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from the editor

T

by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

he Texas Association for the Gifted and
Talented (TAGT)Annual Conference is just
around the corner, and, once again, those who
participate in the conference proceedings can
count on an amazing experience. This special
issue of TEMPO features articles that give readers a glimpse of a few of the well-known presenters who
will share their expertise, time, and talent through keynote
addresses, conference institutes, and/or breakout sessions
at this year’s conference.
First, readers are introduced to gifted teenager, scientist, inventor, and author, Jack Andraka, who will be presenting a keynote address at the conference. Highlighting
challenges and triumphs he has experienced on his way
to amazing the world with his early contributions to the
fields of science and medicine, Jack shares a part of his
journey in a chapter from his new book, Breakthrough: How
One Teen Inventor Is Changing the World. You will want to
hear the rest of his story once you have been introduced to
this amazing young man through an excerpt of his recent
publication.
Ten valuable recommendations for aligning identification practices and program services for gifted students are
presented by Todd Kettler and Kelly Margot in their article,
Aligning Assessment, Identification, and Gifted Education
Program Services. These authors and researchers offer guidance for designing, implementing, and maintaining quality
gifted services for children of all ages. In addition, they
focus on dynamic ideas including understanding giftedness
as a developmental process and thinking of giftedness as “a
complex phenomenon of potential transforming into performance based on ability, opportunity, and psychosocial
factors including motivation, commitment, practice, and
sustained attention” (p. 16). Kettler and Margot will be
presenting an institute at the TAGT conference.
Following the article by Kettler and Margot, Chris
Overhoff, known for his work with International
Baccalaureate Americas (IBA), shares his thoughts and
advice. In his article, Teaching, Learning, and Assessing for
4
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the 21st Century, he discusses the need for educators to move
from the “knowledge transmission” model of teaching to a
concept-based curricular framework that includes meaningful assessment tasks and tools. He challenges educators to
provide learning experiences designed to provide “education
that will remain” (p. 42). He, too, will offer an exciting
institute session at the conference.
Finally, What the Research Says: Perspectives of
Individuals Involved in Gifted Education, written by
Kimberly A. Hardin, Corina R. Kaul, Brenda K. Davis,
Yara N. Farah, and Susan K. Johnsen, provides a thorough review of literature that addresses gifted education as
perceived by students, society, schools, and parents. This
valuable compilation of research helps to set the stage for
meaningful dialogue and studies related to the 2015 TAGT
conference theme: Leading Conversations!
The articles in this issue of TEMPO are just a few fine
examples of the variety of topics and level of expertise to
which participants can look forward when they attend the
TAGT Annual Conference, December 2–4, 2015, at the
Henry B. Gonzalez Convention Center in San Antonio,
TX. At this special professional development event, we are
sure to embark on meaningful conversations as we glean
new knowledge, share ideas, and enjoy our friends and
colleagues along the banks of the beautiful San Antonio
River. I hope to see you there!
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from the president:
leading conversations
in gifted education

I

by Mary Christopher, Ph.D.

n a recent book,Crucial Conversations: Tools for
Talking When Stakes Are High, Ken Patterson and colleagues drew attention to those defining moments in
which our dialogue can lead to important decisions
and changes that could ultimately impact our daily
lives, our state, and even the world. Gifted education
continues to face those important decisions. The current
political climate related to educational practices, as well as
recent publications in the field, should lead those of us who
parent, teach, and care about gifted learners to consider the
need for renewed interest in the field of gifted education.
Although Texas legislators may seem more concerned about
testing and reduced taxes, we want to assure best educational
practices happen in school to guide gifted children to reach
their potential. We also need to begin and guide conversations in schools, with parents, and among leaders to increase
understanding of this special population and to advocate for
appropriate learning environments, curriculum, and practice for students who just might discover innovative answers
to the most challenging questions of their generation. The
2015 TAGT Annual Conference, with its theme, Leading
Conversations, is just the place to begin those conversations.
For the first time in 10 years, TAGT returns to San
Antonio. I hope you plan to join fellow educators, administrators, and parents this year. Our conference theme,
Leading Conversations, builds upon the TAGT messaging platform and logo, introduced at the annual conference last year. TAGT advocates for gifted education in
Texas and guides our members to become leaders in the
field who guarantee that crucial conversations surrounding
gifted education continue to be heard. The TAGT Annual
Conference creates opportunities for members to hear from
and talk with thought leaders in the field.
The conference theme calls for educators and parents to
lead relevant conversations in the same way that TAGT promotes awareness of effective gifted education strategies and
explores the limitless possibilities represented in gifted and
talented students. Keynote speakers, institute leaders, and
breakout sessions will help conference attendees become part
of the conversation and return to their communities to lead the
conversation regarding the continued need to design effective
gifted programs to serve our best and brightest students.
One keynote speaker, Dr. Nicholas Colangelo, from

The University of Iowa, will share the latest research, practice, and policies relating to acceleration of gifted students
found in the 2015 publication, A Nation Empowered. This
10-year follow-up study to A Nation Deceived contrasts the
misinformation and bias related to this topic and provides
strong research evidence of the short- and long-term positive
effects of acceleration. Armed with this new information,
TAGT members can begin conversations to counter the
excuses that often hold back our nation’s brightest students.
The other keynote speaker, Jack Andraka, will call us
to empower gifted students to use their gifts and develop
their drive to change the world. Through his touching story
involving social-emotional struggles and perseverance,
TAGT members will learn how one teenager developed an
inexpensive, early detection method for pancreatic cancer
that could potentially save the lives of millions of people.
His recent book, Breakthrough: How One Teen Innovator Is
Changing the World, shatters many educational myths and
biases about gifted learners.
I hope you are planning to attend the 2015 TAGT
Annual Conference in San Antonio. Register now, so you
can join the conversation as we consider how to motivate
gifted learners to pursue their passion and change the world.
I hope to meet many new TAGT members and reconnect
with other colleagues and friends as we continue to lead
crucial conversations about gifted education across the state.
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The
Knowledge
Cure
Jack Andraka is an 18-year-old inventor, scientist, and researcher. At the age of 15, this
teen prodigy developed a patent pending
test that has the potential to save countless
lives by detecting early stage pancreatic
cancer, the disease that took the life of a
close family friend. A speaker at medical
conferences worldwide, Jack will present a
keynote address at the 2015 TAGT Annual
Conference. Following is a chapter from his
recent book, Breakthrough: How One Teen
Inventor is Changing the World.

by Jack Andraka
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A

fter my botched suicide attempt, the school
informed my parents that I wouldn’t be admitted back until I got some professional help.
My parents were equal parts confused and horrified.
They were determined to do everything in their power
to help pull me out of this abyss.
They found a local LGBTQ (lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, and queer) meeting place. They thought
it would help if I could talk to other teens who had
shared similar experiences, but when I arrived, I was
the only teen there. What happened next was a lot of
me talking to some random old dude who didn’t know
me or anything about my deeply personal problems.
It’s hard to have any kind of healing when you feel
awkward and uncomfortable.
Truthfully, I was just sick of
talking about it. I wasn’t even sure
what to say anymore.
What would Uncle Ted say?
He had fought so hard for those
extra moments that I was ready to just
throw away. If he were sitting next to
me today, I thought, he’d begin by
asking me about my next project.
More than anything, I really
wanted to get back to what I loved—
science. There was another science fair
coming up, and I had been working on
a new idea.
Drawing on my seventh-grade
project, I had started on a new one
that investigated the effects of metal
oxide on certain forms of marine life.
This is important because metal oxide
is highly toxic and is found in everyday
household items like suntan lotion,
which often ends up being flushed
down our shower drains and into
our water supply. I specifically studied its effects on a kind of freshwater
plankton called Daphnia magna and
the marine bacteria Vibrio fischeri.
My results showed that metal oxide
behaves differently in marine and
8
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freshwater environments. The more
we understand about how it interacts
with the surrounding environment,
the easier it will be to prevent more
damage.
But would I even be able to compete? Would I just walk around the
rest of my life a damaged head case
always in need of attention? As had
become the case with seemingly every
question, I just didn’t know. One thing
I did know was that if I wasn’t able
to rid myself of this heavy blanket of
depression, that would mean no more
science fairs, no more creek hopping,
no more navigating rapids. Nothing.
It wasn’t just science that I wanted
to get back to. It felt like forever since
I’d been on a kayak or white-water
rafting. There were so many rivers I
still wanted to explore. I had always
wanted to kayak the Grand Canyon.
Would I ever be able to do that?
Then, out of the blue, my brother
began to come around. Luke’s favorite lacrosse coach had overheard him
making some snide remark about my
sexuality and pulled him aside to tell
him a personal story about his own

experience in college when he learned
that his roommate was gay. At first he
had a lot of the same thoughts that
were probably going through my
brother’s head—What would people
think about him if someone so close to
him was gay? How should he act? But
the more time the coach spent with
his roommate, the more he began
to see how, no matter what he may
have thought of his sexuality, first and
foremost, his roommate was a human
being. And a really cool one at that.
The coach told my brother that the
two became lifelong friends.
After the heart-to-heart with his
coach, my brother slowly began to
accept me again. He went back to
harassing me like he did before he
found out I was gay. Oddly, that went
a long way to making me feel normal
again.
Fortunately, I was allowed to enter
the science fair. Thank goodness, or I
wouldn’t have graduated and would
have been forced to repeat eighth
grade. That was something I wanted
to avoid at all costs. My project, called
“A Comparative study of the toxicity
of Metal oxides on Vibrio fischeri and
Daphnia magna,” won first place. It
was the third year in a row that I’d finished first overall. It was a huge accomplishment, and I should have been
beaming. On the outside, I managed
to turn on the smiles. At this point, I
had become an expert at faking the
emotions people expected me to feel.
I muscled through the last few
days of eighth grade and couldn’t
have been more relieved to walk out of
school on the last day. I had no plans
to go back.
The start of summer vacation
meant math camp. I didn’t know what
to expect this time. I still had a bad
taste lingering in my mouth from my
coming-out-to-Anthony debacle after
seventh grade. Still, I hoped for the
best. Over the past two years, I had
seen my two best friends move away,
been shunned and humiliated by my
classmates, come out of the closet,

attempted suicide, and lost one of the
people I felt closest to in the whole
world. I figured eventually things had
to get better because I didn’t see how
they could get much worse.
This year’s camp was being held
in Colorado again, where I had had
such a great experience after sixth
grade. I took this as a good sign. On
the first day of camp I met a counselor
named Jim. He was smart and I liked
the light, easy way that he spoke. Jim
didn’t seem to have a care in the world.
The first weekend of camp, we went on
a field trip, and on the bus ride home,
I overheard someone mention that Jim
was gay. I couldn’t believe it. Unlike
me, Jim seemed so well adjusted and
devoid of any internal chaos. How did
he do it? I wanted to learn more. As
soon as I got back to my room, I wrote
a two-page letter spilling my heart out.
I told him about my struggles. About
hiding my sexuality. About Anthony.
About that day in the bathroom with
the pencil. When I was sure no one
was looking, I quietly walked to his
cabin and slipped the letter under his
door.
A few days later, he pulled me
aside. “I got your letter,” he said, looking concerned. “Let’s talk.”
Jim told me his story. He had
fought many of the same battles that
I had, and he shared his experiences in
coming out to his friends and family
and overcoming the hatred people felt
toward him. Jim was the first person
who understood, intimately and personally, what I had been through. But
more important than sharing the story
of his past, Jim shared with me his
hopes for the future. When I looked
at Jim, I thought to myself that I, too,
could have that kind of future, and
more important, that I deserved it.
“Listen, Jack,” he said. “You are
a smart kid. In the end, it is all going
to work out.” Jim was the kind of guy
who could explain complex math
problems in simple language and
remain calm in a sea of crazy teenagers. When he said that things would

work out for me, I believed him. The
two of us talked late into the night.
The last weeks of camp went by
too quickly. On our final day, a group
of campers and I decided we needed
one last adventure. We piled into a car
and drove up to Pikes Peak. I didn’t
have the stomach to look down as the
car climbed higher and higher. It was
so high that even in the dead of summer, the road was coated with ice and

new light. I could choose to ignore
them.
I flashed back to the day when
I scanned the internet for a solution.
Ignoring the haters was part of the
advice I had read, but I hadn’t been able
to implement it. With the state of mind
I was in then, Alan Turing himself, the
father of theoretical computer science
(and one of my favorite scientists), could
have risen from the dead to give me

We all have our own paths, but the
only one who can decide where it
goes from here is you.
snow. Once we arrived at the top of the
14,115-foot mountain, we jumped out
of the car and took positions behind
the rocks and trees and started a massive snowball fight. When we were
fully drenched with slush and hoarse
from screaming and laughing, we
retreated to a nearby doughnut shop.
We sat, dripping, in one of the booths
to dry off while we drank hot chocolate and ate doughnuts. Sitting with
my friends, I could see down to the
surrounding peaks out the window.
For the first time in a while, life felt
easy.
That night was filled with long
goodbyes to all the new friends I had
made. Before leaving for the airport,
Jim approached me. He had one more
piece of advice.
“You have heard a lot about my
story and how I got through it,” he
said. “But Jack, now this is your story.
We all have our own paths, but the
only one who can decide where it goes
from here is you.”
Talking to Jim had helped me fully
understand that there wasn’t anything
about me as a person that needed to
change. I was done with pretending to
be something I wasn’t to make other
people like me. In accepting that there
really was nothing wrong with me, I
could deal with the haters in a whole

advice and I’m not sure I would have
known how to take it.
See, ignoring the haters was the
easy part of the solution. The hard
part was first refusing to allow my
self-perception to be defined by others.
Refusing, in other words, to believe
that I deserved to be treated differently
because I am gay.
Sometimes I still struggle. There
are awkward moments, especially
at family get-togethers. Some of my
extended family have religious views
that make them intolerant of my sexuality. To be honest, it’s not something we talk about. It’s one of those
things—I know where they stand
and they know who I am. Because we
have respect and genuine affection for
each other, we leave it at that. For now,
that’s fine for me.
After landing back in Maryland,
I knew there was something else I
needed to confront—the loss of Uncle
Ted. I hadn’t fully realized it, but that
initial numbness I had felt since his
passing had been replaced by a heavy
pain that sat inside my stomach. Now
it felt like a big, immovable boulder.
More than anything, I wanted to
understand why he had died. I needed
to understand why he had been taken
away from me.
And that’s when I had an idea.
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Maybe, just maybe, I could find a cure
for pancreatic cancer.
If I had been just a little older
and had had time to become a bit
more realistic, I probably would have
laughed off the idea. After all, I’d
hardly be the first person to try, and
most of those people were fancy scientists with impressive Ph.D.s from
expensive colleges who, unlike me,
were old enough to go to an r-rated
movie.
There was an older, more mature
part of me that knew at the time how
ridiculous this all sounded, but the
younger, brash part of me was quick
to shut him down. Whether it was
youthful exuberance or even unbridled
stupidity, I didn’t know for sure, but
whatever the reason, I was all in. Turns
out I was the only one.
The first words out of my dad’s
mouth after hearing my dream were:
“Jack, isn’t that a little far-fetched?”
My parents knew that when I invested
myself in an idea, I wasn’t a toe-dipper,
I was a cannonballer. This probably
explains why both of my parents were
so dead set against the idea of me dedicating so much of my time to such
an impossible task. Especially one that
offered such a small chance of reward.
After everything I had been through,
they weren’t exactly sold on the idea
of their son leaping into something as
heavy as cancer research.
I couldn’t really blame them for
that one. However, not having my
parents on board was not an option.
Their approval was crucial. It wasn’t
as much about my own morale as it
was practical things, like having them
drive me places to get supplies or using
their credit card to buy stuff online.
Personally, I thought this project
was the perfect fit for me—I was in
search of an outlet for all my grief,
and cancer was in need of a cure.
Using everything I learned from giving persuasive speeches to science fair
audiences, and also my extreme stubbornness, I began wearing my parents
down. Maybe it was the passion I had,
10 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVI, N o . 2, 2015

or maybe they knew I was going to
go ahead and try whether I had their
blessing or not, but whatever the case,
my parents reluctantly gave me their
approval.
Now it was time to begin. I knew
from all my time spent working on
science fair projects that any discovery
begins with identifying goals and then
figuring out which questions needed
to be answered to get from point A to
point B. That part was easy. I already
knew what my goal was—to cure pancreatic cancer.
As someone trying to fight cancer of the pancreas, the first question
for me was pretty obvious: What the
heck is a pancreas? In the beginning,
I didn’t even know what a pancreas
was. I mean, I’d heard of a pancreas
and I knew that it was an organ in my
body and that it was important, but

I knew from all my time
spent working on science
fair projects that any
discovery begins with
identifying goals and then
figuring out which questions
needed to be answered to
get from point A to point B.
what exactly does a pancreas do? I had
absolutely no idea. I didn’t feel intimidated by my lack of knowledge, since
I knew I had all the tools I needed to
start: Google and Wikipedia.
I started by typing keywords into
my laptop—“what is pancreas”—and
clicked on the first result that popped
up. It was an article on a popular website devoted to health issues, appropriately titled “What Is a Pancreas?”
Turns out the pancreas is actually
pretty cool and has a lot of responsibilities. The pancreas is a six- to teninch-long, spongy, fish-shaped organ
located behind the stomach in the
back of the abdomen and it produces
important enzymes and hormones that
help break down foods. Without it, we

can’t convert the food we eat into the
nutrients that we need to survive.
The pancreas also has another
huge job. It produces the hormone
insulin and secretes it into the bloodstream in order to regulate the body’s
glucose, or sugar, level. I also learned it
has two different kinds of glands. The
exocrine glands help speed up chemical reactions and break down fats and
proteins. There are also the endocrine
glands, which make hormones like
insulin that help balance the amount
of sugar in the blood. If they aren’t
working, we get diabetes.
All this information was a lot to
digest (get it?). But now that I knew
what a pancreas was, I was ready to
move on to my next question: What
is pancreatic cancer?
After a quick search online, the
first thing I realized was that Uncle
Ted wasn’t the only great person who
had fallen victim to pancreatic cancer. This is a particularly lethal form
of cancer that has killed a lot of great
people, including Steve Jobs, the
founder of Apple. It also took the lives
of actor Patrick Swayze, actress Joan
Crawford, anthropologist Margaret
Mead, and famous opera singer
Luciano Pavarotti.
A little farther down, I discovered a story that revealed a disturbing
trend: while many different kinds of
cancer were becoming less frequent
over the past decade, rates of pancreatic cancer have been increasing since
around the year 2000. The American
Cancer society estimated that 46,420
new cases of pancreatic cancer will be
diagnosed in the United States in 2014
and 39,590 people will die that year
from the disease.
The lifetime risk of having pancreatic cancer is about one in seventy-eight. It is about the same for both
men and women. People get pancreatic cancer when cells in the pancreas
begin going wild, growing out of
control. Rather than developing into
healthy, normal tissue, they continue

dividing and form masses of tissue
called tumors.
Now that I knew what pancreatic
cancer was, I needed to know what
caused it. I found a link to a website
for Johns Hopkins Hospital. I figured
the site had to be credible since it was
put together by one of the best hospitals in the world (remember, the information we get from the internet is only
as good as its source). I clicked on it.
According to the Johns Hopkins
site, doctors and scientists believed
there were two main causes of pancreatic cancer. One of those theories
was that the damage, or mutations, to
our DNA that causes wild clumping
in pancreatic cancer might be something we inherit from our parents that
is triggered when we get older. But no
one seems to know yet whether pancreatic cancer is an inherited disease.
As I researched further, I learned
that we have two copies of each gene
in our body—one from each of our
parents. Scientists believe that people
who inherit cancer usually have one
mutant copy from one parent and one
normal copy from the other parent.
As they age, some of these people will
damage the good copy of the gene in
a cell in their pancreas. That cell will
have two bad copies of the gene, and,
as a result, that cell in the pancreas
will grow into a cancer. These cells just
sit like a ticking time bomb until they
reach a certain age, when a trigger goes
off and the cells begin to mutate.
Pancreatic cancer is considered
one of the deadliest cancers in the
world. According to the American
Cancer society, for all stages of pancreatic cancer combined, the one-year
survival rate is just one in five, and the
five-year rate is only 6 percent! That
means that only six out of every one
hundred people who are diagnosed
with pancreatic cancer survive the next
five years. You don’t have to be good
at math to realize that no one in their
right mind would want odds like that.
However, reading about those
horrible odds led me to another ques-

tion. How could it be that despite all
the new advances in science and exciting breakthroughs in technology, survival rates for pancreatic cancer have
remained so astoundingly low?
This is largely a matter of timing. Over
85 percent of all pancreatic cancers are
diagnosed late, when someone has less
than a 2 percent chance of survival.
At this point, the tumors have usually spread and it is no longer possible
to operate and cut them out. Why is

I decided that I had a
new mission. I would
find an early-detection
method for pancreatic
cancer. Unfortunately,
there was something
else I had to do first—
begin high school.
pancreatic cancer being detected so
late? Partially, this is because pancreatic tumors are hard to detect. The
pancreas is nestled deep in the abdomen, beneath other, fragile organs. It
also doesn’t help that the pancreas is
surrounded by dense, drug-blocking
tissue. Another issue is the test itself.
It hadn’t been updated in six decades!
The current test is also way too complicated. To screen the blood of a
patient at risk for pancreatic cancer, a
doctor must send vials to a lab, where
it can then be tested for elevated levels
of a biomarker, which is a term for an
early indicator of disease.
There were more problems. These
tests are extremely expensive, costing
eight hundred dollars each. They’re
also really inaccurate—missing 30 percent of all pancreatic cancers. While
missing only 30 percent is great if you
are a major league baseball hitter (that
would mean you are batting .700), it’s
not so great if you are hoping to defeat
a deadly cancer and a matter of days
can mean the difference between life
and death.

This meant that one of the biggest problems with pancreatic cancer
wasn’t the treatment, but the detection. That’s when it hit me. I didn’t
need to find a cure for pancreatic cancer. I needed to find a better way to
find pancreatic cancer before it spread
to other parts of the body and while
it could still be treated. I thought of
something the doctors had said after
Uncle Ted passed: Maybe if we had
caught it earlier.
I decided that I had a new mission. I would find an early-detection
method for pancreatic cancer.
Unfortunately, there was something
else I had to do first—begin high school.
On my first day as a freshman at North
County high school, I was excited at the
prospect of forging a new reputation
with a new group of kids, but I was also
nervous about having a repeat performance of my middle school years.
The first day began with me slinking from class to class with my head
down. Almost everyone had gone to
school with one another for the past
eight years and already had friends, so
no one had any reason to talk to me.
All morning I had an ominous feeling
that my make-or-break moment would
come at lunch. I knew that where I sat
would have far-reaching implications
for the rest of my future at this school.
If I chose wisely, sitting at the right
table could help me make important
friendships for the rest of the year, or
even longer. I was also aware of the
dangers. The mistake of unknowingly
setting my tray down with the wrong
group of students could create the
kind of negative first impression that
would be hard to overcome.
When the fourth-period bell rang,
I walked into the cavernous lunch hall.
I was struck by the sheer size of the
room. It was so much bigger than the
lunch room in my old school. I had
become that cliché kid in the movie—
the one nervously clenching his lunch
tray in his hands as he looks around
the room of students, trying to find a
safe place to sit down and eat.
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I scanned all the different cliques in
a desperate search for a safe haven. To
the left were the jocks. I remembered
them from middle school. No way. To
the right were a group of teens wearing
designer clothing. They looked okay,
but way too hip for me. And besides,

scientific criteria, a set of rules to work
with. In my case, I needed to come up
with some ideas as to what the ideal
test would have to look like in order to
effectively diagnose pancreatic cancer.
I decided that in order to have
the kind of impact that could really

If I kept at it, I knew that somewhere within
those eight thousand proteins was the
answer I was searching for—a biomarker
that could potentially save countless lives.
there were no open seats next to them. I
knew this wasn’t good. In standing still,
staring, looking like a total weirdo for
way too long, I was also putting myself
at risk. It was important that I move
and move quickly.
I spotted a group of girls sitting
near the back of the cafeteria. They
were flipping through their books and
seemed cool. By their relaxed sense
of style and easy smiles, I could tell
I would like them. And there was an
open seat at their table. I walked over,
careful not to dump my tray, and came
out with my intro.
“Hi, can I sit here?” I asked.
“Sure,” a girl with a nice, welcoming face answered. “I’m Chloe.” Chloe.
My savior.
For the rest of the lunch period,
I sat in silence, eating quietly. If I
didn’t say anything at all, I figured, I
couldn’t say anything wrong. Besides,
I was savoring the moment. After all,
the ambiance of a high school cafeteria was a step up from my former
lunch table, the handicapped stall in
the boys’ bathroom.
The most important part of the
day behind me, I spent the next two
hours going through the motions until
the final bell rang.
When I wasn’t in school, I was
hard at work on my project. Now that
I had discovered a new goal—finding
an early-detection method for pancreatic cancer—I began setting up
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make a difference, the test would have
to be cheap, fast, and simple. My test
needed to be sensitive enough to catch
the cancer early, but also minimally
invasive so it wouldn’t bother patients
too much. To accomplish this, I knew
I’d need a solid plan of action. In science, the defining characteristic of all
knowledge, including theories, is the
ability to make falsifiable or testable
predictions—in other words, predictions that you can prove are either true
or false. The specificity of your predictions determines how useful your theory is. I needed to find some clues that
pancreatic cancer leaves in the body to
make its presence known. After a lot of
searching, I was able to find this great
article in a publicly accessible scientific
journal called the Public Library of
Science that listed a database of different proteins that are found in patients
suffering from pancreatic cancer.
Why are proteins so important?
That wasn’t an answer I needed to
research online to find. I had learned
all about proteins during biology class,
in between my torture sessions in middle school. Proteins do most of the
work in cells and are required for the
structure, function, and regulation of
the body’s tissues and organs. They are
everywhere. 20 percent of the human
body is made up of proteins, and they
play a crucial role in almost all biological processes.
I also learned that proteins are

large, complex molecules made up of
hundreds or thousands of smaller units
called amino acids, which are attached
to one another in long chains. There
are twenty different types of amino
acids that can be combined to make
a protein, and the order of the amino
acids determines each protein’s unique
three-dimensional structure as well as
its specific function.
All these proteins in our bodies
have very particular reasons and purposes, with each one telling a unique
story. Proteins are also good predictors
of disease and show up at the earliest
stages of every cancer long before the
patient feels any symptoms.
One little protein could be the key
to detecting pancreatic cancer early,
before it spread to other parts of the
body and while it was still treatable.
I needed to find one that appeared in
the earliest stages of pancreatic cancer.
I began to scour the database of
proteins. Here, I hit a wall. This wasn’t
a list of fifteen or twenty proteins that
I would have to test.
It was a list of eight thousand! Any
one of those unique proteins could be
the one! Each one would have to be
specifically studied and tested.
That could take a hundred years,
and I had already wasted fourteen
of them! I turned back to my computer and continued my research. As
I worked, I could feel the adrenaline
coursing through my veins. If I kept at
it, I knew that somewhere within those
eight thousand proteins was the answer
I was searching for—a biomarker that
could potentially save countless lives.
Maybe it could even have saved the life
of my uncle.
I had no idea if I would succeed.
But one thing was certain: my
work had just begun.
*Excerpt from Chapter 4, “The
Knowledge Cure,” from Breakthrough:
How One Teen Inventor Is Changing the
World, by J. Andraka. Reprinted courtesy of HarperCollins.

Aligning
Assessment,
Identification,
and Gifted
Education
Program Services
By Todd Kettler, Ph.D., and Kelly C. Margot
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I

t is common to find gifted
education beginning with the
assignment of some students
to the category of gifted while other
students are intentionally not assigned
to the gifted category. This type of
categorization has historically arisen
from a needs-based justification (Dai
& Chen, 2014; Grant, 2002) for gifted
education. In other words, gifted students need specialized educational
services while others not assigned to
the gifted category do not need such

gifted education in school settings
(Matthews & Foster, 2005). We have
heard numerous high school teachers
lament that gifted education is a mysterious and elite enterprise, as some students
categorized as gifted do not perform at
advanced levels, and other students who
are not categorized as gifted do perform
at high levels, even though they do not
have access to participate in the gifted
education program. In order to reduce
the impact of the false positive problem and the equitable access problem,

Gifted and talented students in Texas are expected to
demonstrate skills in self-directed learning, thinking,
research, and communication as evidenced
by the development of innovative products and
performances reflecting individuality and creativity.
services. Specifically, gifted education services focus on advanced or
modified curriculum and instruction
(Borland, 1989). Cross and Coleman
(2005) described two problems associated with this approach to categorical
identification. The first problem is that
some students assigned to the gifted
category do not display their advanced
abilities beyond the sequence of identification testing. Moreover, students
not assigned to the gifted category,
yet in the same classrooms, may be
performing at levels greater than the
gifted students. We might call this
first scenario the false positive problem. The second problem described by
Cross and Coleman is that students
assigned to the gifted category gain
access to special programs regardless of
performance in school whereas higher
performing students not assigned to
the gifted category are denied access
to those special programs. Thus, the
message is sent that high performance
does not earn students entry into the
most advanced curriculum. We might
call this the equitable access problem.
The false positive problem and the
equitable access problem may result in
negative or ambivalent attitudes toward
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schools are encouraged to think critically
about assessment practices and improve
alignment of identification of gifted and
talented students with specific programs
and services provided through gifted
education.
Assessments are used to locate
or identify those students who are in
need of gifted education programs.
Moreover, these assessments are used
to predict whether or not a student
will be successful in a particular gifted
program. Therefore, the assessments
used in a particular school should
be aligned with the goals of that
specific program and those talent
domains (Johnsen, 2011). According
to the National Association for Gifted
Children (NAGC, 2010) assessment
standard, evidence-based practices
include using multiple assessments to
measure diverse abilities, talents, and
strengths. These assessments should be
based on current research and theories
and be nonbiased and equitable.
How might schools align the identification process to the goals of gifted
education in Texas? First, schools ought
to spend time deeply understanding the
definition of giftedness and the goal of
gifted education when thinking about

identifying those who will participate.
In Texas, gifted students are those who
perform at or show potential for performing at remarkably high levels of
accomplishment when compared to
others of the same age, experience, or
environment, and who: (a) exhibit high
performance capability in an intellectual, creative, or artistic area; (b) possess an unusual capacity for leadership;
or (c) excel in a specific academic field
(Texas Education Agency, 2009). In
other words, giftedness is demonstrated
through performance. In the absence of
performance at a remarkably high level,
students may be identified to participate
based on demonstration of potential for
performance at a remarkably high level.
The goal of gifted and talented
education in Texas has been clearly
established (Texas Education Agency,
2009). Gifted and talented students
in Texas are expected to demonstrate
skills in self-directed learning, thinking, research, and communication
as evidenced by the development of
innovative products and performances
reflecting individuality and creativity.
These products and performances are
characterized as advanced in relation
to products and performances of other
students of similar age, experience, or
environment. By the end of high school,
students who have participated in gifted
education services are expected to have
produced products and performances
of professional quality as part of their
participation in the program (Texas
Education Agency, 2009). Again, like
the definition of giftedness, the goal of
gifted education is performance-based.
Students are expected to demonstrate
their advanced-level performances in
one or more domains (mathematics,
science, language arts, social studies,
leadership, or creativity).

RECOMMENDATIONS TO
IMPROVE ALIGNMENT
OF IDENTIFICATION
AND SERVICES
In addition to critically examin-

ing the definition of gifted and talented students and the goal of gifted
education, we offer the following recommendations to improve assessment
practices related to gifted education and
to align identification of giftedness with
program services designed to develop
exceptional levels of performance.
1. Recognize the difference between
assessing for performance at a
remarkably high level and the
potential for performance at a
remarkably high level, and develop
systems to do both.
Texas policy effectively creates
two ways to qualify students for
gifted education—those performing
at a remarkably high level and those
who show potential to perform at a
remarkably high level. Because of
this distinction, schools might want
to implement assessments for both
purposes—actual performance and
potential performance. In many cases,
schools may only implement assessments to identify performance at a
remarkably high level. For instance,
students who perform in the top 5%
on standardized achievement tests may
be deemed performing at a remarkably
high level. Students who receive the
highest scores on authentic assessments may be deemed performing at
a remarkably high level. Schools often
consider cognitive measures of intelligence in the top 5% as remarkably
high performances.
However, understanding of and
assessment of potential to perform
at a remarkably high level are often
not well-developed. How might
the assessment protocol distinguish
between those with moderately high
performance who have potential for
higher levels of performance and those
who do not? What are the factors that
could be indicators of potential in the
absence of actual performance? One
way to understand the factors associated with potential performance
is to consider those factors that are
generally associated with remark-

ably high levels of performance.
Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, and
Worrell (2011) make a good case that
gifted levels of performance involve
an interaction of ability, opportunity,
commitment, and practice. Renzulli
(1978, 1986, 2005) has long argued
that gifted levels of performance
involve the right combination of
above-average abilities, task commitment, and creativity. Perhaps a model
for assessing for potential looks for
some of these elements to be present
with the hopes that other elements can
be developed. For instance, students
with above-average abilities and relatively high levels of performance who
have had few opportunities to develop
their skills might be deemed to have
potential for remarkably high levels of
performance given the opportunities.
2. Deconstruct the goals of the
gifted education program and seek
to identify those students capable of
reaching those goals.
Students in the gifted education
program are expected to demonstrate
their advanced skills through the
development of advanced-level products and/or performances that reflect
both individuality and creativity.
Texas gifted education policy requires
services and opportunities in the four
core curriculum
areas:
mathematics,
language arts,
sci-

ence, and social studies. Using backward design thinking, how might we
predict which students by the end
of high school are most likely to be
remarkably high performers in one or
more of the four domains of the core
curriculum? In other words, another
way of thinking about identification of
giftedness is to seek to predict which
students will be most likely to meet
the performance goals of the gifted
programs in mathematics, language
arts, science, and social studies. The
predictive performance approach
is an alternative to the needs-based
approach.
This outcome-oriented approach
requires the school to define what
remarkably high levels of performance looks like in each discipline by
the end of high school. For instance, a
school might define remarkably high
level of performance in science as
advancing to the state level or beyond
in science fair or scoring a four or
higher on two or more of the science
Advanced Placement (AP) exams.
Advanced level of performance in
mathematics may be earning a score
of four or higher on either an AP
Calculus exam or an AP Statistics
exam. It could also be earning mathematics credits beyond calculus or
winning awards in mathematics competitions. Defining these outcomes
is a local decision, and once they
are defined, the gifted and talented
identification system seeks to identify those on track to achieve at these
levels. In this identification approach,
the pool of students identified for
the gifted program early on would
be large, but over time the group
would be narrowed to include only
those reasonably on track to meet the
performance goals. This approach to
identification and alignment of services distinctly avoids the pitfalls of
the problem of false positives and
the problem of equitable access.
3. See identification as the
beginning of assessment in the
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gifted education program, not the
end of assessment.
Whether or not to reassess for
identification to participate in the
gifted education program is a contentious issue. Most schools do not
define a system for ongoing assessment for participation. When assessment for identification involves
categorization (gifted—not gifted),
the pressure to correctly categorize
is tremendous when the categories
last forever. Moreover, the absence
of ongoing assessment protocols is a
significant contributor to the problem of false positives. The reasons
for avoiding ongoing assessment for
participation are many, and they generally include a reluctance to change a
student’s category from gifted to not
gifted. To avoid that pitfall, it may
be more helpful to think of assessment and categorization associated
with the performance (or potential for performance) rather than
the person (Renzulli, 1978). Most
school systems routinely assess and
categorize performances over time.
Even special education assessment
systems mandate regularly scheduled
reassessment to determine if services
need to continue. If identification for
participation in the gifted education
program is associated with being on
track to achieve the defined performance expectations (recommendation 2), reassessment protocols are
based on benchmarks of advanced
performance. It is through this systematic, ongoing assessment that the
large group of early participants is
narrowed over time to include those
actively seeking to achieve and on
target for achieving advanced performance outcomes defined by the
school system.
4. Understand giftedness as a developmental process and in turn think
about identification differently
across the K–12 continuum.
Most contemporary thinking
about giftedness is developmental
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(Horowitz, Subotnik, & Matthews,
2009; Subotnik et al., 2011). Most
schools practice assessment for identification in a way that honors this
implicit assumption, and Texas gifted
education policy requires making
assessment for identification available at least once per year across all
grade levels. Some students who did
not demonstrate gifted levels of performance in the early grades will
begin to demonstrate gifted levels of
performance in the later grades. Some
may not demonstrate gifted levels of
performance until high school or even
beyond high school.
The reasons why some manifest
advanced performances early and
others are late bloomers are complex.
Gottfried, Gottfried, and Guerin
(2009) presented substantial evidence
that the earlier a student is assigned to
either category—gifted or not gifted—
the higher the likelihood that the category will change over time. Failure to
acknowledge the developmental and
fluid nature of gifted levels of performance leads to greater incidences of
the problems of false positives and
equitable access. When schools apply
what we know about development
and gifted performance, they create
assessment for identification systems
that look differently in early childhood
than they look middle childhood or
adolescence. We recommend that in
the early grades, identification for participation focus largely on potential
while also identifying a few students
performing at remarkably high levels.
As students progress through school,
actual performance begins to be more
important than potential for performance (Coleman & Cross, 2001).
An assessment for identification
system should include different protocols and criteria at middle school and
at high school than in elementary. The
assessment should focus increasingly
on discipline-specific authentic performances. For instance, assessment
for participation in the high school
mathematics gifted program may

consider the student’s current level of
mathematics and classroom performance. Taking pre-calculus in ninth
grade with a history of high classroom
performance is valid evidence of a
remarkably high level of performance
in the discipline. Participation in the
high school mathematics competitions
club ought to be evidence of motivation and commitment to high levels
of performance in mathematics. These
more authentic measures of performance combined with above-average
ability in mathematics (measured by a
standardized cognitive abilities measure) are predictive of the student’s
potential to meet the performance
goal of the program. Simply utilizing
standardized test scores minimizes
actual performance and is less predictive of gifted levels of achievement at
the adolescent stage of development in
high school.
5. Quit thinking of giftedness as
dichotomous. Rather, think of giftedness as a complex phenomenon
of potential transforming into performance based on ability, opportunity, and psychosocial factors
including motivation, commitment,
practice, and sustained attention.
One way to reduce or minimize
the problems of false positives and
equitable access is to eliminate the
near-permanent, dichotomous categorization of students. Gifted level of
performance in any field—language,
science, or fine arts—is a complex phenomenon. Tremendous opportunity
and high levels of motivation can make
up for moderately high levels of ability. Low resiliency and negative perfectionism can moderate exceptional
levels of intellectual potential (Dweck,
2007; Gagné, 2005). Understanding
the complexity of advanced levels of
performance in a domain should lead
to more informative assessment systems aligned with program goals and
services. Too often assessment protocols only measure ability (general or
domain-specific) and standardized

achievement. However, opportunity,
motivation, commitment, practice,
and sustained attention to work in a
domain are important variables that
go unmeasured. Expanding the assessment to include these factors may lead
to more diagnostic models of why students are not currently performing at
remarkably high levels in a domain.
Assessing these factors can also aid in
the recognition and identification of
potential for remarkably high levels of
performance.
6. Assess student performance in
increasingly discipline specific
ways across the K–12 continuum,
and clearly articulate advanced
performance benchmarks in each
discipline to measure student
performance.
In early elementary grades, identification for participation in the
gifted education program is primarily based on the potential for subsequent advanced performances. When
schools recognize early potential,
it is most often broad and general.
However, as students progress through
school, manifestation of advanced performances becomes more discipline
specific. Moreover, the programs and
services associated with gifted education become increasingly discipline
specific over time. For instance, many
schools offer gifted mathematics programs beginning in middle school.
Determining which students ought
to participate in the gifted mathematics program should not be based on
verbal abilities or composite scores on
cognitive measures. Similarly, eligibility to participate in a gifted language
arts or humanities program in middle
school should not be based on quantitative abilities or composites scores.
Discipline-specific assessments are the
most appropriate way to align identification of gifted students with gifted
curriculum and instruction.
Suppose the gifted mathematics
program in middle school includes
one year of Pre-algebra, followed by

Algebra I and Geometry. The curriculum is not only accelerated 2 full
years, but it is also differentiated with
depth and complexity involving complex problem solving, inquiry learning, and application of mathematical
models to solve authentic problems.
Using a composite cognitive measure obtained in the primary grades
is at best a crude predictor of which
students are qualified for this gifted
mathematics program. Ideally, schools
should develop mathematics benchmarks to be achieved by the end of
elementary school aligned with a
2-year acceleration program in middle school. Students whose actual
performance on those discipline-specific benchmarks—combined with
the desire and motivation to tackle
advanced mathematics—may be
qualified to participate. Students who
do not demonstrate performance on
all of the mathematics benchmarks at
the end of elementary grades but do
demonstrate high levels of motivation
and task commitment may be qualified as having potential for advanced
levels of performance.
Gifted education policy in Texas
(Texas Education Agency, 2009)
requires written board-approved policies to be disseminated to parents.
Policies for assessment and identification should be transparent and explicit.
In addition, performance benchmarks
for identification and participation
should be increasingly domain specific
allowing for students to show advanced
products in multiple domains. This
discipline-specific assessment coupled with full transparency not only
allows students to develop talents at
all stages of development, but is also
invites students to develop talent.
The measures used must be relevant
to that program domain’s content.
A writing sample should be used for
program with an emphasis in writing
(VanTassel-Baska, 2005). Complex
mathematical problem solving may be
used for a program with an emphasis
in mathematics. Developing research

plans for scientific inquiry could be
a way to identify advanced science
performance. These domain-specific
measures can be assessments already
administered in a school if the curriculum and assessment includes authentic performances with high ceilings
to distinguish exceptional from good
performances. Not all students who
qualified for the gifted program in
the primary years will qualify for the
discipline-specific programs at the
secondary level. Furthermore, some
students who have not previously qualified for participation will qualify for
gifted education as the performance
expectations become more discipline
specific. To fail to acknowledge this is
to complacently accept the problems
of false positives and equitable access.
7. Take a balanced approach to
assessment to include multiple
forms of qualitative and quantitative data weighted equally.
The goal of student assessment for
identification in gifted education is to
identify instruments and protocols
that provide students an opportunity
to demonstrate their diverse talents
and abilities (Texas Education Agency,
2009). The instruments and protocols should yield both qualitative and
quantitative data. Additionally, these
instruments and protocols should
be recognized as valid and reliable
assessments for the purpose of distinguishing advanced performances or
potential for advanced performances.
Qualitative assessments provide
flexibility for both the examiner and
examinee. They also more closely simulate real performances beyond the
testing environment. Quantitative
assessments may have lower levels of
measurement error as they are more
structured and controlled; however,
they are not without measurement
error. Portfolios, interviews, and performance assessments (such as the
Texas Performance Standards Projects)
are examples of qualitative assessments. If each source of data has sim-
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ilar reliability and validity, then each
source should be considered equally in
the decision-making process (Johnsen,
2011). No one source of data should
carry more weight than another.
Too often schools rely primarily
on quantitative cognitive ability measures. Specific cut scores are not recommended as best practices (Johnsen,
2011), yet it seems they are still used
in many places. A single score on a
standardized test should be interpreted
with the standard error of measurement (SEM) to yield a range of scores
within a 90–95% confidence interval
(CI). In other words, with a SEM of
+3, a cognitive ability score of 127
should be interpreted as a single observation representing a true score that
falls between 124–130 [90% CI] or
121–133 [95% CI]. Thus, how should
a school use an observed score of 127
with a systematic cut score of 125 or
130? The point is that even well-designed standardized assessments are
not so precise that cut scores are valid
for decision making. Best practices in
assessment expect schools to interpret
that single score with its SEM as a
piece of the puzzle, not the primary
decision point. This is why Texas
gifted education policy requires multiple assessments (minimum of three)
before making placement decisions in
gifted education.
8. To improve assessment and identification of gifted students, better
articulate gifted education programs and services.
Although it may be a general
gifted program in early elementary,
the program should become increasingly discipline specific over time. The
abilities that are being assessed ought
to match the abilities needed to be successful in the curriculum of the program. Think of identifying students
participating in the gifted math program, the gifted science and technology program, and the gifted language
and humanities program. The better
the program services are defined,
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the more closely the assessment for
identification can be aligned. When
the gifted language arts program or
the gifted science program is vaguely
articulated, it becomes very difficult to
design an assessment system to align
with specific program components.
To increase alignment of assessment and program, clearly define the
program. The following questions may

The better the
program services
are defined, the
more closely the
assessment for
identification can
be aligned.
be used to better define and describe
services: (a) In what ways is this curriculum accelerated? (b) In what ways
is this curriculum modified to provide greater depth and complexity?
(c) What are the expected outcomes
demarking remarkably high levels of
accomplishment in this curriculum?
(d) What are grade-level benchmarks
of remarkably high levels of accomplishment in this curriculum? (e)
What discipline-specific competencies
are baseline expectations for participation in this advanced curriculum?
As schools answer those questions
for each aspect of the gifted program
(e.g., gifted mathematics, gifted
humanities, gifted science, gifted fine
arts), clear descriptions of the curriculum and expectations should be
developed and published. Texas gifted
education policy expects program
descriptions to be clearly articulated
and shared with parents and community. Knowing exactly what the
program entails in elementary school,
middle school, and high school gives
the school an opportunity to design
an assessment plan to identify those
students who are well matched to

the curriculum. Failure to do so creates conditions for the problems of
false positives and equitable access to
persist.
9. Commit to reducing bias and
helping students gain equitable
access in assessment and identification, but realize there is no panacea
or ultimate test that will distribute
gifted performance equally across
all backgrounds and contexts.
In order to reduce bias and identify economically disadvantaged and
culturally diverse gifted students,
schools ought to closely examine the
assessments they use. Test administrators and committee decision makers
need to understand the purpose of
each specific test and the strengths
and limitations of the test (Joint
Committee on Testing Practices,
2004). If a nonverbal ability measure is
to be used, then the program ought to
be designed in conjunction with that
assessment. It would not be fair and
likely not have a positive outcome if
English language learners (ELL) were
identified with this type of assessment and then placed in a traditional
advanced academic program without
linguistic support. Nonverbal assessments certainly have many merits and
can be used as one type of data in the
decision-making process. However,
schools need to recognize that using
nonverbal assessments as a single data
point for program placement not only
undermines the purpose of multiple
and varied data collection, but also
fails to align with most program
services.
It is also important to use multiple
sources of information for identification. Teachers need to be trained in
order to recognize gifted abilities and
potential in their diverse student population (Ryser & Rambo-Hernandez,
2011). In addition, use of alternative
assessments such as observation profiles of children during an extension
activity in the classroom or student
work portfolios can increase inclu-

sion of underrepresented populations
(Briggs, Reis, & Sullivan, 2008).
Perhaps it is not possible to eliminate all bias in assessment of potential
giftedness. However, it is possible to be
open and honest about the possibility
and the influence of bias in assessment.
Select assessments and develop protocols with the intent of minimizing bias.
Use multiple types of assessment to
create profiles of students who may be
well-matched to the programs and services of gifted education based on either
performance or potential performance
at remarkably high levels. Commit to
providing equitable opportunities for
all students through a balanced and
comprehensive assessment system.
10. Seek more to develop gifted students rather than simply to identify
gifted students through assessment.
Some gifted programs spend
most of their time and resources on
identification of students for their
programs, yet many of the identified
students never accomplish the goals
of the gifted program. In other words,
identification is not perfect no matter
how hard schools try. Schools should
consider seeking ways to begin with
broad nets to bring in lots of performers and potential performers. Then
use ongoing assessments to identify
those students on target for meeting
the articulated goals of the program.
Assessments should also be used to
diagnose strengths and weaknesses, so
that it takes on characteristics of formative assessment in pursuit of helping students attain the gifted program
goals. Assessment should be used in
a way that develops giftedness in our
students. We believe that using assessment to develop giftedness is a more
educationally noble practice than simply using assessment to identify giftedness. Moreover, taking this perspective
ought to reduce or even eliminate the
problems of false positives and equitable access.

CONCLUSION
There is no doubt that giftedness
is multidimensional and each child
has a distinct profile of strengths and
relative weaknesses making giftedness
elusive in its manifestation (VanTasselBaska, 2005). By understanding this
elusiveness, school districts can focus
less on finding this elusive and intangible talent and more on developing
it into advanced-level products and
performances in as many children as
possible. Establishing and sustaining
quality gifted education programs
and services should begin with critical examination of assessment and
identification. It should seek reduction or elimination of the problems
of false positives and equitable access.
Additionally, excellence in gifted
education includes aligning valid
identification for participation with
increasingly domain-specific opportunities leading to remarkably high
levels of performance as defined by
local school systems.
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SPOTLIGHT ON STUDENTS
BY LACY COMPTON

D

Girls and STEM, Part 2:

Using Real-World Challenges
to Build STEM Skills

o a Google search for the ways to conserve and efficiently use water what other large corporations were
phrases problem solving and at Samsung’s Austin-based plant—a doing to conserve water. Angelica
STEM, and millions of hits true-to-life problem, as one participant, and her team looked directly at Apple
immediately pop up. Problem-based Angelica1 explains, noting that the plant (which also has a large corporate cam(or project-based) learning has long had discovered it was wasting water in pus in Austin) and its conservation
been considered a facet of challenging some of its processes. The teams of girls efforts before developing solutions
instruction for gifted learners, with spent 6 weeks last fall working on their that included taking the water used to
the U.S. Department of Education ideas, creating scale models of the plant wash utensils in the company kitchen
(Lettvin, n.d.) advocating for links to showcase their findings, and then pre- and recommending it be recycled to
to real-world problems as a key fac- senting their solutions to the Samsung water plants. “Looking for new ways
tor in motivating interest in STEM engineering team.
to conserve water was challenging,”
fields, particularly for young girls and
During the course of the project, Angelica added, but she was “was
students from underrepresented popu- the girls were given the chance to work inspired by wanting to solve a problations. Additionally, in their study of directly with mentors from Samsung, lem that would help the environment
successful STEM programs for girls, but largely took on many of the
if we solved it. Also knowing that a
Mosatche, Matloff-Nieves, Kekelis, responsibilities of the project, includbig company like Samsung needed our
and Lawner (2013) discovered that ing, as Angelica told me, researching
help inspired me to work hard.”
girls tended to prefer projects that
The project was definitely one
allowed them to work collaboratively 1 The girls’ last names have been omitted in following
with Girl Scout policy.
that required the girls to think in new
with one another, in addition to
needed exposure to strong role models
in an “engaging and relevant curriculum” (p. 23).
In the previous issue of TEMPO,
we spotlighted a group of Central
Texas Girl Scouts pursuing their passions for engineering through participation on an extracurricular robotics
team. When I first contacted the Girl
Scouts to learn about their STEM
pursuits, it was actually in response
to a fascinating project, one that combined a challenging, real-world problem with the chance for students to
collaborate in teams and work with
mentors.
The Samsung STEM Challenge
brought together teams of girls rangA group of fifth-grade girls, including those interviewed, who took part in the
ing from fourth graders to high school
Samsung Challenge.
seniors with engineers from the company with the mission of discovering
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ways, as team member Rebecca noted.
It wasn’t just about finding ways to
recycle anything from sweat to wastewater, but also to solve problems that
cropped up along the way—like the
many leaks they discovered. They also
had to deal with other minor problems, her teammate Kara told me,
such as getting the pieces of tubing
to function properly with their scale
model of the company’s plant.
All in all, the girls spent several
joint and individual sessions over
the course of the 6-week timeframe
working on their solutions and models, having to both learn to work
collaboratively and stick with their
commitment to finding a solution. In
the end, Angelica felt that the project
challenged her to follow through on a
hard project and “think very deeply.”
All of the girls I interviewed were
adamant that other kids be given similar chances to solve real-world environmental problems like the Samsung
Challenge. Kara suggested that young
people “might know something an
adult doesn’t because we are living in a
new generation and technology is getting better.” And Angelica provided
sage wisdom for kids and adults alike
taking on such challenges: “Don’t give
up when it gets hard—you may be
close to the solution.”

The team of Olivia, Milne, Harper, and Rebecca with their Samsung mentor,
Charles Russell, Jr.

REFERENCES
Lettvin, E. (n.d.). Engagement, creativity
and inspiration found in new afterschool STEM programs. Retrieved
from http://www.ed.gov/edblogs/
oii/2015/04/stem-progra ms-att he- depa r t ment- of- educ at ionsupporting-teachers-and-students-2/
Mosatche, H. S., Matloff-Nieves, S., Kekelis, L., & Lawner, E. K. (2013, April).
Effective STEM programs for adolescent girls: Three approaches and lessons
learned. Afterschool Matters, 18–25.
Retrieved from http://www.niost.org/
pdf/afterschoolmatters/asm_2013_17_
spring/ASM_2013_spring_6.pdf

One of the teams presents its design solutions to the Samsung engineers.

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

ducation is all that remains when we have forgotten all that we have been taught.” This quote from
George Savile is certainly thought provoking. But
what does it mean? What are the implications for teaching,
learning, and assessing for the 21st century?
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21 Century
st

Many from my generation have
been a product of this very quote.
We sat passively as students while
our well-intended teachers filled our
heads with facts and topics—most
of which have been forgotten, as the
quote above suggests. Many of us,
being a product of the same kind of
“knowledge transmission” model while
we earned our education degrees and
certificates, continued to teach as we
had been taught. One might even
argue that many educators still teach
to what we will “forget.” This is not
entirely intentional. We happen to
live and teach at a time when highstakes testing based mainly on facts
and recall has become the focal point.
Because educator pay has been tied to
how well our students do on “the test,”
is it any wonder that many educators
are continuing to use the “knowledge
transmission” model? This model
might serve one well if one happens
to remember what has been forgotten
and competes in a quiz show on television! Unfortunately, this model is of
little use today based on much of the
current research. Tony Wagner (2008)
reminded us:
In the 21st century, mastery of the
basic skills of reading, writing, and
math is no longer enough. Almost
any job that pays more than minimum wage—both blue and white
collar—now calls for employees

Teaching, Learning,
and Assessing for the

Chris Overhoff

who know how to solve a range of
intellectual and technical problems.
Work, learning, and citizenship in
the 21st century demand that we all
know how to think, reason, analyze,
weigh evidence, problem-solve, and
communicate effectively. These are
no longer skills that only the elites
in a society must master; they are
essential survival skills for us all.
(pp. xxii–xxiii)

lier by Wagner. This model is the concept-based curriculum and instruction
model.
Concept-based curriculum and
instruction is inquiry driven and
idea-centered. It goes beyond
the memorization of facts and
skills, and adds the critical third
dimension of concepts and deeper,
conceptual understandings. These
conceptual understandings transfer through time, across cultures,
and across situations, which supports the ability to see patterns
and connections between similar
ideas, events, or issues. (Erickson
& Lanning, 2014, p. 2)

This quote from Wagner speaks
directly to Savile’s thoughts from the
beginning of this article: “Education is
all that remains.” Therefore, as educators, we should be striving to develop
the skills that remain. This begs the
question for all educators at any level:
Do we spend more of our instruc- In other words, it would seem wise
tional and corresponding assessment to move away from objectives-based
time focused on what will be forgotten, curriculum design models to conor do we spend more of our instruc- cept-based curriculum design models.
tional and assessment time on what This has tremendous implications for
those in the world of education, from
will remain?
With so much content to cover, preschool through college. Learning
and the stress of teaching to the in a concept-based framework is for all
test, what should an educator do? students, not just those who happen
Fortunately there is a model to follow to have a good memory or are good
that moves away from more tradi- at regurgitating the facts. Teaching
tional fact-driven curricula and their toward large transferable ideas (concorresponding assessments to a model cepts) actually engages a student’s
that has students using the facts and intellect. They are more likely to
mandated content at deeper cognitive retain the facts if they are used as a
levels and develops thinking students vehicle to arrive at deeper conceptual
who use many of the 21st-century understandings. “When students can
skills that remain, as mentioned ear- use the facts to support the concep-
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tual understandings, we can say they what is “understanding?” Anderson
have a deeper understanding of the and Krathwohl (2001) explained:
content of disciplines” (Erickson &
Students understand when they
Lanning, 2014, p. 35). Intentionally
build connections between the
teaching for conceptual understand“new” knowledge to be gained and
ings and drawing out these conceptheir prior knowledge. More spetual understandings from the students
cifically, the incoming knowledge
puts the thinking on the students. No
is integrated with existing schemas
longer can we assume and hope that
and cognitive frameworks. Since
students arrive at deeper thinking and
concepts are the building blocks
conceptual understanding on their
for these schemas and frameworks,
own. Imagine a classroom where all
conceptual knowledge provides a
students, not just gifted students, are
basis for understanding. (p. 70)
thinking at a deeper cognitive level
and making conceptual connections Using a concept-based curriculum
across disciplines—and hence deep- and instruction model that teaches for

Because concept-based models are
about teaching for understanding,one

yes!

might ask whether we can assess for
understanding. The answer is
ening their understanding of a concept. No longer would educators have
to move gifted students ahead to the
next grade level’s curriculum because
they are already engaged with concepts at a deeper cognitive level. All
students are gaining disciplinary
depth and strengthening their foundational disciplinary knowledge as
opposed to learning at a surface level.
Educators may think, “But I have so
much curriculum to cover. How can
I teach in a concept-based curriculum
framework?” The beauty of this framework is that “one cannot craft a strong
conceptual understanding without
linking it to (the required) supporting
content” (Erickson & Lanning, 2014,
p. 35). That is, the required content is
used as the vehicle to have students
arrive at the conceptual understandings. Hence, there would be much
less teaching facts in isolation and
out of context, and more teaching
and assessing for understanding. But
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understanding has significant implications for the way educators assess students. Many educators, and arguably
many parents, would probably agree
that our current assessment system is
broken. Traditional assessments based
solely on recall and how much one has
learned are no longer valid for the
idea-centered concept-based curriculum. Because concept-based models
are about teaching for understanding,
one might ask whether we can assess
for understanding. The answer is yes!
Of course understanding can be
assessed! Assessment for understanding uses factually specific
information to support conceptual understanding, as well as for
assessing the quality of thinking
brought to the task. Assessments
that call for the transfer of understanding through time, across
cultures, and across situations also
indicate depth of understanding. It

is clear that the call for evidence
of deeper understanding in education today requires changes in
traditional assessment practices.
(Erickson & Lanning, 2014, p. 11)
This begs another question. Do multiple-choice, fill-in-the-blank, or true/
false tests truly assess for understanding? Perhaps to some degree they do,
but where is the true and authentic
transfer? Educators must move the
students beyond simply regurgitating
the facts—the knowledge piece. We
live in an age where we can easily pull
up information on smart devices. It
is what educators have students do
with the information that is important. Engaging students in an authentic performance task that is relevant
and clearly constructed is one way to
measure for depth of understanding.
“Understanding is about transfer. We
are expected to take what we learned
in one lesson and be able to apply it
to other related but different situations.
Developing the ability to transfer one’s
learning . . . is essential” (Wiggins &
McTighe, 2005, p. 40).
Designing a clear and relevant
authentic performance task that allows
for transfer takes time. One must carefully consider the concepts that have
been developed during the course of a
unit of study and carefully craft a task
where students are demonstrating transfer of knowledge that truly measures
for depth of understanding. Equally
as important is carefully designing a
tool, perhaps a rubric, which measures
depth of understanding and allows
students to feel they can achieve success. For example, do students transfer
knowledge in familiar situations (perhaps with support), or are they showing transfer in unfamiliar situations?
Also to consider is the level of cognitive complexity. Are students working at the lower levels of stating and
describing, or are they beginning to
explain, analyze, and evaluate? Clearly
it takes time to develop a tool such as
Continued on page 42
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TAGT is a statewide professional membership association serving more than
3,000 educators, parents, and supporters of gifted youth across Texas.
Membership demographics vary from those with many years of experience to those who are new to the field of gifted education. The Gifted 101
column, written by current TAGT Board members, is designed to explore
broad topics that guide and shape gifted education in Texas and beyond.
TAGT is hopeful that this regular feature in TEMPO will effectively address
the needs of members at all experience levels. Email jjcolburn@txgifted.
org with ideas on topics to be addressed in future Gifted 101 columns.

Myths About

GIFTEDNESS

M

yths about giftedness are powerful forces
that can alter perceptions about gifted students. Such myths are difficult to discredit
and can have lasting effects on the identification
of gifted students and the provision of services.
Although these myths may be true in a particular
instance, they do not hold in every situation or for
every person.
In 1982, Gifted Child Quarterly devoted a special issue focusing on 15 common myths about giftedness. Twenty-seven years later, in 2009, the myths
were revisited. Researchers at that time agreed that
all of the myths from the 1982 compilation still
existed and, in fact, included four new ones! This
brief review will examine five myths that continue
to be significant for the field of gifted education.
Confronting these myths may help flesh out the
underlying issues that keep our most able students
from reaching their potential.

MYTH 1: ALL GIFTED STUDENTS
ARE EXACTLY THE SAME.
One of the most damaging myths to gifted

BY BRENDA K. DAVIS
education is the idea that all gifted students come
from one homogeneous group (Reis & Renzulli,
2009). Gifted students can be found in every socioeconomic level, race, and ethnicity. Even within the
gifted population, a wide range of diversity exists.
Some may have intellectual potential whereas others
are athletic, artistic, or musically inclined. Some
show high emotional intensity, and others may be
more introverted and sensitive. Researchers have
identified common elements of giftedness, such as
motivation, advanced interests and communication
skills, inventiveness, and advanced problem-solving ability, but caution that gifted students do not
exhibit all of the same characteristics and that ability levels can vary in a particular domain (Reis &
Renzulli, 2009). Gifted students manifest a wide
range of characteristics; thus, no standard of giftedness can be determined (Neihart, Reis, Robinson, &
Moon, 2002). Giftedness is not a fixed way of being,
but is developmental in nature; for some students
with potential it can be nurtured with encouragement, time, and effort (Reis & Renzulli, 2009).

	T ex as A ssoc iation

for the

G ifted & T a l en t e d

25

MYTH 2: GIFTED
STUDENTS DO NOT HAVE
UNIQUE SOCIAL AND
EMOTIONAL NEEDS.
Society often misperceives
high-ability students based upon stereotypes of self-assured, well-adjusted
students who perform at the highest
levels and who are highly capable
of dealing with social or emotional
concerns (Peterson, 2009). Gifted
children have vulnerabilities as well
advantages (Andronaco, Shute, &
McLachlan, 2014; Peterson, 2009).
Gifted children share common characteristics that affect the way they
experience the world and are often
characterized by their intensity and
intellectual, psychomotor, sensual,
emotional, and imaginational overexcitabilities (Bailey, 2011). These overexcitabilities can vary in strength, but
usually are more extreme in gifted
children than their less able peers
(Peterson, 2009). Overexcitabilities in
gifted children are frequently misunderstood. The highly imaginative student who daydreams in class is viewed
by the untrained eye as misbehaving
and off-task. These overexcitabilities
can lead to gifted students’ intense
reactions to daily life events, for which
children may need extra support and
reassurance.
In addition, uneven profiles of
intellectual, physical, and social and
emotional development can lead to
particular problems for gifted students.
A gifted child might not be socially
and emotionally developed compared
to his cognitive level. Asynchronous
development can add to the feeling
of isolation when a highly advanced
child tries to interact with his sameaged peers.
Each gifted child’s needs stem
from interaction between the child,
talents, relationships, and his environment (Cross, 2011). By bringing attention to this fact, we may help loosen
the hold this myth has on the lives of
gifted children.
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MYTH 3: FAIRNESS IS
TEACHING ALL STUDENTS
THE SAME WAY.
Our democratic society implies
equality and fairness for all, yet fair
doesn’t always mean equal. It is not
uncommon for some parents and
educators to view gifted education as
discriminatory and believe the only
way to achieve fairness is to instruct
all students in a class the same way
(Cooper, 2009). It is ironic that most
people recognize that not providing
needed services to a special education
student isn’t fair; however, providing
alternative teaching approaches or a
different curriculum for gifted students is viewed as a form of elitism.
All students deserve an education
that is appropriate to their level of
functioning. If we first recognize that
gifted children function at different
levels than their peers, teaching gifted
students like their peers isn’t fair.
Individual differences must be recognized and honored. High levels of
learning are not attained with mediocre or one-size-fits-all approaches, but
by considering and tailoring toward
individual needs and interests (Cooper,
2009). When individual needs are
recognized and adjusted for, students
have the best chance of reaching their
full potential. Gifted students require
challenge through different instructional methods, pacing, advanced curriculum, and time to work with other
gifted students in order to satisfy their
intense motivation to learn.

MYTH 4: GIFTED CHILDREN’S
NEEDS ARE ALL MET IN
THE GENERAL EDUCATION
CLASSROOM.
In the past few years, with budget
cuts and limited resources for gifted
education, gifted specialists, gifted
pull-out programs, and other services
have been replaced with the model that
gifted children’s needs can be met in a
regular education classroom through

differentiated instruction by a regular education teacher. Differentiation
targets learning tasks by content, process, and product to meet individual
student needs. Differentiation is a tool
that can be used for all children. This
shift in thinking is an encouraging
move toward incorporating gifted education into regular education (Dai &
Chen, 2014).
However, in today’s classrooms,
teachers spend valuable time preparing children to pass standardized
tests (Sisk, 2009). Teaching test-taking strategies and giving practice
tests leaves little time to individualize
work for students. Teaching a standard curriculum to the whole class is
attractively efficient, but not effective
in discerning the needs of gifted students (Assouline, Colangelo, Heo, &
Dockery, 2013). In reality, teachers
lack training in differentiating instruction or misunderstand how differentiation works (Hertberg-Davis, 2009).
Some believe that differentiation of
instruction takes too much time or
that gifted children need no special
intervention (Hertberg-Davis, 2009).
It is unrealistic to expect the regular
education teacher to provide for all
of the needs of the gifted child with
or without differentiated instruction
(Sisk, 2009). Professional development can help change teacher attitudes
toward differentiated instruction, but
it usually only emphasizes academic
needs and disregards emotional concerns (Sisk, 2009).
Differentiation of instruction
for gifted students should occur not
only in regular education classrooms,
but also within homogeneous group
settings (Hertberg-Davis, 2009).
Researchers suggest that gifted children need time with like-minded peers
(Cross, 2011). Researchers consistently
find gifted students encounter more
positive experiences in gifted classrooms or advanced classes (Fredricks,
Alfeld, & Eccles, 2010; Vogl &
Preckel, 2014). Researchers estimate
nearly 70% of gifted students spend

time in classrooms that are not adequate in supporting their educational
needs (Assouline et al., 2013). A regular education teacher needs preparation and training and cannot be the
lone provider of services for gifted
students.

MYTH 5: GIFTED
CHILDREN CAN MAKE
IT ON THEIR OWN.
The mere fact that gifted children
are intellectually advanced poses problems in an education system that views
the gifted as needing no intervention.
Gifted students may appear to not
have problems or face any challenges
because they usually perform above
grade level in school. Some are happy
and secure and may perform well in
many areas. Schoolwork is easy for
them because they have already mastered a concept before it is taught.
What others may not see is the
gifted child masking her abilities to
fit in with grade-aged peers, or the
twice-exceptional student whose giftedness is hidden by a learning disability. Gifted students’ multipotentiality
can lead them to have interests in several areas, such as academics, music,
and sports. Lack of time and pressure
to succeed in pursuits can overwhelm
a gifted student’s coping mechanisms
(Moon, 2009). Students may need
help with time management and
planning. In addition, many gifted
students’ interests vary greatly from
their peers. The lack of shared interests
can cause gifted students to experience
isolation in school. School becomes a
place to endure rather than flourish.
Gifted students can experience
underachievement from a lack of challenge in classroom activities (Fredricks
et al., 2010). These students lose interest and become behavior problems in
class or apathetic toward class instruction. Gifted students may appear to
“have it all together,” but without
challenging curriculum, supportive
environments, interested and trained

educators, and acceptance, gifted students will have limited opportunity to
fulfill their potential. Gifted education
advocates who recognize that gifted
students cannot survive on their own
are the key to helping these students.
Myths persist for a variety of reasons. Parents may believe some of the
myths of giftedness because they lessen
the responsibilities of raising a gifted
child (Moon, 2009). Educators may
lend support to these myths because
they believe that treating all students
the same is fair. Likewise, policymakers find the myths appealing because
they can ignore gifted students’ needs
and allocate funds to other sources
(Fredricks et al., 2010; Moon, 2009).
We cannot continue to disregard the
individual needs of gifted students.
We must challenge these myths to
help change the perceptions of education stakeholders.
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says

perspectives of individuals
involved in gifted education

kimberly a. hardin, corina r. kaul, brenda k. davis,
Yara n. farah, ph.d., and susan k. johnsen, ph.d.

T

he theme of this year’s conference,
Leading Conversations, reflects the
Texas Association for the Gifted and
Talented’s (TAGT) commitment to
highlight the various perspectives of diverse groups
of students, parents, counselors, and educators
involved in gifted education. As populations served
in U.S. schools represent an increasingly greater
diversity in cultures, languages, ethnicities and
races, abilities, and socioeconomic statuses (Aud,
Fox, & KewalRamani, 2010), education stakeholders are becoming more aware that educational settings must be sensitive and responsive to the needs
of diverse learners. TAGT joins with the National
Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) in their
commitment to nurture students’ affective and social
needs and develop their academic potential (NAGC,
2010). This literature review, therefore, focuses on
the perspectives of individuals involved in gifted
education: gifted students and their teachers, administrators, parents, counselors, and peers. Having a
better understanding of these differing perspectives
might help in interacting, building relationships,
and leading conversations to more effectively serve
our gifted populations.
To identify various perspectives, this review
included articles published since 2005 in Gifted
Child Today, Gifted Child Quarterly, Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, Journal of Advanced Academics
(formerly Journal of Secondary Gifted Education), and
Roeper Review. To be included, articles needed to
examine the perspectives of gifted students and individuals involved in their education and/or strategies

for meeting their diverse academic and affective needs
in classrooms, homes, and social settings. Using these
criteria, 26 articles were identified and summarized.
These articles included 19 empirical studies
including quantitative (n = 3), qualitative (n = 14),
and mixed methods (n = 2). Authors of three articles
reflected on their observations related to the affective or psychosocial aspects of gifted individuals or
populations. Other authors described a cross-age
mentoring program model framework, a model for
developing thinking and dialogue at home, strategies for developing psychosocial skills in students,
and lessons learned in working with counselors
serving high-ability students living in rural poverty.
Populations studied included elementary, middle,
high school, and university students as well as parents, teachers, principals, and counselors.

STUDENT AND SOCIETAL PERSPECTIVES
OF CHARACTERISTICS OF GIFTEDNESS
As we begin to lead conversations concerning and
in cooperation with gifted students, it’s important that we are sensitive to the idea that any factor that makes gifted students different from their
peers puts them at risk for being excluded in social
settings (Lee, Olszewski-Kubilius, & Thompson,
2012). Coleman and Cross (1988/2014) suggested
the labels of gifted and advanced often carry with
them stigmatizing generalizations and expectations
that might be experienced as a social handicap for
some students, especially adolescents. Students that
experience the social stigma that often accompa-
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nies giftedness develop many coping
mechanisms including the strategies
of “blending” and “passing for normal” to mask their differences (Cross,
Coleman, & Terhaar-Yonkers, 2014).
Gifted students may begin to monitor
and adjust the amount of information
they share with others in an attempt
to hide their unique abilities (Coleman
& Cross, 1988/2014). However, just as
the terms geek and nerd have evolved to

interviews with mothers and reported
that, despite good intentions, some
parents failed to develop their child’s
internal motivation because of reliance
on behavior modification strategies
designed to control performance rather
than to develop internalized academic
motivation. Jeffrey (2007) asserted
that parents who model thinking dispositions encourage their children to
develop metacognitive skills.

SCHOOL PERSPECTIVES

become more socially acceptable due
to a growing appreciation of intellect,
Cross (2005) suggested that gifted students also have benefited from greater
societal acceptance. Yet gifted students
who have socially prescribed perfectionism may be more prone to depression
and need more realistic expectations
(Christopher & Shewmaker, 2010).
Adolescence is a fragile period of life
where students develop a personal
vision, a sense of destiny, and personality; it is in this stage of life that
gifted individuals can learn to not let
their giftedness affect them negatively
(Grobman, 2006). Hutcheson and
Tieso (2014) found that the majority
of lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender,
and queer (LGBTQ) students viewed
the interaction between their giftedness and alternative lifestyles positively
because their giftedness made them
more motivated and able to seek and
create safe spaces to cope.

HOME PERSPECTIVES
The gifted child’s home environment has an immense impact on his
or her learning, development, and
well-being. Garn, Matthews, and
Jolly (2010) explored the home environments of gifted students through
30 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVI, N o . 2, 2015

School environments, including
the individuals comprising them,
were the focus of a number of studies included in our review (Coleman
& Cross, 1988/2014; Eddles-Hirsch,
Vialle, McCormick, & Rogers, 2012;
Eddles-Hirsch, Vialle, Rogers, &
McCormick, 2010; Vanderbrook,
2006). Schools are where the majority of students’ social interactions take
place. Gallagher (1958/2015) surveyed
elementary students about their closest
friends and found that highly gifted
students chose children with varied
intelligence levels to be their closest
friends. This mutual friendship was
evident as average and below-average intellectual ability children also
selected the highly intelligent as their
closest friends. For LGBTQ students,
positive social experiences were fostered through student-led support
organizations (Friedman-Nimz et al.,
2006). Although schools can provide
positive social interactions, educators needed to recognize that schools
might also be places where students
find themselves faced with stigmatizing perceptions from peers and
be prepared to meet these challenges
(Coleman & Cross, 1988/2014).
Students recognized the personal
development and intellectual and social
benefits resulting from their participation in advanced academic classes and
extracurricular activities (Peterson,
Canady, & Duncan, 2012). Gifted
teens enrolled in Advanced Placement
(AP) or International Baccalaureate

(IB) coursework reported that they
were able to maintain both positive
social affiliation and high academic
achievement by sacrificing their sleep
(Foust, Hertberg-Davis, & Callahan,
2008). Specialized programming
for advanced learners may also promote positive social interactions not
only among students but also among
teachers (Eddles-Hirsch et al., 2012;
VanTassel-Baska, Feng, Swanson,
Quek, & Chandler, 2009). In a study
of high school students involved in
IB programming, Conner (2009)
found that a cohort culture developed
between students and staff, which
reflected common attitudes, values,
beliefs, and practices around learning
and schoolwork. Vanderbrook (2006)
reinforced the significant positive or
negative impact that AP or IB teachers
and counselors can have on students.
Cross and Burney (2005) reported
the need for counselors working in
rural areas to build relationships with
low-income gifted students in order to
encourage them to select AP courses,
offer them support through community mentors, and guide them in
making college and career choices. To
support counselors and educators who
teach gifted students, principals need
to provide resources and emotional
support so that all teachers feel comfortable in differentiating their curriculum, instruction, and assessment
(Hertberg-Davis & Brighton, 2006).

STRATEGIES
So what strategies might be used
that assist gifted students in developing
their gifts and talents to their fullest
potential? First, teachers and parents of
gifted students need ongoing education
about the diverse academic, social, and
emotional needs of advanced learners
so that myths about giftedness are
addressed (Bain, Choate, & Bliss,
2006; Garn et al., 2010). Vanderbrook
(2006) and Cross and Burney (2005)
also argued for specialized training in
developing effective school counselors

for gifted students. Next, gifted students need to develop swagger with
humility, meaning that they show
self-assurance in their assets grown with
hard work and humility in recognizing
that achievement is often accompanied
with struggle (Cross, 2008). Third,
counselors and teachers in K–12 settings can assist students in cultivating
an internal motivation (Garn et al.,
2010) and use older gifted students to
mentor younger students in promoting
leadership (Manning, 2005). Hébert
et al. (2014) suggested eight different classroom activities for adolescent
psychosocial development. Fourth, at
the higher education level, mentoring
relationships can be formed between
faculty and students (Lunsford, 2011)
and a culture of achievement can be
developed through social organizations
that spur collegiate men to higher aspirations (Hébert, 2006). Fifth, parents
can establish a culture of thinking in
their home (Jeffrey, 2007). Finally,
it may be that partnership is the key.
Leading conversations that promote
ongoing education and develop collaboration between teachers, administrators, school counselors, parents, peers,
and mentors might be the most effective way to propel high-ability individuals to seek their greatest potential.
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Using a survey research method,

the researchers questioned 285 undergraduate students (including 81%
who planned to become educators)
to determine their attitudes and perceptions regarding gifted students’
social, emotional, and physical aspects
of development. Contrary to current
literature-based theories, most participants indicated that gifted individuals
were a fairly homogeneous (vs. a heterogeneous) group and were typically
developmentally advanced in multiple
areas. Although previous research on
sibling relationships is inconclusive,
the majority of participants indicated that gifted students and their
nongifted siblings often suffer from
unusual tension. Participants also
perceived that gifted students were
more likely to have social relationship
problems and suffer from emotional
difficulties than their peers. Although
gifted students’ emotional and social
struggles are reported qualitatively,
most empirical research does not support that gifted individuals have more
social-emotional problems then their
nongifted peers. Although 85% of participants perceived that early giftedness was an excellent or good predictor
of exceptional adult accomplishments,
the longitudinal and retrospective
research on eminence in adulthood
is more equivocal. Most participants
disagreed that intellectually gifted
individuals had the best inherent leadership potential, yet growing research
tends to favor the opposite position.
Interestingly, although 37% of the participants had been identified as gifted,
their responses to the questions were
generally consistent with the nongifted
participants. The researchers argued
that if the perceptions regarding
social-emotional issues are indicative
of the general public sentiments, then
intensive efforts to educate teachers
and parents are necessary to mitigate
the inaccurate stigma toward gifted
children. However, because the survey questionnaire only provided two
dichotomous answer choices and not
a continuum of responses, it is possible

that the degree of the participants’ perceptions may have been exaggerated.
Christopher, M. M., & Shewmaker,
J. (2010). The relationship of perfectionism to affective variables in
gifted and highly able children.
Gifted Child Today, 33(3), 20–30.
The purpose of this correlational
study investigated the relationship
between the perfectionism orientation
of gifted learners with the affective
variables of depression, anxiety, and
perfectionism. The authors separated
perfectionism orientation into two
subtypes: Self-Oriented Perfectionism
(SOP) and Socially Prescribed
Perfectionism (SPP). Self-Oriented
Perfectionism represented a healthy
view of setting strict standards for
oneself while being motivated to attain
high levels of achievement. Socially
Prescribed Perfectionism, on the other
hand, was characterized by a perceived
external expectation of perfectionism
from significant others in one’s life. The

study took place at a private university
in a rural Texas community during a
2-week summer enrichment camp for
gifted students. Participants included
240 children between 7 and 14 years
old who were either identified by local
school districts as gifted and talented
or tested by the camp program staff.
All participants were given three different measurements including the
Children’s Depression Inventory
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(CDI), Revised Children’s Manifest
Anxiety Scale (RCMAS), and the
Child and Adolescent Perfectionism
Scale (CAPS). These scales measure
variables such as depression, anxiety,
and perfectionism. Descriptive statistics indicated that almost half of the
participants rated themselves as exhibiting more characteristics of SOP while
almost 15% rated themselves with
characteristics toward SPP. From the
correlational analysis, results suggest
that SPP was positively correlated with
depression and SOP was negatively
correlated with anxiety. The authors
found a negative relationship between
SPP and anxiety. The study confirmed
previous research findings that perfectionistic tendencies may lead to
depression and that socially prescribed
orientation of perfectionism can lead
to unhealthy growth. The authors recommend parents and teachers help students keep realistic expectations while
challenging students in a supportive
learning environment. The results suggest that parents and schools communicate with students about expectations
for perfection. Parents and schools can
provide guidance about the potential
problems of placing too much pressure
on oneself. Students can harness perfectionistic tendencies and use them in
healthy ways to excel. The Teaching for
Intellectual and Emotional Learning
(TIEL) model encourages development
of cognitive and social-emotional connections. This model provides monitoring of social-emotional development
and encourages students to learn to love
challenges rather than becoming anxious. Through this program, students
learn how to distinguish the inner drive
to do well from the perceived pressure
from others to be perfect.
Coleman, L. J., & Cross, T. L. (2014).
Is being gifted a social handicap? Journal for the Education of
the Gifted, 37, 5–17. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0162353214521486
(Reprinted from Journal for the
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Education of the Gifted, 1988,
11[4], 41–56)
Researchers interviewed 15 high school
students, all 17 years old, participating
in Tennessee’s Governor’s School (GS)
for the Sciences with the purpose of
improving their understanding of the
experience of being gifted. Specifically,
the aim of the study was to explore
whether or not gifted students experienced being gifted as a social handicap.
Two interviews were conducted with
each participant at a three-and-a-halfweek interval, once at the beginning of
their time at GS, and later toward the
middle of their experience. Results of
the interviews found that their self-descriptions tended to be neutral and
ambiguous, not wanting to brag or
seem proud; however, the majority of
descriptions of gifted students by others
perceived gifted students as being different from their peers. When asked to
give advice to their “clone” attending a
local high school, the majority of students gave commonplace answers such
as, “be yourself” and “get involved,”
things that they did not feel they
themselves could do. The gifted and
talented students interviewed were
aware of cliques and stereotypes at
their local high schools but did not
feel that cliques had developed in their
time at GS. The participants suggested
that students attending GS were more
mature and committed to academics
than their peers and that if their local
high school were full of students like
those at GS that they would behave
differently (i.e., be more outgoing, feel
less excluded). The authors found that
87% of the gifted adolescents who were
interviewed experienced giftedness as
a social handicap and that the stigma
that accompanied giftedness often led
to students feeling like they had to hide
details about themselves through coping mechanisms or alterations to their
actions in social situations.
Conner, J. O. (2009). Student engagement in an independent research
project: The influence of cohort

culture. Journal of Advanced
Academics, 21, 8–38. doi.
org/10.1177/1932202X0902100102
Student engagement in the
International Baccalaureate (IB)
extended essay assignment was analyzed using a mixed-methods multisite longitudinal design. Specifically,
the researcher wanted to know: How
engaged are students as they work on
their extended essays? Do particular
school or program features, practices,
or policies help to explain students’
levels of engagement? The initial study
included eight IB campuses, including
all IB campuses from a region as well
as two campuses outside of the region
whose students had high success rates
on the extended essay assignment. The
IB coordinator on each campus was
interviewed twice during the academic
year and students were given an engagement survey each year to measure their
level of engagement in the extended
essay process. From these campuses,
the researcher chose two campuses
as the focus of a more in-depth case
study. Four students at each of the two
campuses participated in interviews
and conversations about the extended
essay throughout their high school
experience. Results from the full study
found that 41% of the 141 participating students showed disengagement
with the extended essay whereas 53%
experienced some form of engagement.
When school differences were taken
into account, researchers found that
although engagement levels fluctuated
over time, the relative school rankings stayed consistent. Other factors
considered by the researcher included
institutional and programmatic features as well as structure and support.
These factors appeared to have less of an
influence on student engagement than
what the author called “cohort culture.”
Cohort culture can be defined as the
attitudes, values, beliefs, and practices that develop around learning and
schoolwork, which includes student
leadership and teacher perceptions

of the cohort’s personality. The two
campuses where the author conducted
in-depth case studies demonstrated very
different cohort cultures. One campus
had a culture of commitment, where
students were engaged and supported
by peers and adults, as compared to
the other campus that demonstrated a
culture of complaint, which was characterized by negative attitudes toward
the extended essay process by students
and staff. Results from this study suggest that the cohort culture may have
a bigger impact on the engagement of
students than any of the institutional
factors analyzed.
Cross, T. L. (2005). Nerds and geeks:
Society’s evolving stereotypes of
our students with gifts and talents.
Gifted Child Today, 28(4), 26–65.
Stereotypes abound for gifted students including the two most common
terms: nerd and geek. In this article,
the author described how these terms
affected perceptions of gifted students. In the past, the term nerd often
referred to someone highly intelligent
who focused on academics and technology to the exclusion of anything
else and appeared weak and boring.
Geek was a term even more negative than nerd and carried a stigma.
No one wanted to be around a geek
because that person was believed to
be socially deficient. In the 1980s, the
typical stereotypes of gifted students
began to evolve with the creation of
television shows, books, and films
that characterized gifted individuals
as highly capable and as helpers. These
characters were seen as individuals
even though they still had stereotypical characteristics. Society began to
identify the gifted as people. Today,
children live in a high-tech world and
can use multiple technologies. Being
tech-savvy has become the norm; thus,
describing someone as a tech-geek is
just another way to call that person a
technology expert. The term nerd has
become an adjective that describes
someone as acting nerdy. The author

believed that from the evolution of
these two terms, an awareness is growing of the importance of intellect in
our society. The gifted now are more
likely to experience acceptance than
feeling like an outsider.
Cross, T. L. (2008). Swagger or humility or swagger and humility: A
new goal for educating students
with gifts and talents. Gifted Child
Today, 31(1), 25–26. doi:10.4219/
gct-2008-692
What does volleyball have to do with
swagger or gifted students? In the
article, the author used satire to point
out the dangers of egalitarian societies
where equality is forced upon the citizens and leaves no room for uniqueness
of the individual. The author compared a group of highly confident volleyball players to gifted students. The
team members’ talents had been nurtured and developed to the point that
the team displayed swagger—a kind
of bold way of being that emanates
confidence. The author proposed the
same for intellectually gifted students.
What if gifted students were expected
just like athletes to develop swagger?
The author contended that to do so,
students would have to learn about
their assets and limitations, to show
pride in working hard, and be able to
recognize these characteristics in others. Swagger with humility is having
self-assurance and recognizing that
struggling is a part of achievement.
Humility and swagger go together in
order to create high performance and
encourages us to rethink our idea of
talent development.
Cross, T. L., & Burney, V. H. (2005).
High ability, rural, and poor:
Lessons from Project Aspire and
implications for school counselors. Journal of Secondary Gifted
Education, 16, 148–156. doi.
org/10.4219/jsge-2005-483
The article described Project Aspire,
a federally funded program that
attempted to better the lives of rural

middle and high school highly abled
youth. The project had two facets that
included academics and counseling.
Students participated in Advanced
Placement (AP) coursework through
distance learning and tutoring to help
them in challenging courses. The purpose for the counseling component
aimed to enhance counselor knowledge
of the conditions that might help these
students succeed in college, deal with
stress, and provide career guidance.
In order to educate the counselors
about poverty in relation to working with gifted students, the authors
discussed the book, A Framework for
Understanding Poverty (Payne, 1998)
and Removing the Mask: Giftedness in
Poverty (Slocumb & Payne, 2000).
Discussions with the counselors added
to the understanding of problems that
high-ability students from rural poverty encounter. The counselors noted
that students viewed rigorous coursework as too difficult and did not see
the benefits of participating. Many
students had family responsibilities or
were involved in extracurricular activities. Parents were not supportive of the
extra time it took outside of school to
complete the coursework. Because the
schools were small, a few students could
highly influence the behavior of others,
which often led to negative perceptions
toward advanced work. High achievement was viewed as unacceptable to
the boys. Academically able students
were overly concerned with GPA averages and worried that taking advanced
classes might hurt their school ranking.
The counselors mentioned issues with
generational poverty, which included
teaching students about acceptable
language and behavior. Transportation
was another concern for disadvantaged
students. Parents tended not to encourage their students to go away to college
and saw little benefit to their participating in extraschool programs. The article
concluded with several implications for
counselors including the importance
of building relationships with students,
being sensitive to the emotional inten-
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sity from the gifted child, and providing community mentors to students.

complex issues with many dimensions
so multiple perspectives are needed.

order to avoid the social stigma that
often accompanied the label.

Cross, T. L., Coleman, L. J., &
Terhaar-Yonkers, M. (2014).
The social cognition of gifted
adolescents in schools: Managing the stigma of giftedness. Journal for the Education
of the Gifted, 37, 30–39. doi.
org/10.1177/0162353214521492

Eddles-Hirsch, K., Vialle, W., McCormick, J., & Rogers, K. (2012).
Insiders or outsiders: The role of
social context in the peer relations
of gifted students. Roeper Review,
34, 53–62. doi.org/10.1080/0278
3193.2012.627554

Eddles-Hirsch, K., Vialle, W., Rogers,
K. B., & McCormick, J. (2010).
“Just challenge those high-ability
learners and they’ll be all right!”
The impact of social context and
challenging instruction on the
affective development of high-ability students. Journal of Advanced
Academics, 22, 106–128. doi.
org/10.1177/1932202X1002200105

Researchers developed the Student
Attitude Questionnaire (SAQ) using
phenomenological interviews with
15 high school students participating
in the Tennessee Governor’s School
for the Sciences with the purpose of
developing a better understanding of
stigmas that accompany giftedness.
The SAQ is a collection of six social
scenarios in which students are asked
to pick their reaction from a list of five
possible responses. Student responses
include (a) telling the truth, (b) placating, (c) copping-out, (d) covering up,
and (e) lying. The authors suggested
that these responses create what they
called a Continuum of Visibility
demonstrating how willing a student
is to reveal his or her giftedness. The
SAQ was administered to 1,465 gifted
students over a 2-year period. Results
of the study found that students primarily chose to placate when situations
dealt with appropriate or acceptable
behavior. Students were most likely to
tell the truth when they were asked to
choose academic over social activities.
The authors suggested that students
varied in the degree to which they
would tell the truth depending upon
the circumstances within the situation
and that controlling the amount of
information peers had about them was
an attempt to engage in and maintain
normal social interactions. These findings supported the idea that a stigma,
or difference between a person’s “virtual social identity” and “actual social
identity,” existed for many gifted students, especially those at a secondary
level. The authors concluded by stating
that stigmas and social interactions are
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Using a phenomenological method,
researchers interviewed and observed
27 gifted elementary students to
examine the effects of social contexts
in schools that actively catered to
advanced intellectual needs. Students
participating in this study attended
three Australian schools—two of
which were single sex, and the third
was coeducational. Three themes
emerged from the results of the
in-depth interviews and classroom
and playground observations: peer
relations, challenging instruction,
and power. The focus of this article
was on the most potent of the themes,
peer relations. The authors found that
regardless of the type of school, all participants sought acceptance from their
peer groups. The majority of the participants found that it was easier to make
friends within their school’s gifted and
advanced programs. Although some
students reported missing time spent
with mixed-ability peers, researchers
found that time spent with like-ability peers seemed to impact positively
students’ attitudes toward school. Two
of the schools involved in the study
actively promoted diversity and acceptance of different groups of students
by incorporating character and social
lessons into their curriculum. Students
at these two schools reported a sense
of school community and a culture of
care where they felt free to be open
and honest about their giftedness. The
third campus, however, did little to
address social needs and even tended
to encourage independence. Students
from this school reported feeling like
they had to mask their giftedness in

In this qualitative study, 27 gifted elementary students in grades 4–6 were
interviewed about their perceptions
toward extension classes and experiences within the school environment.
The study took place in three different schools in Sydney, Australia. The
schools varied by school context and
gender. Nine students were selected
from a coeducational school, 9 from a
school with only boys, and 9 from an
all-girls school. From the interviews, the
themes of peer relations, challenging
instruction, and power emerged along
with subthemes of gender, change,
and competition. Two of the schools
emphasized social and emotional development through a schoolwide program
that taught social skills, strategies, and
acceptance of diversity. In contrast, the
all-boys school did not have a social
and emotional program in place; the
students perceived that individual
differences were not accepted and
that any social or emotional difficulty
had to be dealt with alone. The boys
in the single gender school believed
academic giftedness was somewhat of
a stigma; the boys spent most of their
day in a mixed-ability classroom and a
pull-out program once a week. These
boys in the single gender school held
the most negative beliefs about school,
compared with the students from the
other two schools, and placed a higher
value on the ability to play sports. In
the schools where daily academic challenge occurred, students noted motivation and a desire to learn increased.
The students thought teacher beliefs

were also an important part of their
success. Teachers who set high goals for
the students and allowed students to
move at their own pace were integral to
students’ positive perceptions. Students
reported that working with students of
like ability felt like working as a team
and increased academic growth. When
students spent time in mixed-ability classes, they reported being bored
and saw no benefit in the coursework.
Females from both schools participated
in more extracurricular activities and
experienced more stress. The girls had
more unfavorable reactions to high
expectations that others held of them.
Competition in the like-ability classes
was a concern for the girls as well as
when teachers would post grades for
all to see. Creating a positive social
context by addressing students’ social
and emotional needs promoted the students’ sense of belonging, acceptance of
diversity, and an overall more positive
social context in which to development
their talents.
Foust, R. C., Hertberg-Davis, H., &
Callahan, C. M. (2008). “Having
it all” at sleep’s expense: The forced
choice of participants in Advanced
Placement courses and International Baccalaureate programs.
Roeper Review, 30, 121–129.
doi:10.1080/02783190801955293
In this qualitative study, the researchers interviewed 84 high school students from four schools to examine
if students perceived that they had
to make a choice between academic
success and social acceptance. Results
from semi-structured interviews
with Advanced Placement (AP) and
International Baccalaureate (IB) students showed that students did not perceive a forced choice between affiliation
and academic achievement. Most students indicated that they chose to pursue both by going to bed late, getting
up early, and/or foregoing sleep. The
demanding schedule needed to balance
their social and academic opportunities
caused the students significant levels

of stress, yet sleep remained the only
sacrifice they seemed willing to make.
The researchers hypothesized the students had a “superstudent syndrome”
in which they felt pressure to succeed
academically without the support in
maintaining a balanced life. Potential
disadvantageous consequences of a lack
of sleep to a student’s health, academic
performance, and emotional well-being were explored. These findings led
researchers to suggest that high school
personnel might want to consider providing more support structures and
analyze if the IB and AP workload
could be reduced while still providing
meaningful learning. The researchers
suggested it might also be possible that
the college admissions process that
encourages difficult courses and multiple extracurricular activities actually
reinforces these unhealthy practices.
Friedman-Nimz, R., Altman, J.,
Cain, S., Korn, S., Karger, M.
J., Witsch, M. J., . . . Weiss, M.
(2006). Blending support and
social action: The power of a gaystraight alliance and PrideWorks
Conference. Journal of Secondary
Gifted Education, 17, 258–264.
Researchers collected a series of interviews from participants involved in a
New York high school Gay-Straight
Alliance (GSA) and a countywide conference developed to reduce prejudice
and promote tolerance. Individuals
interviewed included a teacher sponsor,
past and present GSA members, as well
as a school social worker. The purpose of
the article was to tell the story of a successful advocacy group, the process they
underwent to become a voice on their
campus, and the changes in that community that resulted from their efforts.
The GSA was begun with the purpose
of making schools safe, inclusive, and
respectful places for learning. Teacher
sponsors noted that bright, creative students are often at the core of instigating
groups that seek social justice, which
was true for this particular GSA. When
asked what made their GSA successful,

interviewees stressed the importance of
balancing the group’s focus on support
and social action as well as delegating
tasks so that every member had an
investment in the club. Members also
commented that involving individuals
and groups from the community for
resources is paramount to the success of
a group like GSA. Through the development of partnerships with other school
and community groups the PrideWorks
conference was begun. This conference
served as an opportunity for attendees
to network and advocate for groups that
are often labeled and marginalized in
the school setting. Conferences such as
PrideWorks and campus groups like the
GSA offer outlets that combine education, support, and advocacy through
leadership opportunities and over time
can lead to changes in a community’s
value systems leading to fewer labels and
prejudices.
Gallagher, J. J. (2015). Peer acceptance
of highly gifted children in elementary school. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 38, 51–57.
doi:10.1177/0162353214565549
(Reprinted from The Elementary
School Journal, 1958, 58, 465–470)
This study investigated the social
acceptance of gifted elementary school
children. Participants included 54
gifted children who all scored 150 or
above on the Stanford-Binet intelligence test. The children were asked
to complete a sociometric survey that
included the names of the five friends
in the classroom they identified as
their best friends. Three classrooms
were chosen randomly in grades 2–5,
and participants were given a group
intelligence test to determine the difference in cognitive abilities. These
scores were then compared to the
sociometric surveys. Results indicated
that intelligence did not seem to be a
factor in choosing friends; the gifted
child was chosen by children with
varying intelligence scores. The gifted
child did not choose other intelligent
children more often than children
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with average or low-average ability.
Using other research studies along
with this one, the author suggested
that the distance from a child’s home
may be more of a determining factor
in choosing friends—the closer the
children lived to one another, the more
likely they were to choose one another.
The author noted the limitations of
the study and questioned whether the
same results would be found in middle and high school contexts due to
broadening aspirations and interests.
Garn, A. C., Matthews, M. S., & Jolly,
J. A. (2010). Parental influences
on the academic motivation of
gifted students: A self-determination theory perspective. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 54, 263–272.
doi:10.1177/0016986210377657
Researchers interviewed 30 mothers
to investigate parental attitudes and
approaches related to motivating
their gifted children academically.
Specifically, the interviewer asked
participants, “What approaches would
you use to motivate your gifted child if
you observed a lack of motivation on
a particular subject or on a particular
assignment?” and “What types of help,
if any, do you give your child with
homework?” Three themes surfaced
from an analysis of the data: (a) parents as experts, (b) scaffolding, and (c)
behavior modification. Although 80%
of the mothers perceived themselves
as authorities in understanding the
unique characteristics of their gifted
child, 60% reported that the process
was demanding and did not always
result as successfully as intended. Half
of the mothers indicated that classroom practices, such as inappropriate
challenges and busy-work, hindered
their child’s motivation and so they
responded by modifying classroom
assignments to fit their child’s needs.
Scaffolding techniques employed by
80% of parents included additional
instruction, developing internalization, and connecting homework to
interests. Other parental assistance
36 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVI, N o . 2, 2015

included dividing large assignments
into smaller chunks, offering time
management strategies, and providing
project supplies. Finally, 30% of mothers interviewed commented on rewards
or consequences they implemented
for achievement or lack of effort. The
researchers expressed concern that
mothers’ negative attitudes toward
teacher assignments might undermine
intrinsic motivation as well as discourage parent-child-teacher partnerships.
Further, the researchers suggested that
some parents, despite good intentions,
might fail to develop their child’s
internal motivation because of their
reliance on parental behavior modification strategies designed to control
performance rather than to develop
internalized academic motivation.
Grobman, J. (2006). Underachievement in exceptionally gifted adolescents and young adults: A psychiatrist’s view. Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 17, 199–210.
doi:10.4219/jsge-2006-408
In this article, a psychiatrist reflected
on his accumulated clinical experience
treating 15 exceptionally gifted youths
using individual psychotherapy. In
spite of supportive families, peer
acceptance, and a positive educational
environment, these gifted middle-class
individuals, aged 14–26 years old,
were referred for treatment of depression, isolation, social relationship
issues, anxiety, and underachievement.
Dominated by an inner compulsion,
each individual exhibited a powerful
drive from an early age and had strong
sensitivities to varied stimuli such as
sound, temperature, or texture. These
individuals were headstrong and determined to do tasks on their own and
in their own way. Other shared characteristics from an early age included
early unique aesthetic sensibilities,
perfectionism, and oppositionalism,
as well as low levels of self-discipline
and frustration tolerance. These gifted
individuals struggled with feelings of
isolation, guilt for effortless success,

worry that others were maliciously
envious, and hypercriticism directed
toward the self. By adolescence, they
had embraced their giftedness and
were examining the lives of those who
had achieved eminence in the field. As
they grew, their confidence and sense
of destiny increased and led to a conflicted sense of grandiosity. Although
these grandiose fantasies spurred them
forward despite obstacles, these fancies also produced critical and arrogant characteristics. Over time, this
tendency toward invincibility and narcissism increased to worrisome levels.
Early anxieties that accompanied their
gifted development mushroomed into
thoughts bordering on the pathological: “their most troublesome conflicts
arose . . . from fear that their giftedness had distorted and twisted them
as human beings” (Grobman, 2006,
p. 209). Each one undermined his or
her gifted development and began
to act in a self-destructive manner,
resorting to psychological defense
mechanisms and physical self-destructiveness that limited their gifted
development. Through therapy these
individuals were provided with tools
for managing interpersonal conflicts
and learned to accept that anxiety was
part of normal development. Once the
individuals conceded that they needed
help, the therapist led them through
exploring their internal conflicts such
as feelings of superiority and fear;
wanting domination and to belong; or
simultaneously craving independence
and interdependence. Through psychotherapy these adolescents learned
that their giftedness did not have to
dominate them, and, therefore, they
became less conflicted and destructive.
Hébert, T. P. (2006). Gifted university
males in a Greek fraternity: Creating a culture of achievement.
Gifted Child Quarterly, 50, 26–41.
doi:10.1177/001698620605000104
This qualitative case-study research
examined the lives of five gifted
Caucasian males enrolled at a

Southeastern public university to
determine how their collegiate experience was influenced by involvement
in a Greek fraternity. In-depth interviews, observations, and a review
of fraternity, social media, résumés
and transcripts were conducted over
a period of 4 years to gather data.
The participants had been involved
in gifted programming and enjoyed
academic success that came fairly
easily throughout elementary to high
school. Because academic challenge
was lacking in high school, the participants had time to extensively focus on
athletics. In retrospect, however, the
concentration on athletics may have
limited their talent development in
other avenues. They were recruited to
the fraternity based on the perception
that they would have the potential to
contribute to the organization in the
three A’s that reflected a well-rounded
individual: athletics, academics, and
activities. The participants testified
that their fraternity brothers encouraged their involvement in a multitude of extracurricular activities and
campus leadership positions because
their fraternal culture valued intelligence, academic achievement, and
personal growth. These young men
commented on the benefits of being
surrounded by a fraternal culture of
achievers and suggested that the fraternity cultivated their social growth,
community service involvement, and
leadership talents. Hébert pointed out
that these experiences highlighted a
peer-value system in high school that
prioritized athletics and may deter
growth in other domains. Further,

this study implied the need for talent
development beyond the college classroom and that negative stereotypes of
fraternities should not be generalized
to all Greek organizations.
Hébert, T. P., Corcoran, J. A., Cote, J.
M., Ene, M. C., Leighton, E. A.,
Holmes, A. M., & Padula, D. D.
(2014). It’s safe to be smart: Strategies for creating a supportive
classroom environment. Gifted
Child Today, 37(2), 95–101.
doi:10.1177/1076217514520966
Eight different strategies to augment
the psychosocial development of
gifted middle school and high school
students were outlined in this article.
In order to cultivate a classroom community where students want to learn,
teachers may choose strategies that
incorporate William Purkey’s philosophy of invitational education, which is
built on a foundation of trust, respect,
optimism, and teacher intentionality. At the beginning of the school
year, two-word poems, avatars, word
clouds, and mission patches may be
effective in establishing relationships.
After dividing into pairs, students conversed with their partners and then
completed a poem composed of twoword lines. Another activity for creative introductions that incorporated
technology included the construction
of avatars, or self-created digital personifications. Created digitally or on
paper, word clouds were another way
to provide creatively a representation
of one’s personality. Drawing on a
NASA metaphor, mission patches are
symbolic depictions of one’s hobbies,

interests, and goals that are accompanied with a written explanation
for the chosen words and symbols on
their mission patches. Two activities
helped build a sense of community
throughout the year: photo sharing
applications and social action projects.
Photo sharing might be used to build
an exhibit where gifted students highlighted inspirational moments or people, as well as circumstances or people
that have shaped their lives. A collaborative photojournalism assignment
might encourage teams of students to
consider a personally meaningful issue
through photography. Social action
projects were collaborative learning
experiences where the students were
accountable to work toward a common
goal in their school or community.
Blogging and journaling were the final
strategies that helped students manage
pressure and engage in self-reflection.
Using the described strategies is one
way that teachers can consistently offer
support and constructive feedback to
demonstrate that they value the intelligence, creativity, and interests of the
gifted teens in their classroom.
Hertberg-Davis, H. L., & Brighton,
C. M. (2006). Support and sabotage principals’ influence on middle school teachers’ responses to
differentiation. Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 17, 90–102.
doi.org/10.4219/jsge-2006-685.
An ethnographic case study design
was used to explore the influence of
principals on differentiation practices at their campuses. The specific
question for this study was: What
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characteristics of principals positively
and negatively impact teachers’ willingness and ability to differentiate
instruction for all learners, including
the gifted, in heterogeneous middle school classrooms? Participants
included four campus administrators
as well as one academic team per grade
level on each of three middle school
campuses. Data were collected over
3 years. Participants were involved in
monthly professional development,
observations, coaching sessions, and
interviews (both formal and informal).
Data sources analyzed include field
notes from coaches at each campus,
teacher reflections, interviews, lesson
plans, classroom observations, student work samples, and student focus
groups. Results from the case studies
demonstrated that there was a wide
range of levels of verbal and behavioral
support offered by building principals.
This level of support had a profound
effect on teachers’ implementation of
differentiation practices. Four specific
themes emerged from the analysis of
the qualitative data. First, teachers’
responses to being asked to differentiate, positive or negative, mirrored
those of their principals. Teachers
needed administrator support—both
in terms of resources and emotional
support—to feel comfortable with differentiating curriculum, instruction,
and assessment. Effective implementation of differentiation required an
administrator with both the desire to
see change occur and the belief that
change was possible. Finally, encouraging teachers to differentiate instruction in any systematic way required
administrators to have focus and longterm vision.
Hutcheson, V. H., & Tieso, C.
L. (2014). Social coping of
gifted and LGBTQ adolescents. Journal for the Education
of the Gifted, 37, 355–377. doi.
org/10.1177/0162353214552563.
Retrospective semi-structured interviews were conducted with 12 uni38 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVI, N o . 2, 2015

versity students who identified both
as gifted and as lesbian, gay, bisexual,
transgender, or queer (LGBTQ) to
explore their high school experiences.
Researchers were interested in studying the coping strategies used by gifted
LGBTQ adolescents, the interactions
between giftedness and LGBTQ identities, and how teachers and school
systems might best support gifted students who were also LGBTQ. Using
a critical ethnography approach, the
authors asked university students to
reflect on their experiences in middle school and high school as a gifted
LGBTQ student. The majority of participants reported feeling isolated and
stigmatized, and some even experienced discrimination and harassment
as a result of their sexual orientation.
Participants also suggested that there
was a sense of heteronormality, the
reinforcing of heterosexuality and erasure of other identities, in many school
settings that led to what the authors
termed the “privilege of straightness.”
Participants also reported discomfort as a result of homophobia within
society and religion as a whole. Half
reported feeling scared or anxious;
some even experienced unhappiness
or depression. Coping mechanisms
used by participants included finding
supportive groups of friends, hiding
or downplaying LGBTQ, participating in extracurricular activities,
confiding in supportive teachers,
developing talents, and conducing
research to understand and develop
their identity. The majority of participants reported experiencing positive
interactions between their giftedness
and LGBTQ status, stating that they
were more motivated and able to seek
and create safe spaces to cope. The
authors closed with recommendations
for teachers that included listening
to and recognizing differing student
identities as well as becoming better
educated about the LGBTQ community. Recommendations for schools
included using more inclusive curric-

ula, policies, and resources to meet the
needs of all learners.
Jeffrey, T. (2007). Creating a culture
of thinking and dialogue at home.
Gifted Child Today, 30(4), 21–25.
doi:10.4219/gct-2007-487
This article investigated how to create a
culture of thinking within one’s home.
Culture of thinking referred to how a
group communicates with one another,
how the group interacts, and how values are transmitted through those
interactions. The author described four
ways to develop a culture of thinking
at home: modeling, explanation, interaction, and feedback. In the family
structure, children learn thinking
dispositions by observing how parents
solve problems and make decisions.
Children are quick to absorb what
parents do more so than what they say.
Thinking dispositions such as finding
multiple ways to solve a problem, persisting, risk-taking, and a desire of curiosity can be modeled by parents. The
author recommended using literature
with characters that exhibited good
thinking. In ideal classrooms, children
pose good questions; these strategies
can be taught at home to encourage
good questioning at home. The Tiered
Questioning cueing system might be
implemented at home to increase the
depth and complexity of the questions
children ask. Certain keywords in the
system such as function and significance help children pose better questions. These keywords can be used
in conversations within the family to
increase depth and complexity. In order
for children to become expert problem
solvers, they need the practice through
interacting in the environment. Parents
are often overprotective and rescue a
child from a potential learning situation. By giving a child freedom to make
a decision, the child feels trusted and
capable. Using these low-stakes situations, parents help children gain a sense
of control in knowing a good decision
can be made. Providing feedback helps
develop a child’s metacognitive skills

and encourages reflective thinking.
Good teachers ask students how an
answer was obtained; parents can do
the same at home by asking the child to
review how the answer was found. The
author suggested that parents that use
these four strategies can create a more
thoughtful and intellectual learning for
children in the home environment.
Lee, S. Y., Olszewski-Kubilius, P.,
& Thomson, D. T. (2012). Academically gifted students’ perceived interpersonal competence
and peer relationships. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 56, 90–104.
doi:10.1177/0016986212442568
This article examined 1,526 gifted
adolescents’ perceptions of interpersonal skills and relationships with
peers. Participants previously participated in a summer program at the
Center for Talent Development at
Northwestern University from 2005 to
2008. Participants scored in the 90th to
99th percentile on a nationally normed
achievement test in order to participate.
Participants in the study ranged from
the 5th to 12th grade with 52.5% male
and 47.5% female. Data were collected
from an online survey containing six
sections developed from items on four
different instruments. Items from
the first instrument, Interpersonal
Competence Questionnaire-Revised
(ICQ-R), measured interpersonal competence. Two subscales, sociability and
depression, from the Socioemotional
Survey (SS) were used to measure social
competence. To measure peer relationships and interpersonal ability, the
Self Perception Profile for Adolescents
(SPPA) was used. Items from the Social
Coping Questionnaire (SCQ) measured social coping strategies. Response
rate from the surveys averaged 5%,
which were noted to be much lower
than typical. The results indicated
that overall the sample’s interpersonal
competence was above average; the participants were able to start up conversations, be assertive, and provide support
for others. In regards to sociability and

depression, students reported positive
responses of having good relationships
with others, being nice to others, and
making people laugh. Only 2.8%
of the sample responded that life felt
worthless and overall depression scores
were low. Results indicated that participants held high perceptions of their
social ability. Unlike other research,
the sample did not believe that giftedness had any effect on the sample’s
ability to make friends; however, the
gifted sample rated their academic
self-concept higher than their social
self-concept. Gender differences supported previous research in that females
scored higher in interpersonal competence. Researchers noted that students
who were subject accelerated tended
to rate higher in interpersonal competence compared to students who did
not accelerate a subject. The same was
not true for those students accelerating a full grade. Subject acceleration
may have allowed students to improve
social skills by interacting with older
students. In addition, students with
high verbal skills may have had more
interpersonal struggles as compared
to a student who was gifted in math.
Advanced language, which was something more obvious and identified the
student as different, might lead to relationship issues.
Lunsford, L. G. (2011). Psychology
of mentoring: The case of talented college students. Journal of
Advanced Academics, 22, 474–498.
doi:10.1177/1932202X1102200305
This research examined how the
psychological needs of the mentee
influenced the quality of mentoring
relationships. As a requirement of
receiving a highly selective academic
scholarship, students were required to
participate in a faculty-student mentoring program for 3 years. Structured
interviews were conducted at the end
of the third year. Using archived transcripts from three cohorts comprising
128 college students, a mixed-method
analysis, guided by grounded theory,

was used. After categorizing qualitative interview data, a quantitative
method (multinomial logistic regression) was used for analysis. The first
theme that emerged was that 23%
of students who participated in the
mentoring relationship did not feel
mentored. The three reasons cited
for this perception were: (a) a lack of
personal connection with the mentor,
(b) the student changed his or her
major to a new area but did not seek
a new mentor, or (c) the student had
a faculty mentor outside of the scholarship program. The second theme
was that students who had a greater
connection to their career path were
more likely to report a high-quality
relationship with their mentor. Those
who reported no mentor were either
undecided or recently committed to
a new career direction. Third, the
researchers suggested that the best
mentoring relationships included
research involvement and career support such as writing articles, attending
conferences, and connecting students
to other faculty. Overall, a student’s
career commitment and his or her
receptivity to mentoring appeared to
influence the mentee’s perceived quality of the mentoring relationship.
Manning, S. (2005). Young leaders:
Growing through mentoring.
Gifted Child Today, 28(1), 14–21.
doi:10.4219/gct-2005-163
This descriptive study provided a
model for mentoring and leadership
opportunities for gifted and talented
children. Gifted children often exhibited many characteristics of leadership
potential such as high energy, advanced
sense of self-awareness, preference for
challenges, and high expectations.
Some of the leadership characteristics
seemed innate while others emerged
with time and experience. This author
implemented a cross-aged mentoring
program with gifted second graders
and struggling kindergarten students.
The mentoring strategy included seven
steps for effectiveness. The first step
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was collaboration between educators,
administrators, and parents. Approval
from all parties involved was imperative to creating a positive process.
Seeking potential mentors by asking
teachers to nominate potential mentors was accomplished by recruiting
formally through announcements or
informally in classrooms. The success
of the program was dependent on the
match between the mentor and the
student’s interest, gender, maturity
level, and personality. The implementing teacher was responsible for training
and facilitating work plans for mentors. The mentor had specific responsibilities during tutoring sessions such
as creating a lesson plan that identified the focus of the tutoring session
with the mentee. The mentors were
required to keep a log of their experiences during each session. These journals were used when the implementing
teacher offered feedback on the process.
The final product was completed at the
end of the mentoring project. Mentors
used their journals to write an essay
about the overall experience in the
project. The final step was evaluating the project by the implementing
teacher. Informal meetings with teachers, parents, and mentors determined
ideas for future projects. The author
stated that informal results from this
project showed increases in meaningful relationships among mentees and
mentors and improved leadership dispositions and skills such as sensitivity
to individuals.
Peterson, J. S., Canady, K., & Duncan, N. (2012). Positive life experiences: A qualitative, cross-sectional, longitudinal study of
gifted graduates. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 35, 81–99.
doi:10.1177/0162353211432042
Researchers investigated the perceived
positive life experiences, support, and
the personal qualities that aided 48
gifted students’ success. Retrospective
longitudinal data included the annual
parental checklist recording the life
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experiences their gifted child faced
from elementary school through high
school graduation and a retrospective
questionnaire competed by the gifted
high school graduate. The greatest
number of students recognized positive experiences from academics and
extracurricular activities. Academic
themes that emerged were accomplishments, expanded opportunities,
validation of personal qualities, and
personal gain. The social benefits and
personal development resulted from
extracurricular activities such as athletics, the arts, school organizations,
competitions, and experiences outside
of school. Ten or fewer participants
mentioned the influence of family,
peers, and service outside of school.
Seven graduates mentioned life-changing events such as “becoming a
Christian,” getting a driver’s license,
moving to a new location, health
accomplishments, and an impromptu
music performance with long-term
implications. On average, each individual commented on four individuals
and/or personal traits and behaviors
that contributed to their success.
Various internal resources mentioned
included motivation, an optimistic
attitude, good character, compassion,
self-assurance, social skills, and mental abilities. Student practices such as
study habits, self-care, spiritual practices, and choosing to be involved in
activities provided support. Graduates
cited teachers, coaches, parents, peers,
siblings, extended family, and church
workers who aided students in their
personal growth and achievement.
According to this research, when
these gifted students “go beyond”
and invest in extracurricular activities and academics, they are rewarded
with personal satisfaction, increased
confidence, additional opportunities,
and new perspectives.
Vanderbrook, C. M. (2006). Intellectually gifted females and their
perspectives of lived experience
in the AP and IB programs. Jour-

nal of Secondary Gifted Education, 17, 133–148. doi:10.4219/
jsge-2006-396
Five females from two different
schools, a subset of a larger study, were
selected to examine the challenges and
experiences of gifted females attending public high schools. This phenomenological qualitative research
described meaning to their lived
experiences with IB or AP curriculum and instruction. Three in-depth
interviews focused, respectively, on
self-reflection on early school experiences, detailing their AP or IB experiences, and the formation of meaning
related to these events. The three AP
students (Cuban-Lebanese, Chinese,
and Western European descent) were
from upper middle-class homes, and
the two Caucasian IB students, who
lived outside the school boundaries
and chose to attend the IB school,
were from lower middle-class homes.
With respect to challenges, each participant noted a subject or skill that
required more effort to be successful,
often because of a lack of previous
quality instruction. Each individual
recalled that school had been relatively
easy until their junior year and most
found the increased workload and
time management strategies challenging. Three participants identified
some outstanding teachers who were
experts in their subject, demonstrated
passion, injected humor, and established a personal connection with the
individual. Ineffective teachers were
also encountered. Two of the AP
students felt their English instructor
gave busywork, rather than a rich class
discussion/analysis that would prepare them for the essay and AP exam.
Both IB students reported a feeling of
disconnect from all but one of their
teachers who was described as excellent. Interestingly, the participants’
positive and negative teacher experiences tended to correlate with their
overall perceptions of their classes
and the overall program. Participants

also appreciated the academically and
emotionally supportive peer relationships developed as a result of their programs. Each participant realized there
were many other intellectually gifted
students in the IB and AP programs,
which could, at times, humble, frustrate, and motivate the participants.
Only one individual reported quality
interactions with her guidance counselor. In fact, participants were never
asked by their counselor to discuss
their future lives and goals, and none
of the participants had clearly defined
future plans. The researcher noted
the AP and IB programs had a curricular focus and were not intended
to improve existing career counseling,
provide emotional support, or serve
the needs of gifted students. These
findings provided further evidence
of the significant positive or negative
influence that specific teachers play in
promoting effective learning as well as
the need for a more effective counseling component in order to support and
develop gifted students.
VanTassel-Baska, J., Feng, A. X., Swanson, J. D., Quek, C., & Chandler,
K. (2009). Academic and affective
profiles of low-income, minority, and
twice-exceptional gifted learners: The
role of gifted program membership in
enhancing self. Journal of Advanced
Academics, 20, 702–739. doi.
org/10.1177/1932202X0902000406
Underrepresentation of low-income
and minority students in gifted programming has led to the development
and implementation of alternative
identification methods, specifically
the use of performance-based assessments. Researchers used semi-structured interviews to explore the effect
of gifted programming on students
identified through alternative performance-based assessment. Participants
included 37 seventh- or eighth-grade
students from four school districts who
had participated in gifted programming for 4 years after being alternatively identified. Parents and teachers

of these students were also interviewed
to cross-check for similar themes and
disparate conclusions. Specifically,
researchers wanted to know if there
were program benefits that impacted
alternatively identified gifted students’
cognitive, social, and emotional aspects
of life. Results were first broken down
into prototypes including (a) low-income White students; (b) low-income
African American students; (c) low-income other minority students; (d) high
nonverbal, low verbal students; and (e)
twice-exceptional students. Common
themes across stakeholder interviews
for each prototype were discussed. The
authors then reported results by stakeholder groups, dividing the data into
(a) student perceptions, (b) parent perceptions, and (c) teacher perceptions.
Common themes across prototypes
and stakeholder groups included a
generally positive view of the experience as a whole, that the program
had benefited the students, and that
challenge at the cognitive level and
an increase in self-confidence at the
affective level were most beneficial to
students participating in the program.
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this, but it is well worth it. Instead of
a traditional grade like a “B” or 87%,
such a tool would provide much more
meaningful information as to where a
student is in regards to critical skills
like transfer and cognitive complexity
level. This information is much more
informative for both parents and students. Students would know where they
stand and could begin setting specific
goals as to how they can achieve more
success. A grade of “B” or 87% does not
provide this information. Furthermore,
the aforementioned assessment strategies that have been shared influence
student motivation to learn. Students
are motivated when three key factors
are in place:
•• Task clarity—when they clearly
understand the learning goal and
know how teachers will evaluate
their learning.
•• Relevance—when they think the
learning goals and assessments are
meaningful and worth learning.
•• Potential for success—when they

content and process together. Thousand
believe they can successfully learn
Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
and meet the evaluative expectations. (McTighe & O’Connor, McTighe, J., & O’Connor, K. (2005).
Seven practices for effective learning.
2005, p. 17)

Clearly, a traditional system of
teaching, learning, and assessing is
no longer appropriate for the 21st
century and focuses on “what will be
forgotten.” By using a concept-based
curricular framework and developing
assessment tasks and tools that are
clear, relevant, and authentic, educators can truly teach toward the “education that will remain.”
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Call For Manuscripts
Here is your chance to have your voice heard! If you would like to be considered
for publication in an upcoming issue of TEMPO, please follow the guidelines
for article submissions below. We are currently soliciting manuscripts for the
following issues. The TAGT Editorial Board identifies themes for upcoming issues
of TEMPO and appreciates articles that are submitted for possible publication
tied to the noted themes. The Editorial Board also encourages researchers/
authors to submit articles that are not tied to a particular theme. Some issues
may include more than one theme based on articles submitted. For more details,
please contact TEMPO editor Krystal Goree at Krystal_Goree@baylor.edu.

Underserved
Populations
due January 10, 2016

Guidelines for
Article Submissions
TEMPO welcomes manuscripts from
educators, parents, and other advocates of
gifted education. Manuscripts may focus on
all areas of gifted/talented education including
policies, applications of research, programs, and
practices. TEMPO is a juried publication and
manuscripts are evaluated by members of the
editorial board and/or other reviewers.
Please keep in mind the following when
submitting manuscripts:
1. Manuscripts should be 2,000 to 10,000
words on a topic related to gifted education.
2. References should follow the APA style
outlined in the sixth edition of the Publication
Manual of the American Psychological
Association.
3. Submit an electronic copy, typed, 12 pt. font,
double-spaced manuscript. Use a 1 1/2" margin
on all sides and number pages.
4. In addition to the title page, a cover page
must be attached that includes the author’s
name, title, school or program affiliation,
home and work address, e-mail address,
phone numbers, and fax number.
5. Place tables, figures, illustrations, and
photographs on separate pages. Each should
have a title and be referenced in the text.
Submit electronically with manuscript.
6. Author(s) is fully responsible for accuracy of
quotations, citations, figures, and facts.
7. Author(s) of accepted manuscripts must
transfer copyright to TEMPO, which holds
copyright to all articles and reviews.
8. Upon acceptance of a manuscript, the
author(s) submits a 50–100-word biography
and a 100–150-word abstract of the
manuscript.
Please send manuscripts and inquiries to:
Krystal Goree, Ph.D.
TEMPO Editor
Krystal_Goree@baylor.edu
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Gifted English
Language Learners
due April 15, 2016

Gifted Education and
High School Students
due July 10, 2016
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leading conversations
DECEMB ER 2–4 • SAN ANTON IO
TE X AS AS SOCIATI O N FO R TH E G I F TED & TALENTED

Join the conversation to promote awareness of effective gifted education strategies and the limitless
possibilities of G/T students. Connect with nearly 2,000 educators at the TAGT 2015 Annual Conference,
December 2–4 at the Henry B. Gonzales Convention Center and the Grand Hyatt Hotel in San Antonio.
Opening general session speaker: Thursday, December 3rd
A Nation Empowered: Evidence Trumps the
Excuses Holding Back America’s Brightest Students
Nicholas Colangelo, Ph.D.

Dean of the College of Education at the University of Iowa

Closing general session speaker: Friday, December 4th
Breakthrough:
Empowering Youth to Change the World
Jack Andraka
Teen Innovator

tagtconference.org

