founda-
tional understanding of the program. 
The documents often raise questions 
that can be addressed during inter-
views with stakeholders. Program 
documents may also provide a win-
dow into understanding the intent 
of the program, as many documents 
may have been drafted in the begin-
ning planning stages of program 
development. 

Although documents include a 
wealth of information on the pro-
gram, evaluators are reminded of the 
importance of triangulating the infor-
mation gleaned from the documents 
with other data sources as well. For 
example, documents may be excellent 
data sources for comparing the pro-
gram’s stated goals and policies with 
actual practice; in other words, does 
practice match the written description 
of the program, or is the program on 
paper only? 

TEST SCORES
 Scores from tests used in the iden-
tification process may be reviewed 
against the published identification 
procedures and state guidelines to 
determine fidelity in the selection 
of students. Performance on state 
achievement assessments may be used 
to determine if identified gifted stu-
dents are earning scores in the highest 
performance categories. Finally, as a 

measure of rigorous curriculum and 
instruction, scores from computer 
adaptive, norm-referenced achieve-
ment measures may be used to deter-
mine if gifted students are reaching 
their expected growth targets. 

PROGRAM ARTIFACTS
 Program artifacts can provide 
a rich source of data for examining 
program goals that may otherwise 
be difficult to observe. For example, 
many gifted programs have mission 
statements emphasizing the goal of 
developing skills such as creative 
thinking, leadership, and citizenship. 
Documentation of the development of 
skills such as these may be evidenced 
in program artifacts, including projects 
submitted for academic competitions, 
service learning projects, and presenta-
tions to culminate units of study. 

INTERPRETATION OF DATA
Collectively, myriad data sources 

will give evaluators a more comprehen-
sive understanding of the effectiveness 
of the gifted program. Quantitative 
data in the form of survey responses 
and test scores offer evidence of trends, 
gaps, and differences in perspectives, 
skill development, and achievement. 
Accompanying qualitative data may 
provide interpretations for these 
results. The results of both types of 
data in concert will provide a rich 
understanding of the program’s areas 
of strength as well as areas of chal-
lenge, enabling the district to develop 
a roadmap of recommendations for 
future improvement.

Although it is imperative to tri-
angulate findings by using more than 
one data source, all data sources are 
not equal and should not be given 
equal weight in the interpretation. 
For example, if the internal evaluation 
committee is interested in assessing 
program effectiveness for academic 
achievement, it may examine the 
results from achievement test data as 
well as survey questions asking stu-
dents to rate to what extent the pro-
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gram has facilitated high achievement. If the survey results 
report that students feel the program is facilitating high 
achievement, yet the achievement test scores themselves 
suggest that the students in the program are not achieving 
at high levels, the test data should be given more attention 
than the survey data. Perhaps the students have a different 
perception of what high achievement means compared to 
district administrators. This example highlights another 
purpose of triangulating data; it can help to identify areas 
that need further investigation, such as why the data indi-
cate a discrepancy between students’ perception of high 
achievement and actual achievement test scores. 

One must also pay close attention to how the findings 
from survey data are used to influence program decisions. 
Survey data are just perception data; the data give an 
indication of how program stakeholders perceive various 
program elements. Although these results may be bene-
ficial to program administrators, it does not mean that 
the survey respondents are “voting” on what elements the 
program should include. Those decisions should be made 
based on best practices and state requirements. Results of 
surveys, however, may help the gifted coordinator know 
how to target professional learning and parent informa-
tion meetings to help clarify any misperceptions or lack 
of understanding that stakeholders may have about any of 
the program components.

WRITING THE REPORT
After the data are analyzed, the committee is charged 

with summarizing the findings and developing an action 
plan. The evaluation team is encouraged to first present 
the findings highlighting areas of strength. Stakeholders 
have invested time and energy into the program, and 
their attention to the program needs to be recognized 
and appreciated. Beginning with a recognition of the 
positive facets of the program will also predispose those 
in charge of the program to be more receptive to hearing 
the challenges. 

Our recommendation is to use the term challenges 
instead of weaknesses to describe those areas of the pro-
gram that are less well developed. The word weakness 
connotes a flaw, with the indication that the program 
coordinator should have been able to prevent or fix this 
flaw. In contrast, the subtle change in semantics through 
the use of the word challenges indicates the recognition 
that some areas of programming are difficult to design 
and implement effectively because of a whole host of 
external factors. To address these areas of challenge, the 
program coordinator will need district support. Areas 
of challenge should be perceived as being owned by the 
whole district rather than perceived as the sole responsi-
bility of the program coordinator to address. 

Prufrock
Press Inc.TM

P A R T N E R S  I N
Gifted Education
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 Once the areas of challenge are 
described with supporting data, the 
evaluation team should provide a list 
of recommendations to address each 
of these areas. We suggest grouping 
the recommendations into two cate-
gories: quick-wins and long-term rec-
ommendations. Quick-wins are those 
recommendations that can be imple-
mented immediately. For example, 
if the program evaluation indicated 
that communication with parents is 
an area of challenge, a “quick win” 
might be to have each program 
teacher send a monthly e-mail update 
to the parents of students in his or 

her classroom to highlight what has 
been learned and share pictures of 
instructional activities and products 
that reflect the goals of the gifted 
program. Long-term recommen-
dations, on the other hand, require 
more time to implement due to their 
complexity. In this example, a long-
term recommendation for improving 
communication may be to develop a 
quarterly series of presentations for 
parents, including an overview of the 
program in the fall, two presentations 
on characteristics and social and emo-
tional needs of gifted students during 
the school year, and a culminating 

spring showcase of student products 
or performances reflecting what stu-
dents had learned in the gifted pro-
gram throughout the year. 
 In the interim years between 
the formal evaluations conducted by 
outside experts, internal evaluations 
that follow the process outlined in 
this article can be of great benefit to 
the district. The findings and subse-
quent recommendations gleaned will 
be invaluable in guiding future pro-
gram development and improvement, 
thereby ensuring that the program 
continues to fulfill its mission of meet-
ing the needs of gifted students. 
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The existence of research-to-practice 
gaps is not uncommon. Most professional 
fields are characterized by the need to 
implement practices driven by new state or 
district policies and regulations that may 
exceed the current empirical research base. 
Some of these implemented practices may 
be based on their wide usage in other school 
districts and educators’ assumptions that 
they are effective rather than by any for-
mal research studies. Other implemented 
practices may be emerging and based on 
teachers’ classroom experiences validated 
through their work with students but not 
by any formal action research studies. In 
some cases, practices may have been imple-
mented because of their promotion by pro-

fessional developers or others who might 
benefit by their implementation. 

The actual implementation of evi-
dence-based practices is often limited and 
may be observed in only a few school dis-
tricts, a few teachers’ classrooms or, perhaps, 
not at all. The degree of implementation of 
evidence-based practices may be influenced 
by (a) their incompatibility with current 
practices or educator beliefs, (b) a lack of 
human and material resources within a 
particular school or school district, (c) the 
complexity of the change process, and/or 
(d) administrators who may lack the prac-
tical knowledge about how to implement 
them. In this article, we will focus on the 
research and practical knowledge needed 
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by administrators to increase imple-
mentation of three evidence-based 
practices in gifted education: accel-
eration, grouping, and universal 
screening.

WHAT ARE EVIDENCE-
BASED PRACTICES?

Best practices, research-based 
practices, and evidence-based practices 
are often confused with one another 
but relate to the amount and quality 
of the research base supporting the 
practice. For example, best practices 
are generally those recommended by 
others but are based more on anec-
dotal evidence or professional judg-

ment rather than data to support their 
effectiveness. Research-based practices 
refer to educational approaches that 
are supported by a broader range of 
research designs and demonstrate a 
record of success for improving student 
outcomes but have not yet undergone 
a systematic review process. Evidence-
based practices are supported by rigor-
ous research designs and demonstrate 
they improve student outcomes. These 
practices have also gone through a sys-
tematic review process using quality 
indicators to evaluate the level of the 
evidence. 

Evidence-based practices are 
defined within the Every Student 
Succeeds Act [ESSA], United 
States Congress, 2015 (from section 
810[21][A]). ESSA delineated “evi-
dence-based” actions according to four 
categories reflecting the strength of the 

evidence (see Table 1). These categories 
include (a) strong evidence supported 
by one or more well-designed and 
well-implemented randomized control 
experimental studies (Tier 1), (b) mod-
erate evidence supported by one or more 
well-designed and well-implemented 
quasi-experimental studies (Tier 2), (c) 
promising evidence supported by one 
or more well-designed and well-im-
plemented correlational studies with 
statistical controls for selection bias 
(Tier 3), and (d) demonstrates a ratio-
nale, which are practices that have a 
well-defined logic model or conceptual 
framework that identifies key compo-
nents of the proposed process, prod-
uct, strategy, or practice, and describes 

the relationship among the key com-
ponents and outcomes, theoretically 
and operationally; are informed by 
research or evaluation; and have some 
effort underway by a State Education 
Agency, Local Education Agency, or 
outside research organization to deter-
mine their effectiveness in improving 
student outcomes or other relevant 
outcomes (Tier 4). Schools that receive 
funds for programs described in Titles 
I, II, and IV of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act must use 
evidence-based practices in the top 
three tiers. Education leaders in 
low-performing schools must also 
include evidence-based practices in 
their improvement plans beginning 
in the 2018–2019 school year (Garcia 
& Davis, 2019; U. S. Department of 
Education, 2016).

There are two practices in gifted 

education that would meet the ESSA 
criteria for strong evidence: accelera-
tion and grouping. The other practice, 
universal screening, which is a rela-
tively new practice in gifted education, 
would most likely meet the ESSA cri-
teria for moderate evidence. 

ACCELERATION
NAGC (2004) defined accel-

eration as a practice that “allows a 
student to move through traditional 
educational organizations more rap-
idly, based on readiness and moti-
vation” (para. 2). Acceleration is 
based on three principles (Brody & 
Stanley, 2005): learning is sequential 
and developmental, children learn at 
different rates, and effective teaching 
involves a match between an individ-
ual child’s readiness to learn and the 
level of content presented. Southern 
and Jones (2015) have identified more 
than 20 forms of acceleration that have 
been categorized into content-based 
and grade-based (Rogers, 2007, 
2015). Content-based acceleration is 
when students receive curriculum at 
an accelerated pace within the same 
age or grade placement for most of 
the school day but may receive higher 
grade-level instruction within their 
own class or in an advanced grade. For 
example, a first-grade student may go 
to a fourth-grade classroom to receive 
more advanced concepts in math but 
remain with their same-age peers for 
other subjects. Grade-based acceler-
ation is when students are placed in 
classes with older students and/or 
spend less time in the K–12 system. 
Examples relate to early entrance at 
the kindergarten or secondary levels, 
grade skipping, or accelerated path-
ways where high school students are 
able to telescope 4 years into 3.

EVIDENCE
Researchers have examined the 

effects of acceleration for more than 
100 years. At least 125 studies have 
been published since 1918 involving 

The actual implementation of evidence-
based practices is often limited and 

may be observed in only a few school 
districts, a few teachers’ classrooms 

or, perhaps, not at all.
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75,582 participants (Steenbergen-Hu, 
Makel, & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2016). 
The overall effects on K–12 students’ 
academic achievement have been pos-
itive and statistically significant when 
comparing accelerated students with 
their nonaccelerated same-age peers. 
These studies have been examined 
further using meta-analysis, which 
analyzes common outcomes across 
studies. For example, Kulik and Kulik 
(1984) examined 26 studies focused 
on grade skipping, curricular com-
pacting, and adding a summer ses-
sion to school. Results indicated that 
academic performance of accelerated 
students exceeded the performance 
of their same age and intelligence 
peers who were not accelerated by 
almost one academic year. Rogers 
(1991) extended Kulik and Kulik’s 
study by adding early entrance to 
school, Advanced Placement, con-
current enrollment, and mentor-
ship. These acceleration options also 
resulted in academic gains. Finally, 
Steenbergen-Hu et al. (2016) reviewed 

6 acceleration meta-analyses that 
included 125 unique primary studies. 
Their study concluded that accelerated 
students significantly outperformed 
their nonaccelerated same-age peers, 
and acceleration positively impacted 
students’ academic achievement.

Despite educator concerns, 
research indicates acceleration does 
not have negative effects on most stu-
dents’ emotional and social well-being 
(Assouline, Colangelo, VanTassel-
Baska, & Lupkowski-Shoplik, 2015; 
Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 
2004). In fact, high-ability learn-
ers seem to like school more and be 
more advanced in social interactions 
than do high-ability students in tra-
ditional classes who are not accel-
erated (Anderson & Pavan, 1993; 
Lloyd, 1999). In the intrapersonal 
area, Richardson and Benbow (1990) 
reported no differences in self-accep-
tance of accelerated and nonacceler-
ated academically talented students. 
There are also no differences in general 
self-concept between accelerated stu-

dents and their nonaccelerated peers 
(Hoogeveen, van Hell, & Verhoeven, 
2009; Plucker & Taylor, 1998). In the 
social or interpersonal area, Rogers 
(1992) noted early entrance to kinder-
garten had a positive effect on social 
and emotional indices. Accelerated 
students tended to be more socially 
mature, popular, and involved in 
extracurricular activities (Gross, 1994; 
Richardson & Benbow, 1990; Swiatek 
& Benbow, 1991). In a meta-analysis 
of 38 studies on acceleration between 
1984 and 2008, Steenbergen-Hu and 
Moon (2011) found a statistically 
significant, small positive effect on 
social-emotional measures compar-
ing accelerated to nonaccelerated 
same-age peers. In another meta-an-
alytic study, Rogers (2015) found 
similar results. She reviewed studies 
published between 1990 and 2013 
examining various forms of accelera-
tion and concluded that grade-based 
acceleration has “positive socialization 
and psychological effects at all three 
school levels” (p. 25).

TABLE 1. 
Criteria for Tiers of Evidence-Based Research

Tier Criterion
Tier I

Strong Evidence
Tier II

Moderate Evidence
Tier III

Promising Evidence

Tier IV
Demonstrates a 

Rationale
Study design Well-designed 

experimental study 
with randomized 
groups participating 
in the intervention 
compared to those 
who don’t participate

Well-designed 
quasi-experimental 
study with assigned 
groups participating 
in the intervention 
compared to those 
who don’t participate

Well-designed 
correlational studies 
that examine the 
relationships between 
different variables (e.g., 
achievement and the 
classroom practice)

A logic model or 
conceptual framework 
based on high-
quality of research 
or evaluation

Statistical 
significance

Shows a statistically significant difference on 
student outcomes without negative effects

Relevant research 
suggests the 
intervention is 
likely to improve 
student outcomes

Sample 
characteristics

Large and 
multisite study 
and characteristics 
are similar to your 
school district

Large and 
multisite study 
OR characteristics 
are similar to your 
school district

Statistical controls are 
used for selection bias.

Not applicable

Note. Adapted from Garcia and Davis (2019) and the U.S. Department of Education (2016).
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PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
To implement acceleration, 

administrators must consider acceler-
ation guidelines, referrals, screening 
and selection procedures, placement 
and transition plans, monitoring of 
student transitions to more accelerated 
settings, and evaluation.

Establish guidelines. The first 
administrative consideration is to 
establish guidelines for determining 
who is a good candidate for accelera-
tion. These guidelines should be com-
municated to both staff and parents. 
Acceleration should be open to all stu-
dents, regardless of gender, race, eth-
nicity, disability status, socioeconomic 
status, English language proficiency, 
or school building attended. 

Create a referral process. 
Referral for acceleration is a separate 
process from referral to a school’s 
gifted program. The referral process 
should be open to many sources so 
that one person does not serve as the 
gatekeeper. Administrators need to 
develop a specific referral form, estab-
lish procedures and a timeline, and 
communicate the referral process to 
staff and parents. 

Apply equitable and system-
atic screening and selection pro-
cedures. The screening procedure 
should be applied equitably and sys-
tematically to all referred students. 
Assessment should be fair, objective, 
and systematic, using instruments 
aligned to the type of acceleration 
being considered for the student (e.g., 
above-level math assessments for sin-
gle-subject acceleration in math). The 
district should take care to ensure 
that assessment instruments are reli-
able, minimize bias, and are valid for 
measuring those factors related to suc-
cess with acceleration and not other 
factors. For example, when assessing 
English learners, instruments should 
be in the student’s heritage language. 
Multiple data sources should also be 
used in the assessment process. These 

might include on-level and out-of-
level achievement tests, informal/
classroom assessments, student work 
samples, grades, teacher checklists/
recommendations, and assessments of 
the student’s maturity and desire for 
accelerated placement. Ideally, when 
considering grade-based acceleration, 
the student should be assessed in the 
spring, and, if recommended, partic-
ipate in appropriate transition activi-
ties prior to placement in the advanced 
grade or content area at the beginning 
of the next school year. 

Develop an evaluation team. 
A child study/evaluation team 
should consider cases of acceleration. 
Decisions should not be made by one 
or two individuals. An ideal team 
should include at least one person who 
is familiar with the research and best 
practices of gifted education and accel-
eration. It should also include a repre-
sentative with expertise in language 
acquisition and culture of the student 
when the student is an English learner, 
and a representative with expertise in 
special education when the student 
is twice-exceptional. In addition to 
these individuals, the evaluation team 
for content-based acceleration might 
include an administrator, the cur-
rent content area teacher, the receiv-
ing teacher for the content area, the 
parent/guardian(s), the student, and 
possibly a school counselor/school psy-
chologist who will assist with initial 
adjustment issues. Grade-based accel-
eration teams should also include the 
receiving teacher(s) and an administra-
tor and counselor from the receiving 
grade level/campus. The evaluation 
results should be communicated in 
writing to the parents/guardians of the 
student and parents/guardians should 
be given an opportunity to appeal the 
outcome of the evaluation process. 
Procedures for appealing decisions 
and the time limitations on starting 
an appeal should be specified. The 
appeals process typically provides an 

opportunity to raise concerns or pro-
vide additional information.

Create written placement and 
transition plans. The evaluation team 
should create a written placement and 
transition plan for students selected for 
whole-grade acceleration or accelera-
tion in an individual subject area. The 
written plan should detail the type of 
acceleration the student will receive, 
how differentiation will be provided, 
and the strategies to be used to sup-
port the student. It should also iden-
tify strategies to facilitate a successful 
transition to the accelerated setting 
during the transition period specified 
in the written plan. Any accommo-
dations or modifications the student 
is entitled to receive under an IEP or 
504 plan must also be available in the 
accelerated setting, so these must be 
included in the plan as well.

The timing for acceleration should 
minimize disruption for the student 
and maximize chances for success. 
The plan should also provide guid-
ance regarding how the accelerated 
student’s transition will be monitored 
and by whom. In developing the plan, 
consideration should be given to the 
impact whole grade acceleration may 
have on future coursework and long-
term academic planning such as (a) 
requirements and procedures for earn-
ing high school credit prior to entering 
high school, (b) how students might 
complete graduation requirements on 
an accelerated basis, (c) what district 
prerequisite requirements for enroll-
ing in advanced courses might need 
to be waived, and (d) whether district 
graduation requirements that exceed 
those required by the state might need 
to be amended. Other issues, such as 
determining class rank, should also 
be considered. Immediate and long-
term logistics of the acceleration may 
also need to be considered when a 
student is accelerated in a content 
area. Transportation to and from the 
receiving campus should be addressed, 
as well as access to college-level courses 
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when the student has accelerated 
through the district curriculum.

Ensure implementation of the 
plan. The acceleration evaluation com-
mittee should designate a school staff 
member to ensure successful imple-
mentation of the written acceleration 
plan and to monitor the adjustment of 
the student to the accelerated setting. 
Both the child’s academic and socio-
emotional adjustment must be con-
sidered. It is recommended that the 
supervising and receiving teacher(s) 
and any other relevant staff members 
engage with professional learning to 
develop their understanding of the 
learning and social and emotional 
needs of gifted students who have 
been accelerated. If at any time during 
the transition period, the placement is 
not successfully meeting the student’s 
needs, alternate placements, if possi-
ble and reasonable, should be tried. 
The written plan should be modified, 
and a new transition period should be 
specified. During this time, the parent/
guardian should be allowed to request 
in writing that the student be with-
drawn from the accelerated placement. 
The student should be removed without 
repercussions. If the accelerated place-
ment is successful during the transition 
period, it becomes permanent at the 
end of the transition period.

Evaluate the policy. The accel-
eration policy should include recom-
mendations for how to evaluate the 
effectiveness of the policy and process 
to ensure students are successfully 
accelerated. A committee should be 
convened regularly to review success 
of the policy as well as unintentional 
barriers to the use of acceleration. 
The committee should address fidel-
ity of the process for both content and 
grade-based acceleration. 

GROUPING
Ability grouping involves placing 

students into different classrooms or in 
small groups based on their achieve-

ment levels, readiness, or abilities to 
create a more homogeneous learning 
environment so that teachers are bet-
ter able to match the instruction to 
students’ strengths and needs. These 
placements are not permanent and 
therefore do not assign students into 
tracks (i.e., advanced, general, voca-
tional; Steenbergen-Hu et al., 2016). 

Steenbergen-Hu et al. (2016) cate-
gorized ability grouping into four main 
types: between-class ability grouping, 
within-class ability grouping, cross-
grade subject grouping, and pull-out 
or honors programs. Between-class 
ability grouping is assigning students 
within the same grade to high, aver-
age, or low classes based on their prior 
achievement or ability levels (Kulik & 
Kulik, 1987, 1992; Slavin, 1987, 1990, 
1993). Within-class ability grouping or 
small-group instruction involves the 
teacher assigning students to small 
homogeneous groups based on the 
student’s prior achievement or abili-

ties (Lou et al., 1996). Cluster group-
ing would fit within this category 
(Gentry, 2014). Cross-grade subject 
grouping involves grouping students 
from different grade levels together 
based on their prior achievement (e.g., 
the Joplin Plan; Floyd, 1954). The last 
category is special grouping for gifted 
students such as honors and pull-out 
programs that were designed specifi-
cally for gifted and talented students 
(Goldring, 1990; Kulik & Kulik, 
1982, 1987, 1992).

EVIDENCE
Steenbergen-Hu et al. (2016) 

reviewed 172 unique primary studies 
in 13 meta-analyses that were con-
ducted from 1922 through 1994. In 
reviewing these meta-analyses, the 
researchers found negligible effects on 
K–12 students’ achievement for any 
group (high, medium, and low) in the 
between-class ability grouping cate-
gory. On the other hand, within-class 
ability grouping and cross-grade sub-
ject grouping had at least a small, pos-
itive, and significant impact on K–12 
students’ academic achievement across 
all ability groups. Special grouping 
for gifted students showed positive, 
moderate, and statistically significant 
effects on achievement. In summary, 
with the exception of between-class 
ability grouping, students who were 
grouped within their classrooms based 
on achievement, across different grades 
based on achievement, and in special 
groups with other gifted students 
showed significant achievement gains.

In reviewing 12 experimental 
studies of ability grouping, the effects 
of between-class grouping on mid-
dle school and junior high students’ 
academic achievement were posi-
tive, small, and statistically signifi-
cant; within-class, cross-grade, and 
between-class grouping on elemen-
tary students’ academic achievement 
was positive, moderate, and statisti-
cally significant. Steenbergen-Hu et 
al. (2016) concluded that students 
obtained small to moderate benefits 

Special grouping for gifted 
students showed positive, moderate, 

and statistically significant 
effects on achievement.
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from between-class grouping, with-
in-class grouping, and especially 
cross-grade subject grouping. Gifted 
students appear to benefit greatly by 
being placed in special groups or pro-
grams specifically designed for them. 

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
To implement grouping, admin-

istrators must consider the types of 
grouping needed at each campus, the 
number of students who may need 
special classes, the strengths and needs 
of individual students for within-class 
and cross-grade subject grouping, 
professional learning for 
teachers, and a formal eval-
uation to determine fidelity 
of implementation and dif-
ferent grouping’s effects on 
student outcomes.

Determine student 
need. Because grouping 
students should be based 
on student learning needs, 
the first course of action is 
to determine student needs 
at both the campus and classroom 
levels. To determine the need for spe-
cial courses and/or cross-grade sub-
ject groupings, administrators need 
to consider district and campus level 
data such as standardized assessments, 
informal classroom assessments, and 
benchmark testing. Care should be 
taken to include above-level assess-
ments because gifted students may 
have already learned the knowledge 
and skills of grade level or course stan-
dards. Above-level assessments will 
also be helpful in grouping students 
across grades.

Determine number of stu-
dents. When reviewing the data, 
determine the number of students 
performing at the top levels who may 
need services above and beyond their 
current grade level or course. If there 
are a sufficient number of students, the 
campus may want to consider forming 
special classes, such as honors or gifted 
courses. Cross-grade subject group-

ing or within-class grouping may be 
considered with smaller numbers or 
if there are insufficient resources for 
special classes. 

Look at individual students. 
Campus and classroom data such as 
above-level assessments, benchmark 
data, unit pretests, and other class-
room assessments may be used to 
determine strengths and needs for 
within-class and cross-grade subject 
grouping. Informal teacher observa-
tions might also be used to identify 
students with potential, rather than 

performance. For example, a student 
may be a good problem solver or learn 
concepts quickly but simply hasn’t had 
the learning opportunities to master 
all of the knowledge and skills in a 
particular subject area. All with-
in-class groupings should be flexible 
and specific to the instructional needs 
of the students. Based on assessment 
information preceding each unit of 
study, students may move in and out 
of groups as their needs change. 

Consider scheduling. For cross-
grade subject grouping, a specific 
subject area needs to be scheduled at 
the same time across classrooms. For 
example, math might be scheduled 
from 10:00–11:00 each day. Based 
on preassessment data for a particular 
strand in math such as mathematical 
operations, students would be in the 
class that would be addressing their 
strengths and needs and be grouped 
with like-ability peers. For example, 
some students might be in Teacher A’s 

class to study addition whereas others 
might be in Teacher B’s class to study 
subtraction and so on. Multiple groups 
might be in the same teacher’s class-
room. At the end of the time period, 
students would return to their class-
room and be with like-age peers. It is 
important to note that gifted students 
may be in different groups, depending 
on their various gifts and talents. Those 
who have strengths in math may be in 
an above-level math group but in an 
on-level reading group, and vice versa. 
Grouping is based on specific need, 
not on broad general learning ability. 

This is especially true for 
twice-exceptional students 
and students from different 
language backgrounds who 
may need multiple types 
of services to address their 
strengths and needs.

Train teachers. It is 
also important to note that 
teachers should be provided 
with the training or should 
already possess the knowl-

edge and skills to make grouping 
successful. Skills to be taught include 
creating a learning environment where 
students can work in small groups and 
independently, providing opportuni-
ties for faster pacing of new material, 
allowing students to demonstrate and 
receive credit for previous mastery of 
concepts, incorporating students’ pas-
sionate interests into their independent 
studies, providing flexible grouping 
opportunities, creating differentiated 
learning activities within and between 
groups, teaching group and social 
skills, and monitoring student progress 
through student and teacher records 
(Johnsen, Ryser, & Assouline, 2014; 
Winebrenner & Devlin, 2001). 

Evaluate the grouping types. 
Finally, a formal evaluation should 
examine the success of each type of 
grouping. Data should be collected 
regarding the number of students 
involved in each grouping type, stu-
dent growth (as measured through 

Grouping is based on 
specific need, not 
on broad general 
learning ability.



 Te X a s as so c I aT I o n f o r T h e GI f T e d & Ta l e n T e d 25

assessment data), how well the group-
ing was received (as measured through 
parent, teacher, and student surveys), 
and grouping benefits and challenges 
(as measured through data and anec-
dotal information). Once data have 
been collected and analyzed, problems 
can be addressed and changes made to 
ensure continued success of the group-
ing strategy.

UNIVERSAL SCREENING
Ikeda, Neesen, and Witt (2008) 

defined universal screening as the 
“systematic assessment of all children 
within a given class, grade, school 
building, or school district, on aca-
demic and/or social-emotional indi-
cators that the school personnel and 
community have agreed are import-
ant” (p. 113). Universal screening is 
different from the traditional identi-
fication process in gifted education, 
which often involves a nomination or 
referral process. With referral, parents 
and teachers recommend students for 
screening or further testing, whereas 
in universal screening, all students 
are administered at least one formal 
assessment as the first step in the 
identification process (Lakin, 2016). 
This initial screening is then usually 
followed by additional assessments 
related to the specific gifted education 
program and services. 

Universal screening grew out of 
a concern that not all gifted students, 
particularly those from underrepre-
sented groups, were being referred 
for gifted education services. McBee, 
Peters, and Miller (2016) reported that 
nominations or referrals for testing 
resulted in a large proportion of gifted 
students being missed, as many as 60% 
being false negatives (i.e., truly gifted 
students are not identified). There is 
a great variability among teachers in 
recommending students for gifted pro-
grams (McBee, 2006; Siegle, Moore, 
Mann, & Wilson, 2010). Teachers do 
not tend to recognize talents equally 
among all students and often overlook 

those who do not exhibit characteris-
tics they view as typical of gifted stu-
dents (e.g., advanced vocabulary, high 
achievement; Carman, 2011; deWet 
& Gubbins, 2011; Speirs Neumeister, 
Adams, Pierce, Cassady, & Dixon, 
2007; Plata, Masten, & Trusty, 1999; 
Siegle & Powell, 2004). With students 
from diverse backgrounds, teach-
ers may also focus more on student 
deficits rather than on cultural differ-
ences and individual strengths (Ford, 
Harris, Tyson, & Trotman, 2002). 
To increase the number of students 
referred, researchers suggest more 
training for teachers in gifted educa-
tion and encouraging teachers to refer 
the top 25% of their class (Foreman & 
Gubbins, 2015; Harradine, Coleman, 
& Winn, 2014; McBee et al., 2016; 
Miller, 2009; Speirs Neumeister et 
al., 2007). Similarly, parents may not 
recognize the abilities of their chil-
dren, particularly those from poor 
and immigrant backgrounds (Card 
& Giuliano, 2015, 2016). 

EVIDENCE
Although numerous studies sup-

port acceleration and grouping, one 
quasi-experimental study is cited 
in the literature related to universal 
screening. Using longitudinal data 
from a large, diverse district in Florida 
that moved from a system based on 
teacher and parent referral to a sys-
tem based on universal screening, 
Card and Giuliano (2015) examined 
the effects on the number of identi-
fied gifted and talented students in 
the district and compared the effects 
with a matched comparison group of 
schools in Florida. Their data included 
a 2-year time period before universal 
screening was fully implemented, a 
2-year time period when it was fully 
implemented, and a 2-year time period 
when an underfunded version of the 
program formally ended. Prior to 
implementation of universal screen-
ing, students had to be nominated by a 
parent or teacher before they were able 
to access an individually administered 

intelligence test. Note that in Florida, 
students had to achieve a score of 130 
(98th percentile) to be identified as 
gifted; however, if the students were 
considered disadvantaged due to being 
classified as English language learner 
or being eligible for free or reduced 
lunch, they needed to achieve a score 
of 116 (85th percentile). If students 
met the criterion on the intelligence 
test then a final determination was 
made based on “parent and teacher 
inputs and scores on a checklist verify-
ing that the student showed evidence 
of ‘gifted indicators,’ including moti-
vation, creativity, and adaptability” 
(Card & Giuliano, 2015, p. 4). When 
universal screening was implemented, 
the district tested all second-grade 
students using a nonverbal measure 
of cognitive ability. All students who 
met the cut-scores on the screening 
test (i.e., 130 or 116) were eligible for 
the individually administered intelli-
gence test. They needed to meet the 
cut-scores on the intelligence test to be 
considered for the gifted and talented 
program. 

Prior to implementing universal 
screening, students in the gifted and 
talented program were overrepre-
sented by White, high-SES students. 
Only 28% of gifted students in the 
third grade were African American 
or Hispanic, although these students 
made up 60% of the population. 
Universal screening led to a 180% 
increase in participation rates among 
students from traditionally underrep-
resented groups: African American, 
Hispanic, low SES, and ELL (McBee, 
2016). In addition, prior to universal 
screening, 18% of schools in the target 
district contained 50% of the gifted 
students; under universal screening, 
the distribution became more equita-
ble with about 57% of schools contain-
ing 50% of the district’s gifted (Card 
& Giuliano, 2016; McBee, 2016). 
Achievement gains were similar for 
students identified under the new uni-
versal screening program compared to 
the previous referral program. Lakin 
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(2016) strongly encouraged districts 
that are concerned about representa-
tion in their gifted programs to con-
sider this approach. She also suggested 
in her review of Card and Giuliano’s 
study that further research is needed 
to examine differences in specific cut-
scores and how they impact universal 
screening, the correlation between the 
screener and follow-up assessments, 
and their relevance to the gifted pro-
gram and other services.

PRACTICAL CONSIDERATIONS
To implement this evidence-based 

practice, administrators must consider 
professional compliance standards and 
legal requirements; multiple ways to 
use universal screening; the process 
for selecting the assessment(s); com-
municating with other administrators, 
teachers, and parents; and evaluation 
of its effects on increasing the num-
bers of underrepresented groups in the 
gifted program. 

Consider professional compli-
ance standards and legal require-
ments. To plan and implement 
universal screening with fidelity, dis-
trict administrators need to have a 
clear understanding of any compli-
ance or professional standards that 
exist at the local, state, or national 
levels. Following this understanding, 
administrators need to investigate fed-
eral and state laws and the school dis-
trict’s policy on testing. For example, 
obtaining parent permission is gen-
erally not required when all students 
are assessed. However, once a student 
moves into the formal gifted identi-
fication assessment process, parents 
must be informed.

Find multiple ways to use uni-
versal screening. In times when edu-
cation funding is being reduced, it is 
advisable for administrators to find 
multiple ways to use limited resources. 
Identifying all the ways universal 
screening information can be used in 
making instructional decisions builds 
collaboration and supports all students 

within the district. For example, the 
data from universal screening might 
be used not only for referring students 
for gifted education services but also 
for special education services. In this 
case, the universal screening instru-
ment might address a broader range of 
content and/or aptitude areas. 

Select the specific assess-
ments. Once the purpose of the 
assessment is determined, adminis-
trators need to select specific assess-
ments that will be used. Some of the 
questions might include: Do the test 
norms resemble the school district’s 
population? Does the test manual 
include studies related to reliability 
and validity? Who may administer 
the assessment? May the assessment 
be administered in small and/or large 
groups? Is the test timed or untimed? 
How much does the test cost?

Communicate with campus 
leaders. Campus leaders need to 
have input into the selection of assess-
ments, testing schedule, and how the 
results will be used to improve student 
learning. Principals, counselors, and 
gifted/special education specialists 
will provide leadership for commu-
nicating with teachers, parents, and 
other stakeholders. They will ensure 
that students with special needs such 
as English learners or those who need 
testing accommodations are consid-
ered when the test is implemented.

Communicate with teachers. 
Teachers also need to understand the 
purpose of universal screening and 
be aware of how they might use the 
information as part of tiered or uni-
versal screening process. If the univer-
sal screening is part of a more formal 
gifted identification process, teachers 
will need professional learning to 
refer students with potential, particu-
larly those from diverse backgrounds 
who may not have had early learning 
opportunities or who may demon-
strate their talents in ways other than 

those traditionally associated with 
giftedness. 

Communicate with families. 
Families also need to understand 
the purpose of the assessment. If all 
students are tested and the testing is 
not part of the formal identification 
process, parents may not realize the 
purpose of the assessment. Is it part 
of providing better instruction for 
students in the classroom? Is it part of 
identifying interventions for a second 
tier of services within a Response to 
Intervention framework? 

A generic form letter can be sent 
home either by mail or with the stu-
dent to address the purpose of the 
assessment, inform the parents how 
their child will be included, and 
explain how the assessment results 
will be used. The date(s) and time(s) of 
the assessment(s) can easily be added 
to a campus’s letters. Campuses can 
include the notice in their newslet-
ters or on their web pages, as can the 
department tasked with the universal 
screening. Some districts employ “robo 
calls” and those can also be helpful 
in ensuring communication has been 
sent and received. 

However, if universal screening 
is part of a formal gifted identifica-
tion process, parents will need to be 
informed, understand the purpose of 
the gifted education program, and sign 
a consent letter for their student to be 
tested. Having a referral opportunity, 
however, does not necessarily ensure 
equity of access. Parents may not have 
reliable Internet service to access an 
online identification form, may not 
understand the form, or may not 
even understand the purpose of gifted 
education and why their child might 
benefit from services. Administrators 
need to use multiple forms of commu-
nication with parents to let them know 
about screening and the formal identi-
fication process—how they are similar 
and different. Administrators may be 
concerned about informing parents of 
the specific assessment being used. A 
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general description of the assessment 
experience is appropriate for par-
ents (e.g., administration in groups, 
addresses both achievement and apti-
tude, some parts are verbal while oth-
ers are not), but not the specific name 
of the test. Unfortunately, some par-
ents have purchased study materials or 
paid for tutoring to prepare their stu-
dents for particular assessments. This 
preparation may artificially inflate the 
results and will therefore invalidate the 
results from the assessment.

Determine how to report 
results. Assessment results can be 
reported in a variety of ways including 
numerically and visually. Numerical 
options include the raw score (how 
many questions were answered cor-
rectly out of the number of possible 
correct), the scaled score (the transfor-
mation of the raw score to a common 
scale such as a bell-shaped curve), and 
percentile score (how the score relates 
to others’ scores in the same age or 
grade level). Percentile ranks are most 
often easier to understand for teach-
ers and parents (e.g., 80th percentile = 
your student scored as well as or better 
than 80% of the students who took 
the test). Visual representations also 
help in explaining the standard error 
of measurement because they usually 
include a bar graph with the score 
shown in a band. 

Conduct an evaluation. Just as 
with grouping and acceleration prac-
tices, a formal evaluation needs to be 
conducted to determine if the univer-
sal screening process has been imple-
mented with fidelity and has identified 
more students from underrepresented 
groups. Specific areas might be closely 
examined such as cut-off scores, the 
relationships among assessments used 
in the formal identification process, 
and the long-term success of students 
identified using universal screening 
and previous identification processes. 

CONCLUSIONS AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
Gaps between research and 

practice can be reduced by mutually 
beneficial, respectful partnerships 
between practitioners and researchers. 
Researchers can learn about the mul-
tiplicity of tasks that administrators 
must consider when implementing any 
practice. Practitioners can learn about 
evidence-based practices that are sup-
ported by rigorous research designs 
and demonstrate improved student 
outcomes. 

This article examined three evi-
dence-based practices in gifted edu-
cation: acceleration, grouping, and 
universal screening. The implementa-
tion of these and other evidence-based 

practices requires collaboration at 
multiple levels. A first step is to cre-
ate a team comprised of central-of-
fice administrators and directors, 
specialists in gifted education and 
content areas, principals, teachers, 
and university partners. This team 
should evaluate the relevance of each 
evidence-based practice (acceleration, 
grouping, or universal screening) for 
the needs of the school district. Once 
the team determines that the prac-
tice is relevant, they need to provide 
an overview of the practice to those 
who might be interested. Following 
the overview, campuses that choose 
to participate need to receive more 
in-depth professional learning and 
the necessary human and material 
resources to implement the prac-
tice with fidelity. Stakeholders also 
need to be involved and understand 
the practice. Some practices, such as 
within-class grouping, can be piloted 
on one or more campuses, whereas 
acceleration would require collabora-
tion across campuses (e.g., elementary 
schools that feed into specific middle 
and high schools). Piloting might be 
helpful not only in providing choice 
and follow up but also in evaluating 
challenges and needs for resources. 
The good news is knowing that when 
evidence-based practices are imple-
mented with fidelity, they should 
effect positive student outcomes.

REFERENCES
Anderson, R. H., & Pavan, B. N. (1993). 

Nongradedness: Helping it to hap-
pen. Lancaster, PA: Technomic.

Assouline, S. G., Colangelo, N., VanTas-
sel-Baska, J., & Lupkowski-Shoplik, 
A. (2015). A nation empowered: Evi-
dence trumps the excuses holding 
back America’s brightest students 
(Vol. 2). Iowa City: University of 
Iowa, The Connie Belin and Jac-
queline N. Blank International Cen-
ter for Gifted Education and Talent 
Development.

Assouline, S. G., Colangelo, N., Lupkow-
ski-Shoplik, A., Lipscomb, J. B., & 

Forstadt, L. (2003). Iowa Accel-
eration Scale manual. A guide for 
whole grade acceleration K–8 (2nd 
ed.). Scottsdale, AR: Great Poten-
tial Press.

Brody, L., & Stanley, J. (2005). Youths 
who reason exceptionally well 
mathematically and/or ver-
bally: Using the MVT:D4 model 
to develop their talents. In R. J. 
Sternberg & J. E. Davidson (Eds.), 
Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed., 
pp. 20–38). Cambridge, UK: Cam-
bridge University Press.

Card, D., & Giuliano, L. (2015). Can 

universal screening increase the 
representation of low income and 
minority students in gifted educa-
tion? Cambridge, MA; National 
Bureau of Economic Research. 
Retrieved from http://www.nber.
org/papers/w21519

Card, D., & Giuliano, L. (2016). Uni-
versal screening increases the 
representation of low-income 
and minority students in gifted 
education. Retrieved from http://
www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/
pnas.1605043113

Carman, C. A. (2011). Stereotypes of 



28 Te m p o • Vo l. Xl , Is s u e 2,  2019

giftedness in current and future 
educators. Journal for the Edu-
cation of the Gifted, 34, 790–812. 
doi:10.1177/0162353211417340

Colangelo, N., Assouline, S., & Gross, 
M. U. M. (2004). A nation deceived: 
How schools hold back America’s 
brightest students (Vols. 1–2). 
Iowa City: University of Iowa, 
The Connie Belin and Jacque-
line N. Blank International Center 
for Gifted Education and Talent 
Development.

deWet, C. F., & Gubbins, E. J. (2011). 
Teachers’ beliefs about culturally, 
linguistically, and economically 
diverse gifted students: A quan-
titative study. Roeper Review, 33, 
97–108. doi:10.1080/02783193.20
11.554157

Every Student Succeeds Act [ESSA], 
United States Congress, 2015.

Floyd, C. (1954). Meeting children’s 
reading needs in the middle 
grades: A preliminary report. 
Elementary School Journal, 55, 
99–103. doi:10.1086/458653

Ford, D. Y., Harris, J. J., III, Tyson, C. A., 
& Trotman, M. F. (2002). Beyond 
deficit thinking: Providing access 
for gifted African American stu-
dents. Roeper Review, 24, 52–58.

Foreman, J. L., & Gubbins, E. J. 
(2015). Teachers see what abil-
ity scores cannot: Predicting 
student performance with chal-
lenging mathematics. Journal of 
Advanced Academics, 26, 5–23. 
doi:10.1177/193220X14552279

Garcia, A. N., & Davis, E. (2019). 
ESSA Action guide: Selecting evi-
dence-based practices for low-per-
forming schools. Washington, DC: 
American Institutes for Research.

Gentry, M. (with Paul, K. A., McIntosh, 
J., Fugate, C. M., & Jen, E.). (2014). 
Total school cluster grouping and 
differentiation: A comprehensive 
research-based plan for raising 
student achievement and improv-
ing teacher practices. Waco, TX: 
Prufrock Press.

Goldring, E. B. (1990). Assessing the 
status of information on classroom 
organizational frameworks of gifted 
students. Journal of Educational 

Research, 83, 313–326. doi:10.108
0/00220671.1990.10885977

Gross, M. U. M. (1994). Radical acceler-
ation: Responding to the academic 
and social needs of extremely 
gifted adolescents. Journal of Sec-
ondary Gifted Education, 5, 27–34.

Harradine, C. C., Coleman, M. R. B., 
& Winn, D. C. (2014). Recognizing 
academic potential in students of 
color: findings of U-STARS~PLUS. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 58, 24–34. 
doi:10.1177/001698621306040

Hoogeveen, L., van Hell, J. G., & Verho-
even, L. (2009). Self-concept and 
social status of accelerated and 
nonaccelerated students in the 
first 2 years of secondary school 
in The Netherlands. Gifted Child 
Quarterly, 53, 50–67. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0016986208326556

Ikeda, M. J., Neesen, E., & Witt, J. C. 
(2008). Best practice in univer-
sal screening. In A. Thomas & J. 
Grimes (Eds.), Best practices in 
school psychology (pp. 103–114). 
Bethesda, MD: National Associa-
tion of School Psychologists.

Johnsen, S. K., Ryser, G. R., & Assou-
line, S. G. (2014). A teachers’ guide 
to using the Common Core State 
Standards with mathematically 
gifted and advanced learners. 
Waco, TX: Prufrock Press. 

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1982). 
Effects of ability grouping on 
secondary school students: 
A meta-analysis of evaluation 
findings. American Educational 
Research Journal, 19, 415–428. 
doi:10.3102/00028312019003415

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1984). 
Effects of accelerated instruc-
tion on students. Review of Edu-
cational Research, 54, 409–425. 
doi:10.3102/00346543054003409

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1987). Effects 
of ability grouping on student 
achievement. Equity & Excel-
lence in Education, 23(1–2), 22–30. 
doi:10.1080/1066568870230105

Kulik, J. A., & Kulik, C. C. (1992). Meta-an-
alytic finding on grouping programs. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 36, 73–77. 
doi:10.1177/001698629203600204

Lakin, J. (2016). Universal screening 
and the representation of histor-

ically underrepresented minority 
students in gifted education: 
Minding the gaps in Card and 
Giuliano’s research. Journal of 
Advanced Academics, 27, 139–149. 
doi:10.1177/1932202X16630348

Lloyd, L. (1999). Multi-age classes and 
high ability students. Review of 
Educational Research, 69, 187–212.

Lou, Y., Abrami, P. C., Spence, J. C., 
Poulsen, C., Chambers, B., & d’Apol-
lonia, S. (1996). Within-class group-
ing: A meta-analysis. Review of Edu-
cational Research, 66, 423–458. 
doi:10.3102/00346543066004423

McBee, M. (2006). A descriptive anal-
ysis of referral sources for gifted 
identification screening by race 
and socioeconomic status. Journal 
of Advanced Academics, 17, 103–111. 
doi:10.4219/jsge-2006-686.

McBee, M. T. (2016). What you don’t 
look for, you won’t find: A com-
mentary on Card and Giuliano’s 
examination of universal screening. 
Journal of Advanced Academics, 
27, 131–138.

McBee, M., Peters, S., & Miller, E. M. 
(2016). The impact of the nomi-
nation stage on gifted program 
identification: A comprehensive 
psychometric analysis. Gifted 
Child Quarterly, 60, 258–278. 
doi:10.1177/0016986216656256

Miller, E. M. (2009). The effect of 
training in gifted education on ele-
mentary classroom teachers’ theo-
ry-based reasoning about the con-
cept of giftedness. Journal for the 
Education of the Gifted, 33, 65–105.

National Association for Gifted Chil-
dren. (2004). Position state-
ment: Acceleration. Retrieved 
from http://www.nagc.org/
sites/default/files/Position%20
Statement/Acceleration%20
Position%20Statement.pdf

Plata, M., Masten, W. G., & Trusty, J. 
(1999). Teachers’ perception and 
nomination of fifth-grade Hispanic 
and Anglo students. Journal of 
Research & Development in Edu-
cation, 32, 113–123.

Plucker, J. A., & Taylor, J. W. V. (1998). 
Too much too soon? Non-radical 
advanced grade placement and 
the self-concept of gifted students. 



 Te X a s as so c I aT I o n f o r T h e GI f T e d & Ta l e n T e d 29

Gifted Educational International, 
12, 121–135.

Richardson, T. M., & Benbow, C. (1990). 
Long-term effects of acceleration 
on the social-emotional adjust-
ment of mathematically precocious 
youths. Journal of Educational Psy-
chology, 82, 464–470.

Rogers, K. B. (1991). A best-evidence 
synthesis of research on types of 
accelerative programs for gifted 
students. Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 52, 796-A. (University 
Microfilms No. AAT91-22206)

Rogers, K. B. (1992). A best-evidence 
synthesis of the research on accel-
eration options for gifted learners. 
In N. Colangelo, S. G. Assouline, 
& D. L. Ambroson (Eds.), Talent 
development: Proceedings from the 
1991 Henry B. and Jocelyn Wallace 
national research symposium on 
talent development (pp. 406–409). 
Unionville, NY: Trillium.

Rogers, K. B. (2007). Lessons learned 
about educating the gifted 
and talented: A synthesis of 
the research on educational 
practice. Gifted Child Quar-
terly, 51, 382–396. http://dx.doi.
org/10.1177/0016986207306324

Rogers, K. B. (2015). The academic, 
socialization, and psychological 
effects of acceleration: Research 
synthesis. In S. G. Assouline, N. 
Colangelo, & J. VanTassel-Baska 
(Eds.), A nation empowered: Evi-
dence trumps the excuses holding 
back America’s brightest students 
(Volume 2, pp. 19–29). Iowa City: 
University of Iowa, The Connie 
Belin & Jacqueline N. Blank Inter-

national Center for Gifted Educa-
tion and Talent Development.

Siegle, D., Moore, M., Mann, R. L., & 
Wilson, H. E. (2010). Factors that 
influence in-service and preservice 
teachers’ nominations of students 
for gifted and talented programs. 
Journal for the Education of the 
Gifted, 33, 337–360. 

Siegle, D., & Powell, T. (2004). Explor-
ing teachers’ biases when nominat-
ing students for gifted programs. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 48, 21–29. 

Slavin, R. E. (1987). Ability group-
ing and student achievement in 
elementary schools: A best-evi-
dence synthesis. Review of Edu-
cational Research, 57, 293–336. 
doi:10.3102/00346543057003293

Slavin, R. E. (1990). Achievement 
effects of ability grouping in 
secondary schools: A best-evi-
dence synthesis. Review of Edu-
cational Research, 60, 471–499. 
doi:10.3102/00346543060003471

Slavin, R. E. (1993). Ability grouping in 
the middle grades: Achievement 
effects and alternatives. Elemen-
tary School Journal, 93, 535–552. 
doi:10.1086/461739

Southern, W. T., & Jones, E. D. (2015). 
Types of acceleration: Dimensions 
and issues. In S. G. Assouline, N. 
Colangelo, J. VanTassel-Baska, 
& A. Lupkowski-Shoplik (Eds.), 
A nation empowered (Vol. 2, pp. 
9–18). Iowa City: University of Iowa, 
The Connie Belin and Jacqueline 
N. Blank International Center 
for Gifted Education and Talent 
Development.

Speirs Neumeister, K. L. S., Adams, C. 

M., Pierce, R. L., Cassady, J. C., & 
Dixon, F. A. (2007). Fourth-grade 
teachers’ perceptions of gifted-
ness: Implications for identifying 
and serving diverse gifted students. 
Journal for the Education of Gifted 
Students, 30, 479–499.

Steenbergen-Hu, S., Makel, M. C., 
Olszewski-Kubilius, P. (2016). What 
one hundred years of research says 
about the effects of ability grouping 
and acceleration on K-12 students’ 
academic achievement: Findings of 
two second-order meta-analyses. 
Review of Educational Research, 
86, 849–899.

Steenbergen-Hu, S., & Moon, S. 
M. (2011). The effects of accel-
eration on high-ability learn-
ers: A meta-analysis. Gifted 
Child Quarterly, 55, 39–53. 
doi:10.1177/0016986210383155

Swiatek, M. A., & Benbow, C. P. (1991). 
Ten-year longitudinal follow-up of 
ability-matched accelerated and 
unaccelerated gifted students. 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 
83, 528–538.

U.S. Department of Education. (2016, 
September). Non-regulatory guid-
ance: Using evidence to strengthen 
education investments. Washing-
ton, DC: Author.

Winebrenner, S., & Devlin, B. (2001). 
Cluster grouping of gifted students: 
How to provide full-time services on 
a part-time budget: Update 2001. 
Arlington, VA: ERIC Clearing-
house on Disabilities and Gifted 
Education.

Susan K. Johnsen, Ph.D., is a professor emerita of the Department of Educational Psychology at Baylor University. She is editor-in-chief of 
Gifted Child Today and author of three tests used in identifying gifted students and more than 300 articles, monographs, technical reports, 
chapters, and other books related to gifted education. She is past president of The Association for the Gifted (TAG), Council for Exceptional 
Children, and past president of the Texas Association for Gifted and Talented (TAGT). She may be reached at Susan_Johnsen@baylor.edu.

Monica Simonds, M.Ed., began her gifted education career in Louisiana where it was part of special education solidifying her perspective of 
gifted as a special needs population. Monica has served on the NAGC Education Committee, TAGT Education Committee, TAGT Leadership 
Division, and in addition to her current district role, she serves as a facilitator for the district Strategic Plan on personalized learning and as the 
Chair of the TAGT HB3 & State Plan Task Force. She may be reached at Monica.Simonds@risd.org.

Marcy Voss, M.Ed., recently retired after 36 years in public education. During her career, she coordinated Gifted and Special Programs in 
several districts, as well as served on the Commissioner’s Gifted and Talented Advisory Council and the TAGT Board. Marcy currently serves 
as Facilitator for the TAGT Emerging Leaders Program in addition to working as an ELL coach, curriculum writer, and staff development trainer. 
She is also the parent of three gifted children. She may be reached at vossm57@gmail.com.



Cathy Ashcraft
DISTRICT CO-COORDINATOR, 
BURKBURNETT ISD

Mentor: Paula Fippinger, 
M.Ed., Advanced Academics 
Coordinator, Bridgeport ISD

Heather Block, Ed.D.
COORDINATOR OF 
ADVANCED, INTERNATIONAL, 
AND INNOVATIVE PROGRAMS, 
PEARLAND ISD

Mentor: Christina Reichelt, GT 
Specialist, Conroe ISD

Dawn Drisdale, M.Ed.
ADVANCED ACADEMICS/
GIFTED AND TALENTED 
INSTRUCTIONAL SPECIALIST , 
EAST CENTRAL ISD

Mentor: Raine Maggio, M.S., 
Coordinator of Gifted Services, 
Round Rock ISD

Ashley Duncan, M.Ed.
DIRECTOR OF ADVANCED 
ACADEMICS , WACO ISD

Mentor: Harleigh Jones, 
Ph.D.., Associate Principal, 
Early College High School, 
Irving ISD

Blake Haygood, M.Ed.
G/T COORDINATOR AND 
K–12 CURRICULUM DESIGN 
SPECIALIST, NEW BRAUNFELS 
ISD

Mentor: Tish Cawley, M.Ed., 
Coordinator of Gifted and 
Talented Services, Hays CISD

Natasha Holden, M.Ed.
COORDINATOR OF 
CURRICULUM AND ADVANCED 
ACADEMICS, BARBERS HILL ISD

Mentor: Margo Gigee, 
Director of Advanced 
Academics, Pearland ISD

The TAGT Emerging Leaders Program (ELP) is designed to provide new (3 
years or less) district G/T coordinators with the knowledge and skills needed to work effectively with 
school staff, parents, students, and the community to positively impact the development of appropriate 
educational services for G/T students in the district.

30 Te m p o • Vo l. Xl , Is s u e 2,  2019



Marjory “Midge” Mohler
DISTRICT GT/ADVANCED 
ACADEMICS SPECIALIST 
FOR CURRICULUM AND 
INSTRUCTION , SOUTHWEST ISD

Mentor: Priscilla Lurz, 
M.Ed., Consultant/Retired 
Adminstrator, Boerne

Elizabeth Nolan, M.Ed.
DISTRICT CO-COORDINATOR, 
BURKBURNETT ISD

Mentor: Paula Fippinger, 
M.Ed., Advanced Academics 
Coordinator, Bridgeport ISD

Amber Price
GT COORDINATOR, DIBOLL ISD

Mentor: Janet Helmcamp, 
Director of Assessment, 
Advanced Academics/GT, 
Cleburne ISD

Laura Pustejovsky, M.Ed.
SPECIAL POPULATIONS 
COORDINATOR, EL CAMPO ISD

Mentor: Amy Rogers, 
District Advanced Academics 
Coordinator, Willis ISD

Crystal Romero-Mueller, M.Ed.
DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL 
PROGRAMS , TOMBALL ISD

Mentor: Pam Johnson, 
Director, Spring Branch ISD

Hope Scallan, M.Ed.
ADVANCED ACADEMICS 
COORDINATOR, 
GEORGETOWN ISD

Mentor: Shirley Bachus, 
Coordinator Advanced 
Academics/Gifted and 
Talented, Pflugerville ISD

Nicole Williams, M.Ed.
ELEMENTARY GT FACILITATOR, 
TYLER ISD

Mentor: Gina Peddy, Executive 
Director for Curriculum and 
Instruction, Carroll ISD

Presenting Partner:

Applications for Emerging Leaders 
Program Class of 2020–21 will open  
in April 2020. Learn more at  
txgifted.org/emerging-leaders.

 Te X a s as so c I aT I o n f o r T h e GI f T e d & Ta l e n T e d 31

Interested in ELP? 
Join us for an 

ELP Interest Meeting at 



32 Te m p o • Vo l. Xl , Is s u e 2,  2019

Let’s start at the beginning as we examine advo-
cacy: What is advocacy? What goals do advocates 
for gifted education have? Who can advocate? 
What are important points to remember in order 

to enhance the effectiveness of advocacy? What advocacy 
lessons can be instructive to those who plan to advocate in 
gifted education? What role do advocacy organizations play 
in advocating for gifted education? These questions will be 
examined and answers will be described in this article—a 
primer for effective advocacy.

ADVOCACY: WHAT IS IT?
Advocacy (n.d.) is “the act or process of supporting a 

cause or proposal.” The National Association for Gifted 
Children (2000) described advocacy as “the act of arguing 
in favor of something—an idea, cause, or policy” (p. v). The 
idea, cause, and policy that provide the focus for advocacy 
are selected to advance opportunities for gifted students 
to learn at levels that encourage making continuous prog-
ress and/or that provide the appropriate environment to 
enhance positive social and emotional well-being.

When advocating in gifted education, the goal is often 
legislation or policy for addressing the needs of children 
who are gifted and talented, needs often created by their 
strengths. Advocacy can also be for a practice that will 
facilitate one child or a group of children having the oppor-

tunity for making continuous progress in school, removing 
barriers that keep a child or children from learning above 
grade level when they are ready for higher levels of learning.
 Advocacy can focus at the school, school district, state, 
and national levels. Advocacy occurs at different levels with 
the greatest impact on children and young people when it 
is at the highest level. Often advocacy gathers momentum 
at one level, and then it moves to a higher level. Advocacy 
also may begin at a state or national level with the goal of 
changing policy and enacting legislation where the impact 
will be greatest. 

WHO CAN BE AN ADVOCATE?
All parents and educators can be advocates for an 

individual gifted child and for gifted children in general. 
In their capacity as caring adults, they may speak out to 
support appropriate educational opportunities for all chil-
dren with ongoing opportunities to extend learning for 
those who are ready to learn more complex concepts and 
at a pace beyond what works for most students. “Gifted 
children have the right to learn something new every day” 
(Siegle, 2007). A similar message is conveyed in the title 
of an article by Julian Stanley (2000), “Helping Students 
Learn What They Don’t Already Know.” Continuous prog-
ress is the learning goal for all children and young people, 
including those with gifts and talents.

The Primer for

EFFECTIVE
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 Sometimes there are restrictions that limit in what 
situations an educator can advocate. If that is the case, 
the educator still can provide information and research 
to support parents and other citizens who speak out on 
behalf of children and young people with gifts and talents 
and opportunities for them to learn on an ongoing basis. 
There are many citizens who support appropriate educa-
tional opportunities for gifted children (Jones & Gallagher, 
2019).
 All educators and those who make decisions with regard 
to learning should keep advanced learners in mind when 
planning instruction. Ongoing advocacy should occur with 
educators and other decision-makers who influence edu-
cation. A good way to keep the 
focus in decision making on the 
academic and social-emotional 
needs of advanced learners is 
to ask two questions (Plucker, 
Burroughs, & Song, 2010):

 • How will this [decision] 
affect our brightest students?

 • How will this [decision] 
help other students begin 
to achieve at higher levels? 
(p. 30)

If these questions were consistently posed, there would be 
fewer barriers to high-level learning and there would be less 
need for professional learning to educate various role groups 
about the myths that are often believed by well-meaning 
educators and citizens.

GOALS FOR ADVOCACY IN 
GIFTED EDUCATION

Often advocates start with an educational need they 
see for their own children or a group of children. When 
that is the case, the advocacy begins with talking with the 
teacher and/or the principal, curriculum coordinator, gifted 
resource teacher, or gifted coordinator. In this situation, 
the goal is to pave the way for ongoing learning for a child 

who is facing a barrier to making continuous progress. Such 
barriers include keeping all children in a particular grade 
learning at the same level and policies that limit who can 
participate in advanced classes (e.g., advanced math classes 
are only for students in certain grades) or that do not allow 
any exceptions to the birthdate of a child entering school. 
 Goals for advocacy in gifted education may include 
a practice to advance a child or children, a policy, legisla-
tion, or a special school. The quickest result comes from 
advocating for a practice or advancement of a child or a 
group of children as that decision can but will not neces-
sarily be made right away; however, the most long-lasting 
change will come from policy and legislation that change 

practice, getting rid of the need 
to advocate on a child-by-child 
basis each year. 
 Sometimes, advocacy is all 
about educating classroom teach-
ers, teachers in specialty areas, 
counselors, or school adminis-
trators that gifted students have 
real needs and to help them see 
past stereotypes about those with 
gifts and talents. This type of 
advocacy must be ongoing.
 Roberts and Siegle (2012) 

stated that teachers and parents can advocate for a variety 
of goals:

 • Advocating with grade-level teachers to differentiate 
instruction to meet the wide range of student needs,

 • Advocating with all educators and parents for specific 
services and best practices for gifted students at the 
school level,

 • Advocating within the community for greater school 
district-wide services for gifted children,

 • Advocating for state support in legislation and policy 
with funding for gifted education, and 

 • Advocating for national attention on gifted education 
(both legislatively and with the general public). (p. 59)

The goals for advocacy can vary based on the level at 

ADVOCACY
Julia Link Roberts, Ed.D.

All parents and educators 
can be advocates for 
an individual gifted 
child and for gifted 
children in general.
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which advocacy is focused and on 
the situation at that particular time. 
“The overaraching reason to advocate 
is to ensure that gifted children are 
learning on a daily basis in classrooms 
and schools that respect difference” 
(Roberts, 2018, p. 453).

KEY POINTS IN 
WORKING TOWARD 

EFFECTIVE ADVOCACY
Working toward effective advo-

cacy can take various pathways; how-
ever, there are recommendations to 
guide effective advocacy (listed as the 
sections below). It works better to start 
at the beginning of these recommen-
dations by building relationships, but 
advocates may have situations that 
require a different order. For example, 
it may be too late to build relationships 
before they are needed. The following 
points are put together for individu-
als and groups who are planning to 
advocate and are based on experience 
advocating as individuals as well as in 
groups.

1. BUILD RELATIONSHIPS OVER 
TIME AND BEFORE NEEDED
 School board members as well as 
state and national legislators respond 
to those who elect them. They want 
to know what those who elect them 
think, so it is important for citizens 
to let them know what their interests 
are. It is important to schedule times 

to meet with them and to let them see 
advocacy for excellence in education is 
a major focus, including policies and 
legislation that support advanced stu-
dents learning on an ongoing basis. 
 When it is time for a vote or a deci-
sion to be made, do decision-makers 
know where you stand on a particular 
issue? It is so important to build rela-
tionships before they are needed, and 
relationships that matter are built over 
time. An example of such a relation-
ship is shown by a state commission-
er’s reply to an advocate saying, “Don’t 
forget gifted children when you set 
legislative priorities.” His response was 
“I won’t, but you wouldn’t let me if I 
did” (J. L. Roberts, personal commu-
nication, July 6, 2019). It is also key to 
know with whom key decision-makers 
are friends. Who went to school with 
him? Who is her next-door neighbor? 
In a pinch, that information about 
who knows whom can be invaluable 
in getting a personal conversation to 
boost the advocacy goal.

2. TAILOR THE  
ADVOCACY MESSAGE

The message of advocacy plans 
must be tailored to be readily com-
municated by various advocates and 
understood by those to whom the mes-
sage is shared. “Advocacy messages are 
designed to open the door to conversa-
tion about an issue: effective messages 
immediately capture sympathy for a 

cause” (Jones & Gallagher, 2019, pp. 
14–15).
 The message must be clearly 
stated. It must be one that will allow 
all advocates to communicate the same 
message in order to avoid any oppor-
tunity for miscommunicating. Each 
advocate must be willing and able 
to state the message in an “elevator 
speech,” one that can be communi-
cated in 2 minutes in a way that carries 
the impact of the need for making the 
change or implementing the practice 
or policy for gifted children and young 
people. Advocates must be ready to 
share the reason(s) that the advocacy 
goal matters.

3. COORDINATE 
COMMUNICATION REGARDING 
THE ADVOCACY MESSAGE
 Someone or a very few people 
need to coordinate the communi-
cation regarding responses from 
decision-makers and other key indi-
viduals related to the advocacy goal. 
Coordinating the communication 
allows for strengthening movement 
toward the goal. The coordinator(s) 
of communication can respond to 
various messages they hear and keep 
information correct and on point. 

4. KNOW WHO MAKES  
THE DECISION AND WHEN 
IT COULD BE DECIDED
 In order to reach an advocacy 
goal, it is necessary to know at what 
point the decision related to the goal 
will be made, when that decision can 
be made, and by whom. Such infor-
mation must shape a plan for reach-
ing an advocacy goal, reaching out to 
decision-makers with the advocacy 
message, and setting the timeline for 
doing so.

Certain decisions are made at spe-
cific times of the year. If the decision 
is one that the school board can make, 
is it a budget decision that is made at a 
board meeting in a particular month? 
If it is a legislative issue, what com-
mittee can introduce the bill? Budget 

COLLABORATION COUNTS
If you think that you alone cannot do much to improve your school, you’re prob-
ably right. But if you collaborate with other parents and organizations, you can 
make a difference.
There is power in numbers. This is how your school might react to you.

1 parent = a fruitcake
2 parents = a fruitcake and a friend
3 parents = troublemakers
5 parents = “Let’s have a meeting.”
10 parents = “We’d better listen.”
25 parents = “Our dear friends.”
50 parents = “A powerful organization.”

Note. From A. Henderson, B. Jacob, A. Kernan-Schloss, and B. Raimondo, (2004), The Case for Parent Leadership (p. 
40), retrieved from http://parentsatthetable.org/storage/app/media/resources/Education/The%20Case%20for%20
Parent%20Leadership.pdf. Reprinted with permission.
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items must originate in the appro-
priations committee in the House of 
Representatives. What is the deadline 
for getting a bill introduced? Who are 
the leaders in the committee in which 
the bill needs to be introduced? All leg-
islators are important; however, a few 
legislators have the power to see that a 
bill is discussed in the committee with 
the opportunity to move to the full leg-
islative body for consideration. 

5. JOIN WITH OTHERS WHO 
SHARE SIMILAR GOALS
 The more the merrier—the more 
individuals who support an advo-
cacy goal, the more likely it is that 
reaching the goal is doable. It is key 
to consider which other groups and 
individuals share interest in the advo-
cacy goal. Numbers matter in gaining 
momentum to reach an advocacy goal. 

Gathering others who share inter-
ests increases the opportunity to be 
successful. In assessing the national 
picture, Jones and Gallagher (2019) 
stated that one major issue in 

changing the status quo would 
require a wide array of advocates 
beyond the field of gifted education 
. . . A majority of the American 
people must be willing to advocate 
for gifted students to create lasting 
impact within funding and district 
policies. (p. 9) 

PLANNING AN 
ADVOCACY INITIATIVE

 Table 1 shows the questions that 
guide planning an advocacy initiative. 
It is best to think through the plan 
before launching an initiative. 

POLICY MATTERS
Education in the United States 

has been delegated to states, and there 
is a great deal of variability among the 
states as to what local education agen-
cies are to do with regard to identify-
ing and providing services for children 
and young people who are gifted and 
talented. The U.S. government pro-
vides a definition of gifted children, 
but it does not offer a mandate with 
regard to giftedness. 

Policies make long-term differ-
ences for children and young people 
who are gifted and talented. “Policies 
approved by the school board are cru-
cial to the development of a reliable 
commitment to a long-standing pro-
gram and/or service delivery model” 
(McIntire, 2017, p. 214).
 Decision-makers are guided 
by policy, and policies often deter-
mine how resources will be spent. As 
Gallagher (1994) stated:

Social policy creates the rules 
and standards by which scarce 
resources are allocated to meet 
almost unlimited social needs. 
An effective social policy should 
answer the following questions:

1. Who shall receive the resources?
2. Who shall deliver the resources?
3. What are the resources to be 

delivered?
4. What are the conditions under 

which the resources are deliv-
ered? (p. 337)

Examples of policies that mat-
ter for gifted students are numerous. 
Those policies focus on a variety of 
topics but there is not an all-inclusive 
list. Following is a list of some policies 
that impact gifted education.

 • Definition of Giftedness and 
Provision of Services: Policy sets 
who is identified as gifted and 
what services are required for 
those students.

 • Acceleration: Policy that focuses 
on acceleration may take many 

TABLE 1
Preparing for an Advocacy Initiative: Guiding Questions 
• For what are you advocating?

The advocacy goal is:

• What resonates with your goal?

The clarified message is:

• Who is the point person?

The person to coordinate messages in regard to this goal is:

• What decision-maker or what decision-making body could make this advocacy goal happen?

The person or body is:

• What is the timeline for this potential decision?

The decision could be made:

• Who are leaders in the decision-making group?

Leaders who will influence the decision are:

• What other groups would share interest in this advocacy goal?

Others to contact in regard to this advocacy goal are:

Note. Adapted from J. L. Roberts, “Planning for advocacy” (p. 204), 2017, In R. D. Eckert & J. H. Robins (Eds.), Designing 
services and programs for high-ability learners: A guidebook for gifted education (2nd ed., pp. 200–211), Thousand 
Oaks, CA: Corwin. Adapted with permission.
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forms. For example, policy may 
set birthdates for entering school 
(with or without exceptions), 
grade acceleration, setting limita-
tions on whom can take Advanced 
Placement classes, and/or early 
graduation options.

 • Twice-Exceptional (2e) Learners: 
Policy can provide the definition 
of 2e and recognition as a cate-
gory of special education and of 
giftedness.

 • Endorsement for Teachers of Gifted 
Students: Requiring an endorse-
ment in gifted education sets a 
standard for professional learning 
in some states.

 • Excellence Gap: In order to 
increase academic achievement at 
advanced levels, using local norms 
is recommended.

When policies are in place, they set 
expectations and they remove the need 
to make all decisions on a case-by-case 
basis.

ADVOCACY LESSONS 
LEARNED

STAY ALERT
 Staying alert is imperative in effec-
tive advocacy in gifted education. A 
statement, even a phrase, inserted into 
or deleted from a bill can eliminate 
a policy or a budget item that is key 
to gifted education in a local school 
board meeting or the state legislature. 
One cannot assume that an announce-
ment will make a change evident to 
advocates but rather advocates must 

have at least one person following care-
fully the proposed changes in current 
law and policy. 

PERSIST IN ADVOCACY 
IF IT IS IMPORTANT

If advocacy is an important goal, 
don’t give up when your advocacy 
goals are not reached. It is important 
to assess where progress was made, 
as well as what got in the way of the 
advocacy goal. Important goals are not 
necessarily easy to reach.

MAINTAIN CONTACTS 
TO STAY NIMBLE
 The Internet provides a ready 
way to communicate with fellow 
advocates in a quick way. Sometimes 
when advocating, it is essential to get 
messages communicated quickly to 
the decision-makers. Having a system 
to communicate with advocates who 
will respond is incredibly important, 
and this system can be put into play 
when needed.

FOLLOW UP WITH 
INFORMATION AND 
A THANK YOU

If a school board member or legis-
lator asks for information the advocate 
does not readily have, it is crucial to 
follow up with what was requested. A 
thank you note is always an appropri-
ate gesture after the opportunity to 
talk with a decision-maker. Follow-up 
visits and notes provide opportunities 
for building relationships that are so 
critical for long-term advocacy.

THE ROLE OF STATE 
ORGANIZATIONS 

IN ADVOCACY
 Joining with other parents, edu-
cators, and citizens in a state orga-
nization is important for numerous 
reasons. Roberts and Inman (2009) 
provided several reasons to do so:

 • You will be part of a state orga-
nization with name recognition 
among educational and civic 
groups that can support decisions 
that impact the education of chil-
dren who are gifted and talented. 

 • You will be a member of a state 
organization with the primary 
goal of advocating for appropri-
ate educational opportunities for 
gifted and talented children. 

 • In combining your voice with oth-
ers who advocate for children who 
are gifted and talented, you can 
make a difference.

No doubt, making a difference is 
important to advocates.

CONCLUSION
 Advocacy is something that is key 
to establishing classrooms and schools 
that promote continuous progress as 
we want all children to experience. 
Often educators and citizens see advo-
cacy as someone else’s responsibility, 
yet it must be the responsibility of all 
who know about and care about the 
academic and social-emotional needs 
of children and young people with 
gifts and talents. In fact, it is import-
ant to build advocates for a lifetime, 
not just for one advocacy initiative. 
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Krystal Goree: Please share a little information 
about your knowledge of gifted education and how 
your educational interests and insights might be 
tied to very bright kids. I understand that you have 
had experience working with gifted kids in the Duke 
Talent Identification Program (TIP).

Jessica lahey: The nice thing about teaching at 
the Duke Talent Identification Program was that [all 
instructors] had to go through an entire training and 
many of us were just starting out as teachers who had 
never taught before; so, it was a trial by fire. One of 
the things that Duke does well is give [instructors] 
some insight into teaching gifted and talented (G/T) 
kids. [Duke provided] my first education in that. It 
was fascinating and it informed a lot of my teaching 
since then. 

I’ve taught everything from gifted and talented kids in 
private schools to . . . (during the past 5 years) teach-
ing kids in a drug and alcohol rehab—many of them 
have undiagnosed learning issues. I have taught the 
whole spectrum. One of the things that came about 
while I was teaching at a very [wealthy] private school 
. . . was [that I became aware of] the very high pres-
sure that kids feel—even in middle school. 

There is a lot more anxiety and angst among kids in 
middle school and high school simply because the 
stakes are up so high. One of the things we know 
about especially G/T kids is that anxiety levels can 
obviously be very high and . . . the orientation is more 
toward product and less about the process of learn-
ing. We, as teachers, inadvertently kill off that love of 
the learning itself in order to orient everyone towards 
“Oh, and this test next Friday . . .,” and “This is going to 
be on the test,” and “Let’s start prepping for the SAT.” 

One of the things that I started to see a lot of, espe-
cially among those talented students, was a paralyz-
ing fear of making mistakes—because if you make 
mistakes then people are going to know that you 
maybe aren’t as smart as you thought you were. This 
dovetails beautifully with the research on extrinsic 
versus intrinsic rewards—so how to get at, number 
one, quelling some of that anxiety and paralysis and 
perfectionism. I have written in my column in the New 
York Times about how it used to be a good thing to 
say that your kid is a perfectionist and now it is sort 
of tipping over into obsessive compulsive behaviorism 
and personality disorders that are worrisome. 

So, how do we help those kids that are highly anx-
ious and highly worried? How [do we] help them relax 
back into the learning and be less focused on the 
rewards? In the end [telling kids how smart they are] 
doesn’t actually feed confidence; that whole “if we 
keep telling kids how great they are they will feel great 
about themselves,” is not true. We need to help them 

The Gift of Failure: 
An Interview With 

Jessica Lahey
KRYSTAL K. GOREE, PH.D., AND JESSICA BROWN

Learn More at

Dec 4–6!

Jessica Lahey—teacher, writer, speaker, 
and mother of two sons—offers advice to 
educators and parents that may come 
as surprises to some. With the goal of 
helping kids develop intrinsic motivation, 
confidence in their abilities, and skills to 
help them reach their full potential in life, 
Lahey encourages parents and teachers to 
allow kids to experience “desirable difficul-
ties” and embrace challenging, frustrating 
experiences as opportunities to learn. 
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get more attuned and help parents and 
teachers understand what feeds real 
confidence instead of this shell of confi-
dence that we try to build up in kids. So, 
I’ve come at it from a bunch of different 
directions, but all of it dovetails nicely 
into this sort of package about process 
over product, valuing learning over the 
end products of learning.

I am so grateful for the Duke experi-
ence because it was the starting point 
for me as a teacher. In fact, I emailed 
one of my students from Duke yester-
day! I had a question about a project 
that he was working on that I had seen 
on Facebook. One of the other kids at 
Duke at the time [I was teaching there] 
was going through a really ugly custody 
battle and he was working through a 
lot of his stress over that. He has since 
gone into law and works with kids that 
have custody issues. It has been an 
incredibly rewarding experience for 
me and continues to be. 

KG: The title of your book, The 
Gift of Failure, caught my attention 
immediately—partly because the 
word gift reminds me of gifted, but 
also putting the word gift with the 
word failure. We know there are a lot 
of students who are gifted but do not 
achieve to their full potential. What 
is your feeling about gifted students 
who come across to some people as 
not caring or underachieving? 

JL: What has been so interesting about 
those students is a lot of it comes down 
to boredom or a lack of feeling seen. 
Any time I am trying to figure out why 
I am on stage, it always comes back to 
helping students be seen. The stories 
I hear over and over again from my 
students about why they are leaving 
school or why they have acted out or 
why they started drinking often came 
down to feeling like they were not 
allowed to be who they were or there 
was something wrong with being who 
they were. 

There is a fantastic documentary on 
ESPN that is now available for schools. 
It’s about Chris Herren, who speaks 
a lot about addiction. He talks a lot 
about not paying so much attention to 

stories about people when they hit rock 
bottom but paying attention to what 
caused them to drink on that very first 
day. Often it comes down to feelings of 
“I didn’t feel like I fit in. I didn’t feel like 
anyone saw me. I didn’t feel like I had a 
place,” and among kids who are gifted 
and seeing the world in a different way 
than their peers see the world, that can 
be incredibly isolating. 

When I went to Duke TIP, the very 
first day, I could tell that these were a 
whole bunch of kids who were made to 
feel odd at home. 
The first day of 
TIP you could 
see them looking 
around and say-
ing, “Oh my gosh, 
I’m allowed to be 
who I am and to 
express what is 
in my head and 
it’s not weird; it’s 
actually kind of 
cool; it’s okay to 
be smart.” That 
sense of belonging can be incredibly 
empowering for kids, so any time you 
get a bunch of kids together who can 
empathize with each other or you have 
a teacher who can empathize with 
those needs, I think that is an incred-
ible gift to kids. 

KG: Why did you chose that title for 
your book? 

JL: Well, the title was a tough one and 
it took us a long time. It took us about 
30 titles. I think The Gift of Failure is 
a little scary on purpose because it 
comes down to seeing things differ-
ently and understanding that when 
you make a mistake it isn’t detrimental 
to your identity. For girls, in particular, 
it really can feel detrimental to their 
identity. Girls and boys tend to relate 
to failure in different ways . . . I don’t 
want kids to fail, but what I do want is 
for kids to have the opportunity to fail 
and have a positive adaptive response 
to that failure. The only way that that 
happens is if they have some fluency 
with frustration and making mistakes 
and understanding that that is not going 
to define them. The Gift of Failure is a 

little bit provocative and it is that way 
on purpose because I want it to help 
parents understand that [failure] is not 
going to make or break a child’s life. 

One of the big things that I talk about—
with teachers in particular—is that the 
very thing that being comfortable with 
failure, specifically frustration, does for 
kids is that some of the most power-
ful teaching that I have requires kids 
to be comfortable with frustration. 
Increasingly my students are totally 
uncomfortable with frustration and 

they don’t know 
what to do if 
someone doesn’t 
give them the 
very next step. I 
want them to feel 
like, “Okay, I can 
mess around with 
this idea and fail, 
and that’s okay.” 

In the preschool 
brain [kids] tend 
to think about 
these ridiculous 

silly ways to get tasks done, but when 
they realize that didn’t work, why that’s 
a failure, instead of giving up they say, 
“Well, what worked from that and what 
didn’t, what should we get rid of and what 
should we take forward with us?” 

That is the gift, not just being able to 
move forward and finish the task but 
to understand that that is part of the 
process of becoming a better “me.” 
Understanding that “I can screw up and 
that is part of the task, that is part of 
the process, that is part of the learn-
ing.” That emphasis of process over 
product is really important. So, there 
are so many reasons that the words 
“failure” and “gift” are in the book title, 
but I think those are the big ones.

KG: Why is it so important for 
students to experience what you 
refer to as “desirable difficulties,” 
and is it good for all children to 
experience desirable difficulties no 
matter what their situation?

JL: There is a fantastic book called 
Make It Stick that came out of Harvard 
University a couple of years ago. I love 

Increasingly my 
students are totally 
uncomfortable with 
frustration and they 

don’t know what to do 
if someone doesn’t give 
them the very next step.
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that book, and it really explains desir-
able difficulties beautifully. It’s a learn-
ing tool for everyone. Essentially, the 
tools work this way: The harder it is for 
me to parse something that is in front of 
me—whether I have to break something 
down or translate it or it’s just a little 
harder to get into my brain—the better 
I’m going to remember it and the more 
I am going to understand it. Obviously, 
the word desirable is in there for a rea-

son. But when I can’t get frustrated, I 
can’t benefit from desirable difficulties 
because it requires me to stick with the 
task a little bit longer in order to find 
out that I do have the ability to work 
it through on my own and benefit from 
the challenge. So, if kids come to my 
classroom door and one can handle 
frustration while another can’t, the kid 
who is going to stick with the desirable 
difficulties through the end is going to 
be the kid who is going to learn better in 
my classroom. It is absolutely essential 
for all kids. 

KG: Are there methods or strategies 
that you might recommend to parents 
and teachers for transitioning from 
external rewards to helping kids 
develop intrinsic motivational 
practices? 

JL: With older kids I think it’s actually 
easier because you can have a conver-
sation with them and model exactly 
what you are trying to get from them. 
[For example], “Sweetie, I thought I 
was doing the best thing, but I learned 
some stuff—I learned these things. I am 
going to get better because of what I 
learned, and I am going to try to do 
better because of what I learned.” [It is 
important] for our kids to see us admit 

that maybe we could do better and we 
are not perfect. I think the same thing 
[is true] when we are trying to not 
do so much for kids: “I thought I was 
doing the best I could do, but . . . I’m 
going to step back. I think I have been 
underestimating your competence.” For 
older kids explaining the situation and 
explaining what you learned and why 
you’re changing what you are doing . . . 
works really well. 

For little kids you can explain it in your 
own way. There is a book called The 
Opposite of Spoiled by Ron Lieber, 
and he talks about [the importance 
of] explaining to kids that, “You know, 
I have been paying you for your grades, 
and I’ve found that when I pay you for 
your grades it actually makes you less 
interested in learning. I want you to 
love learning. You’re still going to get 
an allowance, but we’re going to not pay 
you for grades anymore because it is 
not really the grades that are as import-
ant as learning. I don’t want you to 
believe that your learning is just about 
money or only worth money because it 
is worth so much more than that, and 
let me show you that by really valuing 
the learning.” 

There are a lot of different ways that we 
show [kids] that we value the learning 
over the end product. Part of that has 
to do with not being so excited when 
they come home with the “A” and freak-
ing out and going down hard on them 
or going silent when they come down 
with a low grade. [Instead], having our 
conversations be about process and 
less about product. “Interesting grade, 
so can we talk about how you got that 
grade? What are you going to do next 
time that is either going to improve that 
grade or that is going to repeat what 
you did to get that grade? And what are 
you not going to do next time that you 
did [do] this time? Did you get enough 
sleep?” 

Having all of these conversations about 
learning as opposed to the end product 
can help [your child] believe you when 
you say that what you care about is 
learning. I am a big fan of talking to kids 
about what we are doing and, especially 
when we’re talking to really smart kids—

our reasoning. Those kids tend to be 
very justice oriented and can often be 
very black and white [in their thinking] 
and very interested in the reasoning 
behind [decisions and thinking]. The 
“I’m just doing it this way and we need 
to accept it” does not go over very well. 
Conversation about the “why” tends to 
go over much better. And having some 
honesty about our process goes well 
with those kids. 

KG: Would you elaborate on your 
advice to love the kid you have—not 
to love the kid you wish you had?

JL: I go into schools and speak to kids 
during the day and teachers and par-
ents in the evening [When I] talk to the 
kids, I’ll ask the kids three questions 
(1) Do you get paid for grades? (And 
usually about 15% to 20% do get cash 
money), (2) Do you get stuff in exchange 
for grades? (And that tends to be 20% 
to 25%), (3) [Finally], I ask them to close 
their eyes when they answer this ques-
tion, and, then, I ask, “Do you believe 
that your parents love you more when 
you get high grades and less when you 
get low grades?” In middle school about 
80% of the kids tell me they really truly 
believe that their parents love them 
more when they get high grades and 
less when they get low [grades]. In high 
school, it is about 90%. 

I then say, “Okay, I am going to talk to 
your parents tonight; so, what do you 
want me to tell them? Here’s my email 
address. Email me and tell me what 
you want me to tell your parents. What 
important information do you want 
them to know?” By far, the most com-
mon points I get from kids [are] “I am 
not my brother. I am not my sister. I am 
not my parents when they were my age, 
or my parents just don’t know me at all. 
I want my parents to get to know me.” 
There is that sentiment that kids are not 
feeling seen, not feeling heard, not feel-
ing known. Unless we get to the point 
where we are actually getting to know 
the kids we have, they’re not going to 
feel like they can be their true selves. 

Continued on page 46
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What the Research Says:  
Social-Emotional 

Issues in Gifted 
Education

Kristin L. Majority, M.Ed., Katie D. Lewis, Ed.D., 
Christina T. Dearman, Ph.D., Debra A. Troxclair, Ph.D., 

Joyce E. Kyle Miller, Ph.D., & Alex Kabli, MAT

Each year, the Research Division of the Texas 
Association for the Gifted and Talented 
(TAGT) chooses a topic to examine closer 

for presentation at giftED in the fall. With the 
passing of the Texas State Plan for the Education 
of Gifted/Talented Students this past June 2019, 
which now includes more requirements around 
social-emotional needs of gifted students, social 
and emotional development of the gifted has 
become a more pressing topic. The new State 
Plan states, “3.11 Develop and implement ser-
vices to address the social and emotional needs 
of gifted/talented students and their impact 
on student learning” (Texas Education Agency, 
2019). This requirement fell under the account-
ability section of Service Design. This means that 
social and emotional needs of students identified 
as gifted need to be addressed in order for pro-
grams to be in compliance.
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The importance of social and 
emotional education for the gifted has 
been a topic of research for decades. An 
emphasis on this critical component of 
gifted education within the Texas State 
Plan is long-coming and will serve our 
gifted students well. Several researchers 
have supported this thinking by stat-
ing that social and emotional compe-
tence is more important when it comes 
to success in life than is having high 
cognitive abilities (Csikszentmihalyi, 
Rathunde, & Whalen, 1993; Gardner, 

2011; Goleman, 1995). It is often 
assumed that gifted students with their 
advanced academic abilities can deal 
with emotional challenges, but research 
has proven this isn’t always the case 
(Peterson, 2009).
 With the misconceptions con-
cerning this multifaceted topic and 
the addition to the Texas State Plan, 
the Research Division felt that better 
understanding the topic of social and 
emotional development of the gifted 
might be a need among gifted edu-
cators. The division members selected 
journals pertinent to our field and 
found that research published within 
the last year focused on a variety of 
social-emotional topics. 
 In our 2019 Diving Deeper ses-
sion of giftED we will present recent 
findings that address underachieve-
ment, self-esteem, social issues/values, 
and eating disorders. We begin with 
a 2019 study by Mofield and Peters 
that examined gifted students to deter-
mine if the mindset of achievers and 
underachievers differ. The study then 

examines mindset and perfectionism 
and then mindset, perfectionism, and 
academic attitudes as predictors of 
underachievement. Ranksley-Pavia, 
Grootenboer, and Pendergast (2019) 
examined bullying among those 
identified as twice-exceptional, as it 
is an issue that has not been exam-
ined before in academic research. 
Comparing gifted students to their 
normally developing peers in the 
areas of emotional intelligence, social 
value perception, and their sense of 

community is the focus of 
a study by Ozbey, Saricam, 
and Karduz (2018). Their 
study found that a high sense 
of community and high per-
ception of social values is not 
just because of giftedness, but 
also due to the interaction of 
emotional intelligence with 
giftedness. Krafchek and 
Kronborg (2018) examined 
gifted identified females who 
have recovered from an eat-

ing disorder. The gifted females in 
this study identified academic issues 
as a contributing factor to their dis-
order whereas previous studies on 
eating disorders, not focused on the 
gifted, did not. Peairs, Putallaz, and 
Costanzo (2019) examined peer sta-
tus and adjustment among gifted 
seventh-grade students. Among their 
many findings was an elevated amount 
of rejection due to peer victimization. 
Finally, we review the work of Lew 
and Harklau (2018) who studied the 
academic career of a gifted Latino stu-
dent who did not reach his academic 
goals. Using the findings of this study, 
Lew and Harklau provided educators 
with strategies to use with underrepre-
sented college-bound students.
 Detailed summaries of the research 
examined by the Research Division are 
provided below and more facts from 
each study will be shared at our Diving 
Deeper session at giftED19.

Mofield, E., & Peters, M. (2019). 
Understanding underachieve-

ment: Mindset, perfectionism, 
and achievement attitudes 
among gifted students. Journal 
for the Education of the Gifted, 
42, 107–134.

Participants in this quantitative 
research study included 264 sixth- 
to eighth-grade students identified 
as gifted who were enrolled in gifted 
programs from 11 suburban school 
districts in the southeastern United 
States. There were 160 identified as 
achievers (GPAs of 3.75 or above); 
15 were identified as underachievers 
(GPAs less than 2.80; the bottom half 
of the class); and 80 students were 
neither achievers nor underachiev-
ers. This study purported to determine 
(a) if gifted achievers and underachiev-
ers differed on achievement attitudes, 
mindsets, and perfectionism; (b) 
whether or not mindsets, perfection-
ism, and achievement attitudes can 
predict underachievement; and (c) 
the relationships between mindsets 
and perfectionism among gifted ado-
lescents (p. 116). 

Participants completed the fol-
lowing Likert-scale questionnaires: 
(a) the School Attitude Assessment 
Survey-Revised (SAAS-R; McCoach, 
2000; attitudes toward achievement), 
(b) the Mindset Assessment Profile 
Tool (Mindset Works, 2012; mind-
set) and (c) a version of the Goals and 
Work Habits Survey (Schuler, 1994; 
perfectionism). 

The following findings were con-
cluded by the research study:

1. Gifted underachievers held higher 
fixed mindsets about intelli-
gence and gifted achievers held 
higher growth mindsets about 
intelligence. 

2. Lower scores on motivation and 
self-regulation (attitudes toward 
achievement) were predictors of 
underachievement. 

3. Achievers scored higher on orga-
nization (a subconstruct of perfec-
tionism) than did underachievers.

4. Gifted students with a fixed mind-

The importance of 
social and emotional 

education for the gifted 
has been a topic of 

research for decades.
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set had higher scores on concern 
over mistakes and the more doubt 
of action (perfectionism).

In reviewing these findings, the fol-
lowing implications were apparent:

1. Gifted underachievers should be 
taught about mental contrasting 
with implementation intentions 
(Oettingen & Gollwitzer, 2010) 
to develop more positive attitudes 
toward achievement. This will 
help students more readily focus 
on planning for the future by 
linking concrete, present actions 
to abstract, future goals. 

2. Underachievers need to be 
explicitly taught approach-cop-
ing strategies that will enhance 
self-regulatory behaviors in order 
to develop more positive attitudes 
toward achievement.

3. Gifted learners need help with 
transitioning from fixed mindsets 
to growth mindsets. Educators 
can teach underachievers about 
the incremental theory, which 
proposes that intelligence is mal-
leable and abilities can be further 
developed with effort.

4. Teachers can instruct gifted learn-
ers about mastery goal orientation 
and support them when they dis-
play extreme levels of self-criticism 
to reduce perfectionism.

The limitations of this study are 
that the findings are applicable only 
to similar student populations (sub-
urban, Caucasian gifted students); 
not all gifted underachievers have 
been included because many of these 
students don’t get identified for gifted 
programs; and different studies may 
have used different definitions of 
“underachiever.” In summary, signifi-
cant implications of the study include 
provision of guidelines for redirect-
ing underachieving gifted learners. 
Educators can assist underachievers by 
helping them understand and develop 
healthy mindset beliefs, teach and sup-
port them in developing and using 

organizational strategies, and assist 
them in development of self-regula-
tion skills.

Ranksley-Pavia, M., Grootenboer, P., 
& Pendergast, D. (2019). Bullying 
and the unique experiences of 
twice exceptional learners. Gifted 
Child Today,42(1), 19–35.

   The Australian authors of this 
article reported that “there are cur-
rently no known empirical studies 
that examine bullying in the lives of 
twice exceptional students” (p. 20).  
Available literature does reveal that 
gifted children with disabilities have 
been treated by peers and by educators 
in negative ways because of their dif-
ferentness. Prolonged teasing or denial 
of services in special education because 
of their gifts or denial of gifted services 
because of their disability have led to 
low self-esteem issues, despondency, 
lack of friends, isolation, and in some 
cases, suicide (pp. 20–21).  
  Using a qualitative research 
approach and purposeful sampling, 
eight twice-exceptional students 
were identified. The call for students 
who had already been identified for 
gifted programs and already diag-
nosed with a learning disability was 
sent out through gifted and special 
needs organizations, pediatric and 
medical offices, and school commu-
nications.  The recruitment process 
resulted in the selection of five males 
and three females, ages 9 through 16. 
Parents provided medical records to 
corroborate diagnoses. More than 28 
interviews were conducted; approxi-
mately 3 to 4 interviews per partici-
pant were completed over a 6-month 
period in the homes of the participants 
(pp. 21–22).
 All eight of the participants 
reported that they had been verbally 
and physically bullied during school by 
their peers and teachers. In some cases, 
participants reported that their peers 
destroyed their belongings or that they 
were alienated because they were per-
ceived as “different.”  Participants in 

the study reported being bullied by 
students in their gifted classes and 
noted that  reports of being bullied 
were ignored by adults.  New friend-
ships made often ended abruptly 
because no one wanted to be bul-
lied for being a friend to the bullied 
student.
 Data from this study support the 
conclusion that bullying may be more 
prevalent among twice-exceptional stu-
dents than previously thought (p. 32).

Ozbey, A., Saricam, H., & Karduz, F. 
A. (2018). The examination of 
emotional intelligence, sense of 
community, perception of social 
values in gifted and talented stu-
dents. Journal of Educational 
Science & Psychology, 13, 64–79.

This study took place in Izmir, 
Turkey, and included 122 gifted and 
talented students as well as 246 non-
gifted middle and high school students 
ranging from ages 12–17. The gifted 
students were identified as having IQs 
of more than 130. This study “mainly 
aims to determine the relationship 
between the levels of gifted students 
on emotional intelligence, perception 
of social values, and sense of com-
munity, and also to compare them 
with normal developing students” 
(Ozbey et al., 2018). Participants 
were surveyed using several instru-
ments including the Revised Schutte 
Emotional Intelligence Scale, which 
examines emotional intelligence and 
five subfactors, the Perception of 
Social Values Scales to determine the 
students’ perceptions about social 
values, and the Sense of Community 
Scale. The “variables of giftedness, 
emotional intelligence, [and] percep-
tions of social values were carefully 
selected to determine causal relation” 
(Ozbey et al., 2018).

The study concluded that:

(1) gifted students’ emotional intel-
ligence level was found to be higher 
than their normal peers; 
(2) gifted students’ scores on the 
sense of community were signifi-
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cantly higher (p < .01) than their 
normal peers; 
(3) the levels of perception of social 
values in gifted individuals were 
significantly higher than their nor-
mal peers (p < .01); 
(4) there was a moderately positive 
relationship between emotional 
intelligence, perception of social val-
ues, and sense of community; and
(5) emotional intelligence 
“increases the individuals’ sense 
of community and perception of 
social values” (Ozbey et al., 2018, 
p. X). 

Based on data gathered from partici-
pants in this study, authors concluded 
that the “high level of sense of com-
munity and perception of social val-
ues are not because of their giftedness, 
but due to their high emotional intel-
ligence and the interaction between 
emotional intelligence and giftedness” 
(Ozbey et al., 2018, p. X).

After reviewing the findings, the 
authors discussed many studies con-
cerning development of communi-
ties and emotional intelligence as it 
relates to giftedness and community. 
The authors quoted studies explaining 
the need for gifted students to have a 
strong sense of community in order to 
be satisfied with their academic suc-
cess. One study that was cited in the 
article confirmed sensitivity to ethical 
issues and injustices known to be in 
the nature of gifted students. On the 
other hand, research was also quoted 
that claims “gifted students are less 
likely to feel alienated and strange at 
school, and have less difficulty making 
friends” (Ozbey et al., 2018, p. X).

Krafchek, J., & Kronborg, L. (2018). 
Stressful life events experienced 
by academically high-achieving 
females before the onset of dis-
ordered eating. Roeper Review, 
40, 245–254. doi:10.1080/02783
193.2018.1501783

 This qualitative case study out 
of Australia investigated the rarely 
explored topic of disordered eating 

and academically high-achieving and 
identified gifted students. Previous 
research found that stress is often the 
predecessor to disordered eating. The 
researchers pointed out that although 
stressful events can bring about dis-
ordered eating, the stress exhibited by 
higher achieving and gifted students is 
often different from those of the regu-
lar population. 
 The researchers identified 14 
females who had recovered from eat-
ing disorders and were also identified 
as being high achieving or academically 
gifted. Through a series of question-
naires administered to the participants, 
five areas of stressful events were iden-
tified as being predecessors to their 
eating disorder. The stressful events 
uncovered in this study were academic 
issues, social issues with female peers, 
family issues, physical and body issues, 
and social issues with boys.

What was interesting about the 
findings from this research, as com-
pared to previous eating disorder stud-
ies, is that academic issues were an area 
identified as a stressful event with the 
high-achieving and gifted popula-
tions. Academic events were identi-
fied as academic pressure, perceived 
failure, perceived bullying or lack of 
regard from teachers, anxiety about 
future academic endeavors, pressures 
of a strict study routine, and perceived 
sudden increase in learning challenges. 
An academic event was not a stressful 
event preceding disordered eating in 
general population research. In fact, 
out of the five areas of stressful events 
found in this research, the only area 
all 14 participants had in common was 
academic events.
 Although this study was con-
ducted on female Australians, eating 
disorders are not limited by sex or 
country of origin. These limitations 
do not diminish the findings. The 
findings are important to the field of 
gifted education and the social and 
emotional development of these stu-
dents. Educators need to be aware of 
the implications academic stress can 

have with regard to the onset of an 
eating disorder and use this knowledge 
to guide the healthy development of 
high-achieving and identified gifted 
students. 

Peairs, K. F., Putallaz, M., & Cos-
tanzo, P. R. (2019). From a 
(aggression) to v (victimization): 
Peer status and adjustment 
among academically gifted stu-
dents in early adolescence. 
Gifted Child Quarterly, 63, 1–16. 
doi:10.1177/0016986219838973.

 In this study, Peairs et al., (2019) 
sought to contribute to the research 
on peer status and adjustment among 
gifted adolescents. Seventh-grade stu-
dents participated in this study: 141 
gifted and 186 nonidentified gifted 
students. Research suggested that ele-
mentary gifted students have a more 
positive peer status and adjustment 
levels than nonidentified students 
(Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Thomas, 
2012; Rimm, 2002; Robinson, 2008; 
Schneider, 1987). However, the degree 
to which this favorable status continues 
into adolescence is not well researched. 
Peairs et al. found that this high 
favorable status was not maintained 
in adolescence. Findings indicated 
that a positive social preference (how 
much someone likes you) was linked 
to a more positive perceived popularity 
and lower peer-victimization behaviors 
for both groups. Similarly, higher lev-
els of social preferences correlated with 
higher prosocial leadership behaviors, 
higher grades, and lower levels of peer 
victimization. Peairs et al. reported 
similar findings for perceived popu-
larity across both groups. 
 Researchers compared the non-
identified students to the gifted 
students, which resulted in some 
interesting findings. First, gifted stu-
dents with higher standardized test 
scores had lower levels of perceived 
popularity.  Second, gifted students 
with greater levels of positive popu-
larity were also viewed as more overtly 
aggressive than their gifted peers. 
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Third, higher levels of perceived pop-
ularity correlated positively to higher 
levels of substance abuse. But, the 
greatest difference between the groups 
was found in the greater levels of rejec-
tion that gifted students experienced 
as part of peer victimization.
 Any advantages in peer status 
and adjustment that gifted students 
in elementary school had were not 
present in adolescence. The challenges 
to being socially adjusted increase 
when perceived peer status decreases 
for all students. Yet, the risks of neg-
ative behaviors are amplified in gifted 
youth who may also contend with 
gifted characteristics such as asyn-
chronous development. Peairs et al. 
(2019) highlighted the need for inter-
ventions and understanding of the 
causes for peer victimization among 
gifted adolescents. 

Lew, S., & Harklau, L. (2018). Too much 
of a good thing? Self-esteem 
and Latinx immigrant youth aca-
demic achievement. Journal of 
Advanced Academics, 29, 171–194. 
doi:10.1177/1932202x18760280

Educators are keenly aware of 
the importance of self-esteem in 

developing successful social and 
emotional learning for students. But 
can such efforts derail students from 
attainment of their academic goals? 
Lew and Harklau (2018) explored 
this phenomenon in relationship to 
a Latinx immigrant youth diaspora. 
In an earlier longitudinal 5-year mul-
tiple-case study, they examined the 
daunting odds of this population 
completing high school and entering 
college. Findings revealed roadblocks 
and misconceptions stemming from 
students’ high self-esteem that ulti-
mately resulted in negative academic 
outcomes (Harklau, 2016). Expanding 
upon the data collection, this article 
presented an ethnographic study focus-
ing on one academically gifted Latino 
who failed to reach his academic 
goals. This young Colombian immi-
grant came from a family of involved, 
middle-class parents with a strong 
parental social network. Although 
ambitions of engineering as a career 
prevailed throughout his high school 
career, athletic prowess took over his 
overall sense of “self.” The interplay of 
teacher/coach fostering self-esteem in 
athletics produced an unrealistic per-
ception of his academic astuteness. In 

addition, the avoidance of challenging 
courses, the mistracking of classes by 
the district, and a naive trust of others 
handling his academic future left him 
unprepared for the competitive world 
of college admissions. 

Based upon their findings, Lew 
and Harklau (2018) suggested strat-
egies for educators working with 
college-bound youth from underrep-
resented populations. First, educators 
should remain in-check with their own 
and colleagues’ stereotypes that lead 
to unrealistic assessment of academic 
ability and readiness of athletes and/or 
immigrant youths. Intellectual ability 
may not equate to academic outcomes. 
To address possible academic deficits, 
school systems can provide elective 
courses to help students set college 
and career goals. Focus should be 
given in assisting students in identi-
fying and enrolling in courses of aca-
demic rigor, and providing necessary 
support needed to meet the short- and 
long-term goals. Finally, formation of 
high school cohort-based educational 
programs can further serve as a means 
of support, comradery, and prepara-
tion  for future success in the college 
setting.
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KG: You highlight the importance 
of formative assessment. Could you 
please elaborate on your belief that if 
a teacher does a good job of formative 
assessment, the student knows what 
he knows and what he does not know? 
And how is this good for children who 
are gifted in particular?

JL: I love formative assessment 
because it . . . forms my teaching going 
forward. I can say, “Oh, I thought the 
kids knew that but clearly they don’t.” 
And it also is formative for the students. 
As you well know, one of the things we 
are terrible at is metacognition. So, 
any time we get the opportunity to 
exercise that muscle of metacogni-
tion it is great. In fact, when [my fam-
ily and I] moved recently, we chose to 

live in a particular town because the 
school where my younger son goes to 
school is a high school that does a lot 
of formative assessment and is really 
thoughtful about it in ways like really 
pushing the envelope. You know when 
he does poorly on something he has to 
do this whole self-assessment of what 
he thought he understood, what he 
doesn’t understand, what it is in par-
ticular that he needs to talk more to 
the teacher about. 

If I’m doing formative assessment well, 
I should know where all of the students 
are. By the time I give a summative or 
cumulative assessment, I should know 
exactly where they all are. If I don’t, 
then I’m not using formative assessment 
appropriately or well. That’s become 
one of the problems or reasons [for-
mative assessment] has become a 

catchphrase. A lot of people are doing 
what they think is formative assess-
ment but what they are just doing is 
testing their kids more. [It is important 
to understand] that formative assess-
ment is formative for the teacher and 
formative for the students. And, I don’t 
care whether you are gifted, I don’t care 
whether you are a remedial student, it 
is really important that you get a chance 
to exercise metacognition. Have the 
opportunity to talk about what you 
think you know and what you don’t 
know and to be able to reflect back on 
your own learning because that builds 
ownership of learning. When we are 
doing [formative assessment] well, it’s 
one of the most powerful things we 
have.
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