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from the editor
by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

D

o you ever feellike you are fighting
a never-ending battle as you relentlessly
attempt to advocate for gifted children as
a parent, a teacher, an administrator, or a
friend? If so, you are not alone! Gifted children, like all children, deserve to receive an
education commensurate with their abilities—an education
that provides them with the opportunity to reach their full
potential and contribute to the world. One might think that
the rationale for providing such learning opportunities for
our brightest young citizens would be easy to understand,
but that is not always the case.
So, how does one advocate for gifted children in an
educational system that, oftentimes, does not seem to
understand or be interested in addressing the needs of
bright kids? I am not sure that anyone has a perfect answer
to this question; however, I would like to share some ideas
that I hope you might find helpful.
•• Work to establish positive relationships. I believe that one
of the most important aspects of advocacy is that it be
done in a positive manner whenever possible. Educators
do not like to feel as if they are being questioned,
threatened, or attacked. After all, they are professionals
who have been trained and entrusted to teach and care
for children. Try to acknowledge their expertise and
lay the groundwork for building a positive relationship.
Once rapport is established, they are likely to be more
open to your ideas and requests in light of the needs of
the children for whom you are advocating.
•• Do your research. It is important that parents and educators know the rights of gifted children in our public
school system. The Texas State Plan for the Education of
Gifted/Talents Students (Texas Education Agency, 2009)
can be a valuable resource for familiarizing yourself with
state law and evidence-based practices. This document
includes information about (a) student assessment (identification), (b) service design, (c) curriculum and instruction, (d) professional development for educators, and (e)
family/community involvement as required by the State
of Texas (“in compliance” column), as “recommended”
4
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practice and as “exemplary” practice. It can serve as a
powerful tool to remind schools of state requirements for
gifted education services as well as to guide them in their
responsibilities to provide research-based educational
experiences for gifted students.
•• Join gifted advocacy groups. Advocacy groups provide
valuable support through resources, networking, and
sharing of research. In addition, we know that there
is strength in numbers. Former U.S. Secretary of
Education Dr. Rod Paige once said, “There is no more
powerful advocate than a parent armed with information and options.” I believe this to be true; and, when
parents and educators combine efforts, they are likely
to accomplish a great deal in realizing their goals. In
some communities, parents and educators have formed
groups to advocate for gifted students. If such a group
exists in your community, consider joining; if not, consider being the catalyst for organizing such a group. We
are very fortunate to have the Texas Association for the
Gifted and Talented (TAGT) in our great state. TAGT
is one of the largest and most well-respected associations in the world with gifted children as its focus.
If you are not already a member of TAGT, join now.
TAGT can also assist you in forming a local advocacy
group in your community!
•• “Plan your work and work your plan.” As Napoleon Hill
noted, this is very important. Devise a plan, prepare
and organize by establishing positive relationships and
being knowledgeable, seek support through advocacy
groups and other individuals who share your desire to
ensure that gifted children receive the education they
need and deserve, and be persistent. Don’t give up. If
you do not advocate for gifted children—your children—our children, there is a chance that no one will.

REFERENCES
Texas Education Agency. (2009). Texas state plan for the education
of gifted and talented students. Retrieved from http://www.
tea.state.tx.us/index2.aspx?id=6420

from the president
by Priscilla Lurz, M.Ed.

I

love quotes. They are important when illustrating
a point or driving home a message. Three quotations were chosen to communicate my ideas in this
column. I hope they resonate positively with you.
Recently, I was interviewed by a gifted middle school
student who concluded our visit by asking me to give
a quote about giftedness.
A personality is like a fingerprint in that no two are identical.
Despite people having similar abilities, gifts, and talents, no
one will ever be able to demonstrate these strong attributes
as expressed through individual personality. Gifted/Talented
learners need opportunities to be taught how to cultivate their
strengths, to better understand and accept themselves, and to
make a positive contribution to their world.
—P. Lurz
Our Texas gifted students are from diverse cultural and
economic backgrounds and come with a broad spectrum
of gifts and talents. They may even be twice-exceptional
students, requiring gifted and special educational services
in order to reach their full potential. Yet every one of our
state’s gifted students is a unique individual and exists on
earth for many reasons.
A really great talent finds its happiness in execution.
—Johann Wolfgang von Goethe
I believe our most capable learners need to realize their
potential as well as discover the joy in executing their gifts
and talents. One of the greatest obstacles still plaguing the
gifted is underachievement; I think it often occurs because
gifted individuals are not given the opportunity to reach
their full potential. Gifted students really do have special
learning needs that, if not met, can lead to frustration, a loss
of self-esteem, and sometimes negative behaviors to express
being misunderstood. When gifted students do not reach
their full potential, society stands to suffer. The 21st century
has many problems unresolved (e.g., not all cancers have a
cure); therefore, cultivating our brightest minds is crucial.
The reward of nurturing gifted students can lead to equip-

ping people of any profession or workforce to see challenges
with an open mind rather than a set of textbook solutions.
Equipping bright minds to maneuver effectively through
difficult situations and communicate complex ideas with
precision can lead to a higher success of problem solving.
Now what society couldn’t benefit for such individuals!
However, this outcome doesn’t occur by happenstance. It
is a result of strategic planning with the purposeful intent
to “do right” by all students, which includes the gifted.
The Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented
(TAGT) works to help protect and improve gifted education in our state. It was charted in 1978 as a nonprofit
education corporation to promote awareness of the unique
social, emotional, and intellectual needs of gifted and talented students and to impact the development of appropriate educational services to meet these needs. Thirty-eight
years later, TAGT continues its work of connecting and
empowering educators and parents to meet the unique
needs of gifted and talented individuals through awareness, advocacy, and action. It is important to remember
that TAGT is us (you and me). Our members recognize the
value of keeping gifted education in the minds of important
decision makers.
Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, committed citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the only thing that
ever has.
—Margaret Mead
This quote communicates the important work of
TAGT. As President, I encourage you to continue being
active and involved. In my 35 years as a public school educator, I had the privilege of spending 25 of those years in
gifted education. Support and encouragement came from
the work of my professional organization. I believe our
TAGT members are a thoughtful and committed group of
people who share the common goal of ensuring that our
state’s brightest learners don’t go unnoticed but are identified, provided appropriate services, and given opportunities
to cultivate and execute their talents.
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Texas GT Teachers’
Beliefs and Practices Survey:

Supporting

Advocacy
Efforts

A

Susan K. Johnsen, Ph.D., and Corina R. Kaul

Although Texas mandates services for gifted students in kindergarten through grade 12,
minorities and students from low-income backgrounds continue to be underrepresented in
programs, resulting in declining performance among high achievers and greater disparities
among groups of gifted students (Johnsen, 2015). Unfortunately, these results in the state
of Texas mirror those at the national level. At the national level, high-ability students from
lower income backgrounds are much less likely to achieve academic excellence than their peers
from more affluent backgrounds (i.e., excellence gaps; Plucker, Giancola, Healey, Arndt, &
Wang, 2015). Even more distressing is that students in the top 10th percentile have not shown
progress over the last decade (Loveless, Farkas, & Duffett, 2008).
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National research studies suggest these possible influences on the lack of
progress of gifted and talented (GT) students: high-stakes testing, tightly
aligned curriculum, an absence of accountability for gifted education programs, scarce resources, teacher beliefs and a limited understanding of gifted
students, and misaligned program services for gifted and talented students
(Callahan, Moon, & Oh, 2014; Education Trust, 2013; Gentry, 2006;
Missett, Brunner, Callahan, Moon, & Azano, 2014; Moon, 2009; Moon
& Brighton, 2008; Plucker, Burroughs, & Song, 2010; Plucker, Hardesty,
& Burroughs, 2013; Rakow, 2008; Siegle, Wilson, & Little, 2013; Xiang,
Dahlin, Cronin, Theaker, & Durant, 2011). For example, in 1993, national
funding allocated to developing gifted students was insignificant; only 2 cents
out of every $100 spent on education was directed to supporting gifted
education. In 2007, this amount slightly increased to 3 cents for every $100
spent on education (Callahan et al., 2014). Because of this minimal funding
and these excellence gaps, researchers suggest that all teachers—gifted and
general education—need to use best practices when developing the talents
of gifted students. If students are not challenged, they do not develop, and
more importantly, they do not learn to develop a work ethic (Reis, 2014).
To examine gifted education practices in Texas, the Texas Association
for the Gifted and Talented, in collaboration with Baylor University, conducted an online survey to identify
teacher beliefs about gifted education,
current gifted education practices,
factors that influence practices, and
possible student learning outcomes.
Results from the survey will be used
to (a) improve services to gifted and
talented students, (b) plan future professional development opportunities,
(c) organize advocacy efforts, and (d)
identify state policies and future educational goals in Texas.

RESEARCH BACKGROUND
To develop the survey, we examined research related to best practices,
teacher beliefs, obstacles to imple8
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menting best practices, and student
outcomes.
Best Practices
The classroom practices were
selected from the National Association
for Gifted Children (NAGC, 2010)
Pre-K–Grade 12 Gifted Programming
Standards and the Texas State Plan
for the Education of Gifted/Talented
Students (TEA, 2009). These practices
are evidence-based and grounded in
theory, research, and practice paradigms (Council for Exceptional
Children [CEC], 2010) and were used
as the basis for the teacher belief statements (see Table 1).
Service delivery models and
grouping. The Texas State Plan (TEA,
2009) requires an array of challenging learning experiences (3.1C) where
GT students are ensured opportunities

to work together as a group (2.2C).
Although grouping and specialized
courses are important for gifted students’ progress, the curriculum and
instruction need to be tailored to the
individual student for the greatest
effects (Kulik & Kulik, 1982). One
of the most prevalent myths is that
gifted students are a homogeneous
group with the same learning needs
(Callahan et al., 2014; Reis & Renzulli,
2009). This is simply not the case.
“Educational equity does not mean
educational sameness. Equity respects
individual differences in readiness to
learn and recognizes the value of each
student” because “the cornerstone of
education is the flexibility to recognize the needs of the individual child”
(Colangelo, Assouline, & Gross, 2004,
pp. 2, 9). According to the Council
of State Directors of Programs for the
Gifted (CSDPG) and the National
Association for Gifted Children’s
(2013) national report, the most frequently cited elementary school gifted
programming model includes homogeneously grouped gifted students
(64%) and weekly 1- to 4-hour pullout
programs (52%). Advanced Placement
(AP) was the principal model for 91%
of high school respondents. Although
it is unclear from the CSDPG and
NAGC report the specific number of
Texas school districts that use a particular delivery model, Texas reported
using the general education classroom
followed by cluster classroom model at
the elementary level and AP classes followed by International Baccalaureate
at the secondary level (CSDPG &
NAGC, 2013, p. 184).
Assessment. Another best practice for both gifted and general education teachers is the use of formative,
ongoing, and summative assessments
of student performance (Johnsen,
2014). Assessing students provides
the information needed to personalize the curriculum for the student
and identify areas of interest. Abovelevel tests and nontraditional measures
such as performances and products are

also necessary to identify the gaps in
knowledge and skills of gifted students (Johnsen, 2014). For example,
the Texas State Plan (2009) encourages the use of the Texas Performance
Standards Project (3.2C) for evaluating students’ independent research
projects. Teachers should use assessment data to determine student readiness for coursework, forming flexible
groups, and curriculum differentiation
(Kaplan, 2014; Moon, 2009).
Differentiation. Johnsen (2014)
identified these research-based differentiation practices:
•• accelerating students within the
classroom and across grade levels,
•• pacing according to individual
rates of learning,
•• integrating creativity through
open-ended activities,
•• adding depth and complexity to
lessons,
•• formulating interdisciplinary
connections,
•• identifying themes and broadbased concepts,
•• using higher order questions,
•• assigning student research in areas
of interest, and
•• participating in extracurricular
mentorships, competitions, online
courses, and Saturday and summer programs.
NAGC has developed national
resources with examples for differentiating math, science, and English
language arts curriculum for gifted
and talented students (Adams,
Cotabish, & Ricci, 2014; HughesLynch, Kettler, Shaunessy-Dedrick,
& VanTassel-Baska, 2014; Johnsen,
Ryser, & Assouline, 2014; Johnsen
& Sheffield, 2013; VanTassel-Baska,
2013).
Acceleration. Acceleration is
defined as an instructional intervention based on “progress through an
educational program at rates faster or
at ages younger than conventional”
(Pressey, 1949, p. 2). Colangelo et al.
(2004) presented a comprehensive

TABLE 1

Alignment of Teacher Beliefs With NAGC (2010) and TEA
(2009) Standards
I believe . . .

Related NAGC
Standard

Related TEA
Standard

Grouping
• gifted students benefit from working 1.3.1, 4.2.2, 5.1.3
together in small groups with other
gifted or high-ability peers.

2.2

Assessments
• above-level formative, ongoing, and 2.4.1, 2.4.3, 3.1.5
summative, assessments are useful for
gifted students.
• rubrics need to be used to assess
gifted and advanced students’ products and performances.

2.6E

2.4.2

Differentiation
• gifted students benefit from working 1.7.1, 3.3.3, 5.1.4
on independent research projects
geared to their specific interests.

2.2; 3.1.1R, 3.2

• gifted students should have different
1.2.1, 1.6.1,
learning experiences than their typi- 3.1.2, 3.1.5, 5.1.2
cally performing peers.

2.2, 3.2

• gifted students benefit from flexible
pacing appropriate to their abilities,
knowledge, and skills.

3.1.6

2.4.1R, 2.4.2R,
3.3R

• gifted students benefit from content
that has more depth and complexity
than the standard curriculum.

3.1.3, 3.1.4

3.1E

• gifted students benefit when they are
asked to create products that are
matched to their abilities and interests.

1.7.1, 3.3.3

3.1.1R, 3.2

1.6.1,3.1.4, 5.1.1

2.4, 3.2

• gifted students benefit when they 1.6.1, 3.1.5, 3.16,
5.1.1
are allowed to accelerate in abovegrade level content based on individual progress.

2.4, 3.3

• gifted students benefit when placed
with students in higher-grade levels as
needed for acceleration.

1.6.1, 5.1.1

2.4, 3.3

• gifted students benefit when a mentor
or tutor provides personalized instruction in areas of talent.

1.4.1, 3.3.2,
4.1.2, 5.1.4

2.3, 5.2

• it is important to work together and
communicate with parents/guardians
to address their gifted or advanced
child’s strengths and needs.

1.5.1, 2.1.2,
2.4.5, 5.3.1

2.1.1.R, 3.6R, 5.2

Acceleration
• gifted students benefit from doing
above-level work.

Collaboration with others
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review of acceleration in their classic publication, A Nation Deceived:
How Schools Hold Back America’s
Brightest Students, and its most recent
publication, A Nation Empowered:
Evidence Trumps the Excuses Holding
Back American’s Brightest Students
(Assouline, Colangelo, VanTasselBaska, & Lupkowski-Shoplik, 2015).
These reports identified 18 types

motivation of the mentor” (Pleiss &
Feldhusen, 1995, p. 167). Mentors
appear to be particularly critical for
students who are underachievers
regardless of age, environment, and
socioeconomic background (Hébert
& Olenchak, 2000).
Parents also play a crucial role in
the development of their child’s gifts
and talents (Bloom, 1985). Gifts and

Even if teachers are aware of
researched-based practices in
gifted education, they may not
incorporate them into their
daily classroom routines.
of acceleration, including continuous progress, self-paced instruction,
early entrance to school, curriculum
compacting, AP, and grade skipping
(Southern & Jones, 2004). Metaanalytic studies have been conducted
(Kulik & Kulik, 1982, 1992) showing
acceleration’s positive effects on gifted
and talented students’ achievement
and attitudes toward school.
Collaboration with others.
Mentoring has been shown as critical
to gifted students’ affective, social, and
career development (Casey, 2000). In
their review of the literature, Pleiss
and Feldhusen (1995) suggested that
mentoring experiences should begin
early and be carried on throughout the
school years. As students mature, the
duration of the mentoring experience
should lengthen. Mentoring relationships should be “structured to include
both exposure to the knowledge base
and operations in the field and opportunities to examine and experience
the attitudes, values, work styles, and
10 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

talents are usually recognized, developed, and supported by collaboration
among teachers, parents, and mentors
(Subotnik, Olszewski-Kubilius, &
Worrell, 2011). Knowledgeable parents
can advocate for their child at school,
find the best teachers and coaches to
develop their child’s talents, establish a
culture of thinking in their home, and
mediate the transformation of competencies into expertise (Jeffrey, 2007;
Subotnik & Jarvin, 2005). Therefore,
it is essential that teachers communicate with families regarding their
gifted child’s strengths and needs.
Teacher Beliefs
Even if teachers are aware of
researched-based practices in gifted
education, they may not incorporate them into their daily classroom
routines. One reason for this lack of
implementation might be the incongruence between professional presuppositions/beliefs and the teaching
strategy. Teachers begin their teaching

career with preconceived beliefs based
on observation, personal experience,
and field experience (Goree, 2011).
These beliefs result, at least in part,
from “observing people who taught
them and using this information to
draw inferences about what good
teaching looks like and what makes
it work” (Hammerness et al., 2005,
p. 367). However, exploring the
beliefs of a teacher is essential because
“unexplored entering beliefs may be
responsible for the perpetuation of
antiquated and ineffective teaching
practices” (Pajares, 1992, p. 328) or
serious misconceptions about instruction (Hammerness et al., 2005).
Barriers
Teachers may also not implement
researched-based practices because of
a variety of barriers that relate to personal, school, administrative, and/or
district challenges.
Lack of confidence. One personal
barrier to implementation of best practice strategies is a lack of confidence
related to one’s skills for a particular task.
Bandura (1986) referred to one’s belief
regarding his or her ability to execute a
task as self-efficacy, and he argued that
this belief is the most significant predictor of behavior. If this is accurate, then
teachers’ instructional choices may be
related to their confidence in executing
that task (Pajares, 1992).
Teacher knowledge and skills.
Another personal barrier may be that
gifted education teachers are not
aware of the characteristics, needs,
and research-based instructional best
practices. CSDPG and NAGC (2013)
reported that a majority of general
education teachers had not received
any gifted education training as part
of their undergraduate program or
professional development. Texas law
does not require that gifted education
be included in teacher preparation
programs and requires only 30 clock
hours of training for teachers to be
qualified to provide instruction to
gifted learners, which is less time than

one college course (Johnsen, 2014).
This time may not be sufficient to
learn the practices needed to manage
a more individualized classroom and
to differentiate the curriculum.
Resources. To be able to implement differentiated practices, teachers need resources—above-level
curriculum, pre/post and ongoing
assessments, student record systems,
enrichment materials, and materials that can be used independently
(e.g., self-correcting and self-directing). Oftentimes, teachers have only
the curriculum for their grade level
or course and do not have a bank of
curricular resources that they might
use to personalize their instruction
for individual gifted and talented
students. They also need human
resources—support from individuals
who are knowledgeable about gifted
education and can model researchbased strategies. In addition, they need
time to adapt and modify the available
resources for each student.
A d m i n i st rator
suppor t .
Leadership is critical to the implementation of gifted education programs and services (Hertberg-Davis
& Brighton, 2006). The principal
needs not only to have the knowledge
and skills about gifted education and
its importance but also to provide
time, support, and human and material resources so that the teacher can
implement best practices.
District curriculum and policies. Latz, Speirs Neumeister, Adams,
and Pierce (2009) found that teachers
may not differentiate because not using
mandated curriculum might result in
lower student test scores. Some schools
require that each grade level or course
use the same curriculum with stringent pacing guides and monitoring.
These policies limit the ability of the
teacher to provide for students who
may have needs for above-level curriculum and faster pacing.
Student Outcomes
Student outcomes were identi-

fied for each of the NAGC programming standards (2010): learning and
development, assessment, curriculum
planning, gifted programming, and
professional development (Johnsen,

2012). These outcomes were identified
from research-based, practice-based,
or literature-based studies (CEC,
2010) and used on the TAGT/Baylor
survey (see Table 2).

TABLE 2

Alignment of Student Learning Outcomes With NAGC
Programming Standards (2010)
Related NAGC
Student Outcome

Potential Student Outcome
• learned to advocate for themselves

1.7, 4.1

• demonstrated persistence in solving difficult problems

4.1

• learned how to access the resources they need to
learn

1.4, 4.1

• demonstrated greater leadership

4.3

• been more confident in developing products and/or
performing in front of an audience

4.1

• been more involved in self-assessment

1.7, 4.1

• become more aware of their strengths and needs

1.1, 1.2, 1.4, 2.4, 4.1

• been more engaged in the learning activities

4.1

• covered the subject with more depth and complexity

2.1, 2.4, 5.1

• covered the curriculum at a faster pace

2.1, 2.4, 5.1

• progressed to above-level content

2.4, 5.1

• identified new knowledge and skills they may not have
learned before

1.6, 4.1

• demonstrated more higher level thinking

4.1

• asked higher level questions

4.1

• a clear understanding of the required components
of a project

3.2

• learned more about research methods

3.4

• engaged in independent research more often

3.4

• scored higher on posttests compared to their pretests
(NAGC, 2010).

2.5, 2.6, 3.1

• demonstrated improvement on district benchmark
tests in the above-level subject

2.5, 2.6, 3.1

• earned a higher STAAR score than the previous year
in the above-level subject

2.5, 2.6, 3.1

• demonstrated improvement on above-level testing

2.4, 2.5, 2.6

• performed better on the TPSP product criteria

2.5, 2.6

• produced more advanced or higher quality products

2.4, 2.5, 2.6

• participated in competitive events related to their
talent

1.4, 1.6, 1.7, 5.1

• developed or strengthened peer relationships with
other members in their ability groups

1.3, 1.4, 4.2, 4.5

• provided clear feedback to peers

4.2, 4.5

• developed or strengthened a relationship with their
mentor or tutor

1.4

• communicated with their parents/guardians about
their progress

1.5
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All of this background literature
(i.e., best practices, teacher beliefs,
obstacles, and student outcomes) was
used in the design of the research
method and survey and in interpreting the results.

METHOD
This research examined teachers’ beliefs regarding the efficacy of
instructional practices such as ability
grouping, use of assessments, curriculum differentiation, acceleration, and
collaboration with others. Specifically,
the research questions were:
•• What percentage of teachers of
gifted students believe in researchbased gifted education practices?
•• How often do teachers of gifted
students implement these
research-based gifted education
practices? If implemented, what
are perceived student outcomes for
each practice? If not implemented,

what are the educator-perceived
barriers to implementation?
Instrument
The survey examined whether or
not teachers believed in the efficacy of
specific practices with gifted students
and the extent to which these practices
were implemented in their classrooms.
If teachers indicated a frequent use of
each practice, then they were asked to
indicate perceived student outcomes
resulting from this practice. If they
indicated a belief in the practice but
did not frequently apply the practice,
they indicated barriers to implementation (see Figure 1). Prior to implementation, the survey was reviewed by
TAGT staff and piloted by 15 educators serving gifted students.
Procedure
After receiving permission from
Baylor’s Institutional Review Board,
TAGT sent an e-mail to present and

past members with an invitation to
participate in an online survey in
September 2015. TAGT also included
information about the survey in their
September and October monthly
newsletters. In addition, gifted education coordinators were sent an
invitation that they could forward to
teachers in their district. The survey
was included as a link in the e-mail.
Participants had an option of responding or not responding to each of the
questions on the survey. An additional
reminder was sent in October 2015.
The survey was closed on November
20, 2015.
Respondent Characteristics
More than 500 educators of gifted
children provided responses from public schools (98%) and private schools
(2%). Almost three quarters (74%)
of respondents had been teaching for
more than 10 years, and (49%) had
more than 10 years teaching gifted

If disagree, proceed
to next belief
Teacher Belief Statement
If Agreement
Proceed to
next belief

How Often Practiced?
If regularly
Specific Student
Learning Outcomes

Figure 1. Flowchart of survey design.
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If never or rarely

Specific Obstacles

Proceed to
next belief

TABLE 3

Teacher Beliefs Ranked in Order of Teachers’ Level of Agreement
Belief

Agree

PracticeWeekly

PracticeMonthly

PracticeRarely

PracticeNever

1. Work with parents

99%

25%

40%

32%

4%

2. Deeper and more complex curriculum

99%

71%

21%

6%

1%

3. Ability grouping

98%

78%

17%

3%

2%

4. Create products matched to interests

98%

36%

46%

15%

3%

5. Flexible pacing

98%

52%

28%

11%

8%

6. Above-level work

97%

65%

25%

7%

3%

7. Above-grade content

97%

41%

29%

14%

15%

8. Independent research

96%

28%

40%

27%

6%

9. Mentoring

95%

15%

16%

28%

42%

10. Different learning experiences

91%

65%

24%

8%

3%

11. Rubrics

89%

31%

50%

15%

4%

12. Above-level assessment

87%

26%

34%

23%

17%

13. Placement with higher grade students

84%

26%

9%

13%

52%

14. Average

94%

43%

29%

16%

12%

students. Only 18% reported fewer
than 3 years experience teaching
gifted children. A majority of respondents (71%) provided instruction to
elementary-aged children. Gifted program models included pullout (47%),
gifted-only classes (33%), general education (33%), pre-AP or AP courses
(17%), and cluster classrooms (16%).
Forty percent of teachers indicated
that less than 15% of their classroom
was comprised of gifted students; 43%
had classrooms comprised of 76% or
more gifted students. Overall, most of
the responding teachers (86%) had, at
a minimum, obtained their 30 clock
hours in gifted education, and 80%
of teachers indicated they had earned
their annual update. Over 37% had
obtained gifted supplemental certification on their Texas teaching certificate. Almost half had taken courses
in gifted education; 28% had at least
one graduate-level course in gifted
education, and 13% held a master’s
degree with a specialization in gifted
education.

RESULTS
The results were organized around

educator beliefs about practices, implementation of practices, barriers, and
student outcomes.
Beliefs About Practices
In examining the responses to the
online TAGT/Baylor survey, 90% or
more of the respondents believed in
these practices:
•• working and communicating with
parents (99%),
•• deeper and more complex curriculum (99%),
•• ability grouping (98%),
•• creating products matched to
interests and abilities (98%),
•• flexible pacing (98%),
•• above-level work (97%),
•• above-grade-level content based
on progress (97%),
•• independent research projects
geared to interest (96%),
•• mentoring or tutoring in talent
area (95%), and
•• different learning experiences
than typical students (91%).
Although they still strongly believed in
the following practices, respondents’
support was somewhat less for these
practices compared to the previous 10

practices: rubrics to assess products
and performances (89%), above-level
assessments (87%), and placement in
higher grade levels within area of talent (84%).
Implementation of Practices
The implementation of the practices did not necessarily follow the
beliefs in the practices (see Table 3).
For example, although 95% of the
respondents believed in mentoring or
tutoring, 70% rarely or never implemented the practice. Similarly, almost
two thirds of the respondents rarely
or never placed students in higher
grade levels based on their talent
area although 84% believed in the
practice. More surprisingly was that
almost one third or less never or rarely
implemented above-level assessment
(40%), worked with parents (36%),
allowed students to conduct independent research (33%), or accelerated
into above-level content (29%).
On the other hand, 78% of
respondents implemented ability
grouping, and 71% provided deeper
and more complex curriculum on a
weekly basis. Other practices that the
majority of the respondents imple-
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mented weekly included different
learning experiences (65%), abovelevel work (65%), and flexible pacing
(52%).
Benefits of Implementation
For each of the practices that
respondents implemented, they were
able to identify how the practices benefited the students from an array of
choices that included both academic

products of a higher quality; covering
curriculum at a faster pace or advancing to above-level content; covering
the subject with more depth and complexity; participating in competitive
events; experiencing more learning
activities in their area of interest; and
sharing their progress with their parents/guardians. Besides the menu of
alternatives, respondents were also able
to add their own benefits. Respondents

Teachers identified barriers that might have
prevented their implementing a practice from an
array of factors such as confidence in my ability;
resources; nonsupport by the teachers at my
campus or campus administrators; district policy and
practices; or the district curriculum.
and social-emotional benefits.
In the social-emotional area,
listed benefits included developing
leadership skills, strengthening peer
relationships, learning persistence in
solving problems, becoming more
confident in their abilities, increasing interest or passion, learning how
to access resources, becoming more
aware of strengths and needs through
self-assessment, providing clear feedback to peers, strengthening a relationship with the mentor, and advocating
for themselves.
Academic benefits included scoring higher on benchmark, STAAR,
or posttests versus pretests; learning
new knowledge; performing better on
the TPSP product; developing a clear
understanding of the components of
the project; becoming more engaged
in learning or in independent research;
demonstrating higher level thinking or
asking higher level questions; creating
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made 157 comments and added these
additional benefits for these specific
practices:
•• Ability grouping: Gifted students
developed confidence, compassion, group belonging, social
skills, and enjoyment of learning; felt respected; and developed
emotionally.
•• Above-level assessment: Gifted
students gained confidence;
became aware of their own abilities and potential; took ownership
of their learning; and were able to
move beyond grade-level material.
•• Above-level work: Gifted students
became more inquisitive and collaborative in problem-solving
approaches; developed enjoyment
of learning and a growth mindset; learned patience in pursuing
harder work; gained a sense of
empowerment; increased scholarly

behaviors; and increased performance on AP and STAAR tests.
•• Accelerate in above-level content:
Gifted students “loved” school;
were happier learning at own rate;
and had higher motivation and
fewer behavior problems.
•• Accelerate in higher grade levels
by subject: Gifted students had
more opportunities for challenge,
and became more self-confident.
•• Depth and complexity: Gifted
students had opportunities to
“dig into topics” both inside and
outside of school; were engaged
in richer educational experiences;
made connections in other subjects; improved writing and AP
scores; increased self-esteem;
learned how to think outside
the box; and embraced a growth
mindset.
•• Different experiences than peers:
Gifted students believed that they
could achieve and became more
comfortable with the gifted label;
developed more creative projects and technology skills; and
increased global perspectives.
•• Flexible pacing: Gifted students
increased motivation and research
skills and were more content so
were less distracting to others
•• Independent research: Gifted
students developed enjoyment
of learning, maturity, self-awareness, and time management and
increased presentation and technology skills.
•• Mentoring: Gifted students
became more self-aware and collaborative; developed relationships
with mentors; and acquired new
skills not taught in school.
•• Product or performance matched
to interest: Gifted students
improved creativity; enjoyed
learning and sharing their work
with peers and family; had
a higher level of satisfaction;
improved their sense of well-being; and increased confidence and
willingness to take risks.

•• Rubrics: Use of rubrics created
clear expectations for students
and parents; involved students in
developing outcomes; increased
student autonomy, reflection, and
reduced anxiety; and encouraged
more creativity.
•• Work and collaborate with parents: Parents knew their gifted
child’s abilities and needs better
and were able to support their
child’s needs inside and outside
of school.
Barriers to Implementation
If respondents did not implement
a practice but believed in it, they were
also able to add comments regarding
barriers to implementation. Teachers
identified barriers that might have
prevented their implementing a practice from an array of factors such as
confidence in my ability; resources;
nonsupport by the teachers at my
campus or campus administrators;
district policy and practices; or the
district curriculum. Besides this set,
respondents were also able to add their
own barriers. Teachers authored 321
comments, almost twice as many as
had been made regarding additional
results. Two practices alone, independent research (n = 62) and acceleration
of grade by subject (n = 55), accounted
for more than 36% of the comments.
Their comments are summarized
below:
•• Ability grouping: Too few gifted
students were identified or recognized as gifted; teacher’s class was
too heterogeneous; (used heterogeneous grouping because) teacher
needed GT to guide the weaker
students.
•• Above-level assessments: Gifted
program did not use assessments
because not required or too little
time in gifted program; teacher
needed time for students to create instead of assessing; teacher
needed to slow down to make sure
students did well on STAAR test;
and team teachers didn’t allow.

•• Above-level work: Teacher needed
time to prepare above-level materials; enrichment was provided in
GT program only.
•• Accelerate in above-level content:
Teachers needed time to develop
above-level materials, limited time
in GT program didn’t allow acceleration, school did not support
practice, students not motivated,
and parents needed to provide
transportation to another school.
•• Accelerate in higher grade levels:
School system did not support or
it just does not happen, acceleration is limited because of scheduling of classes, grade was at the
highest level in the school and the
school was not close to secondary
schools, parents needed to provide
transportation, students needed to
test out of all content to be accelerated, gifted students needed to
graded similarly to other students,
and no students needed this acceleration and if they did, it would
be provided in the GT program.
•• Depth and complexity: Too many
students were in the classroom,
classroom was too heterogeneous,
teacher needed time to develop
assignments, and students needed
m o r e
knowledge of the
domain.
•• D i f f e r e n t
experiences

needed to prepare for tests, school
schedule and/or a set curriculum
didn’t allow, teacher needed to
work with other students more
than GT, and GT were not
self-motivated to work at own
pace.
•• Independent research: Teacher did
not have enough time to implement because too much curriculum to cover in the general or
GT program, GT teacher had
too little time for independent
research in GT program, independent research was only required
once or twice a year or once for
each 6-week period, teacher did
not have resources—limited technology or personnel, students do
not ask for independent research,
and independent research is not
appropriate for age group.
•• Mentoring: The program is not
available, limited time with the
students, teacher needed time
to establish
relationships
with mentors, teacher

than peers: Teacher
needed resources
and time, district
needed personnel,
too costly for the
district, teacher
had no knowledge, and no incentives to teacher.
•• Flexible pacing: Teacher needed
resources and time, teacher
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viewed it as more beneficial at the
secondary than the elementary
level, mentoring might be provided by GT program or parents,
and struggling students receive
tutoring.
•• Products or performance matched
to interest: Time in GT program
was too limited to develop products or performances, curriculum
requirements or preparation for
AP testing limited products or
performance, products and performances were only in the GT
program, and students were not
successful with challenge.
•• Rubrics: Did not have time to
create rubric; rubrics were used
for bigger projects only; not
enough time in GT program to
use rubrics; rubrics did not apply
to the lesson, the domain, or AP
class; rubric was too leading or
limited creativity; only grades
were used; and rubric created
pressure for another grade.
•• Work and collaborate with parents: Teacher needed to help
struggling students or needed
time to develop relationships with
parents, students were working on
independence, and parents work
or do not care.

CONCLUSIONS AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
The results of this survey indicate
strong positive beliefs among Texas
practitioners in gifted education about
each of the 13 evidence-based practices. Although at least 84% believed
in each of the practices, a smaller percentage were involved in implementing them. Implementation of practices
weekly ranged from a high of 78% for
ability grouping to a low of 15% for
mentoring. More than one third of the
respondents never or rarely used these
five practices: mentoring, placement in
higher grades, above-level assessments,
working with parents, and independent research. From the provided
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options, the most frequently chosen
barriers across all of the practices were
lack of resources and district curriculum. The reoccurring themes cited
under the qualitative section were
time, followed by human and material resources, standardized curriculum, and limited system support at the
campus and/or district levels. Some
comments also indicated a lack of
understanding of the practice itself or
a misinterpretation of the belief (e.g.,
“I usually try to have one of them as a
guide for my weaker student groups”;
“I am a self-contained GT pullout so
do not have assessments to administer”; “A rubric implies structure and
guidelines—opposite traits of creativity”; “independent research is allowed
after we’re assured they are exceeding
the basic curriculum”; “all my students
are GT” so they do the same activities)
Given these results of the TAGT/
Baylor survey, we would like to make
the following recommendations: (a)
improvement in services to gifted and
talented students, (b) future professional development with school districts and at the TAGT conferences,
(c) advocacy efforts, and (d) state policies and future educational goals in
Texas.
Improvement of Services
Time is needed for services to
gifted and talented students. Not
only is more time needed for services
specifically designed to meet the needs
of gifted and talented students but
these services also need to be delivered
in general education classes. From the
survey, it appears that within most elementary general education classrooms,
students receive the same curriculum
and only receive specialized curriculum in the GT program, which meets
once a week.
Personalized services for gifted
and talented students. These services
need to be tailored to the talents and
abilities of each gifted student—not a
general program for all students identified as gifted. As an example, one

of the respondents mentioned that
the GT program had required units
to study, which left little time for independent research based on student
interest.
Acceleration. Acceleration,
which is widely supported by empirical research over the past 30 years,
is implemented by fewer than half
of the respondents. Schools need to
examine their acceleration practices
so that students can accelerate in a
domain related to their talent area
either within the classroom or across
grade levels. Services need to be comprehensive and continuous spanning
all K–12 grades.
Flexible curriculum. Curriculum
in schools need to be used as frameworks or guides so that teachers are
able to modify the content and pace
for gifted and advanced learners.
Related to acceleration, teachers need
to have the freedom to create learning
progressions for gifted students, which
may be different from general education students.
Resources. Alternative assessments that are above level and have
sufficient ceiling need to be provided
to teachers so that they are able to
determine what a gifted student knows
and does not know within a domain.
Rubrics also need to be developed
to assess products and performances
beyond those provided by the TPSP.
Above-level materials, technology,
and other material resources need to
be provided to teachers to assist in differentiating the curriculum in general
and gifted education classrooms.
Array of services. Schools need to
develop an array of services for gifted
and advanced students from curricular
adaptations in the general education
classroom to pullout programs based
on students’ talents, specialized curriculum in AP and other advanced
classes, dual credit and university
classes, extracurricular activities, competitions, and mentorships.
Research. Research needs to be
conducted on effects of different prac-

tices that tend to support or inhibit
gifted and talented programs (e.g.,
amount of time spent in gifted program services, research embedded in
the basic curriculum, differentiated
curriculum using specific strategies
such as depth and complexity, differentiated assessments, use of rubrics,
implementation of TPSP, acceleration).
Professional Development
Design and/or use of assessments and rubrics. Practitioners need
to learn how to design differentiated
assessments for GT and other students
in their classroom. These assessments
can then be used as preassessments,
within the teaching/learning process,
and/or summatively to determine the
effectiveness of instruction. Some professional development needs to focus
on the differences between forms of
assessments and grades.
Managing different groups and
individual students in the classroom. Practitioners need to learn how
to manage large and small groups and
individual gifted students in homogeneous and heterogeneous settings.
Adapting and modifying learning experiences. Professional development is needed to show teachers
at all grade levels how to embed
research within the basic curriculum
and allow advanced students to pursue
their interests. Teachers also need to
learn how to teach and guide students
during the research process.
Partnerships in professional
development. TAGT, schools, and
universities need to partner in offering
quality, research-based professional
development in gifted education for
teachers, administrators, and parents.
Advocacy
Programs a nd ser vices.
Stakeholders need to advocate for
an array of programs and differentiated services for gifted and advanced
students.
Educators’ professional development. Teachers who teach gifted and

talented students need to meet state
requirements and receive ongoing professional development from individuals who have knowledge and skills in
gifted education. They need to receive
support and resources from their
school districts in order to implement
quality programs. Administrators
need to also meet state requirements
and be aware of the effectiveness of
acceleration practices.
Assessments. Assessments need
to be differentiated for gifted students
and data disaggregated to determine if
gifted and talented students are showing growth commensurate with their
abilities.
Policies
Assessment. Encourage policymakers to examine the effects of
standardized assessments on gifted
and talented students and create
an accountability system that challenges all students. This will require
the disaggregation of data related to
those students identified as gifted and
talented.
Resources. Encourage policymakers to invest more human and
material resources in programs and
services for gifted and talented students from PK–16.
Incentives. Provide incentives
for schools that have more students
performing at the highest levels of
achievement instead of capping financial support to the top 5%.
Teacher preparation. Encourage
policymakers to revisit the minimum
requirements for teacher preparation
in gifted education and make these
requirements commensurate with
those in other special education fields.
We hope that the results from the
survey and these recommendations
will provide opportunities for discussion among stakeholders in gifted
education and initiate more advocacy
efforts on behalf of gifted education
teachers, administrators, gifted and
talented students, and their parents.
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TAGT Supports Student Hackathon
After a year in the making, the inaugural iCodeHack came to fruition on Saturday, April 16.
The event was produced by iCode4Kids, an organization that facilitates student achievement
by raising awareness of science, technology, engineering and math (STEM) in a fun, enriching
and collaborative environment.
Hosted at the AT&T Corporate Headquarters in Dallas, iCodeHack brought together over 200
elementary, middle and high schoolers from more than 30 area school districts. Students
were tasked with solving timed technical and social challenges through coding.
TAGT was thrilled to partner with iCode4kids on this event and looks forward to supporting
more ways for students to develop skills and interests, and help them reach their unique and
limitless potential.

TECHNOLOGY TIPS FOR TEACHERS
BY JOYCE E. KYLE MILLER, PH.D., RAINE MAGGIO,
AND JACQUELINE RILEY, ED.D.

Meet T ED, the Audio
PowerPoint, and Skype
TED TALKS

Have you met my friend TED? TED, Technology,
Entertainment, and Design, is a global set of conferences
that began in 1984. TED Talks are filled with “ideas worth
spreading.” In 2006, TED Talks became available free and
online; since then, TED Talks have been reaching people
all around the world.
At https://www.ted.com/, teachers can find talks that
are current and typically less than 20 minutes. These TED
Talks offer great introductions, conversation starters, or reinforcement to lessons currently in place in the classroom.
You can find talks on an endless number of topics, but
the following list includes some favorites that are especially
useful in the gifted classroom.
•• Sir Ken Robinson’s “Do Schools Kill Creativity?” is a
humorous talk about the importance of developing and
supporting creativity in schools. With gifted students,
this TED Talk helps students understand that there is
more to the world and to school than standardized tests.

•• In Carol Dweck’s talk, “The Power of Believing That
You Can Improve,” students of all ages are inspired to
believe they can continue to grow and learn. This talk
about growth mindset encourages gifted learners to take
risks and to value effort in all that they do.
•• Another classroom favorite is Jack Andraka’s TED Talk,
“A Promising Test for Pancreatic Cancer . . . from a
Teenager.” Jack tells of his journey to create a test to
detect pancreatic cancer in its early stages. Jack is a
gifted teenager who did not give up. He kept working,
exploring, and learning until he found an answer. His
story is inspiring and shows that even a teenager can
change the world.
If you find the time to search through the TED Talks, you
will not be disappointed. Each year new and inspiring talks
are added. This resource is an easy way to bring relevant,
current, and engaging speakers right into your classroom.

AUDIO POWERPOINT
Although many educators are familiar with PowerPoint,
they may be less familiar with using PowerPoint as a tool for
student narrated videos. To produce a narrated PowerPoint,
follow these steps:
•• Create the PowerPoint slides as normal, adding any
desired text and images. If students have created work
on paper, these images can be scanned, saved, and
inserted into the PowerPoint.
•• Add audio by simply selecting “Slide Show” from the
horizontal menu at the top of the screen. Then click
“Start Recording from Beginning” or “Start Recording
from Current Slide.” (It should be noted that, depending on
the computer one is using, these steps may vary to a degree.)
A small recording bar will be displayed at the top of
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the screen. (Nearly all computers contain an integrated
microphone that is adequate; however, an inexpensive
external microphone can be purchased to improve sound
quality.) To pause the recording, click the pause button
or the escape button. To advance to the next slide, click
the arrow key or space key.
•• Save the file as a video by selecting “Compress Media”
and then selecting “Internet Quality.” The product will
be saved as a .wmv file that can be uploaded to YouTube.
The audio PowerPoint can be used to create a commercial,
a narrated story, or a digital book, among other products.
Archived presentations and projects may be accessed by
students and teachers in the future.
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SKYPE
Skype is the ultimate technological vehicle for providing students
with opportunities to interact in real time with others in their community, state, country, or around the world. People, places, and events can
become easily accessible, making your classroom a window to the world.
In fact, with Skype, the possibilities are endless. You can use Skype to:
•• Visit with a college professor, an Arctic explorer, or a scientist or
engineer from the National Aeronautics and Space Administration
(NASA) Center, or have story time with a well-known author who
reads and leads a discussion with the class.
•• Provide your students with a venue to present their products to
experts in a field of study or with students in other countries.
•• Establish friendship chats with and see classmates who are unable
to attend school to feel a part of their class and engage in special
projects and assignments along with their teachers and classmates.
•• Interact with students in a class at another campus or around the
world to share cultural experiences or engage in conversations on
topics of interest.
•• Differentiate instruction as part of a center or station in the classroom. This can be easily accomplished by grouping students according to ability and/or interest and allowing each group to rotate
through a teacher-led center using Skype to brainstorm, make
presentations, or exchange questions with groups of students in
another locale.
Skype is not only a useful tool for student learning. It also provides
a valuable platform for teachers to share ideas and network, allowing
them to arrange classroom sessions with one another beyond the walls
of the school. Skype in the Classroom (https://education.microsoft.
com/skypeintheclassroom) provides a searchable database that allows
teachers to connect with colleagues who teach similar subjects and
grade levels. Looking for a teacher whose class is working on a project
similar to yours? Skype in the Classroom can help make the connection.

Joyce E. Kyle Miller, Ph.D., is a faculty member at
Texas A&M University-Commerce. Dr. Miller received
the bachelor’s of arts degree in English and Spanish, a
master’s of education degree, and a doctorate in secondary education and college student personnel administration from the University of North Texas (UNT),
Denton, TX. Postdoctoral study in gifted education was
completed at UNT and the University of Connecticut at
Storrs, CT. Prior to completing her doctoral degree, Dr.
Miller taught English and Spanish in public schools in
Texas. She holds certifications in English, Spanish, gifted
education, secondary instruction, and supervision. Dr.
Miller teaches courses in gifted education, curriculum,
instruction, research, and philosophy; she coordinates
the secondary education program and has developed
the Gifted Education Graduate Program at A&M
Commerce. Dr. Miller is a member of the board for the
Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented (TAGT),
former chair of the Research and Dual Language/
Multicultural divisions of TAGT, and a member of the
Special Populations and Curriculum Divisions for the
National Association for Gifted Children. Dr. Miller is
a member of the World Council for Gifted and Talented
Children and recently completed a 2-year term as one
of three USA Delegates to the World Conference for
the Gifted and Talented, which was held in Odense,
Denmark in August 2015. Research and writings have
addressed web-based instruction, the gifted culturally
diverse learner, and the African American learner. Dr.
Miller has also developed and taught more than 12 different online graduate courses at Texas A&M Commerce,
five of which are in gifted education.
Raine Maggio is a teacher/gifted coordinator for
Lake Travis Middle School in Austin, TX. She has been
teaching gifted education for 18 of her 21 years in the
classroom. She has served as Region XIII Director of
TAGT and was honored to receive 2006 Region XIII
Outstanding Teacher of the Gifted as well as Round
Rock ISD’s Elementary District Teacher of the year.
Raine received her bachelor’s degree at the University of
Texas at Austin and master’s in educational psychology
with emphasis in gifted education from the University
of North Texas.
Jacqueline Riley, Ed.D., is an assistant professor
at Texas A&M University-Commerce in the Department
of Curriculum and Instruction where she teaches classes
that prepare educators to meet the cultural and linguistic
needs of English language learners. Her research focuses
on bilingual students’ literacy development and use of
technology. Dr. Riley has taught English as a second language to elementary students and adult immigrants. She
has also taught Spanish as part of a primary afterschool
program and taught Spanish to high school students and
adults.
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A

s the parents look at the ultrasound screen in
anticipation, the technician excitedly exclaims,
“It’s a girl!” The parents delight in the image moving on the screen and immediately begin visualizing the little one to come into their lives. In the
coming weeks, lace, flowers, and pink transform
the nursery into a baby girl wonderland. Friends
host showers for the coming baby in living rooms that eventually
look like a fairy magically pink-washed the entire room. After
the baby is born, her mother dresses her in a pink and purple
tutu skirt with a pink ruffled shirt. She rides home in her pink,
polka-dotted car seat, and her parents place her in the crib that
resembles a princess’s fairytale bedroom. From the moment her
parents learned her gender, cultural gender stereotypes began
creeping into her world.
As the girl grows through her toddler and preschool years, she
will learn in subtle and not so subtle ways what it means to be
a girl. She will experience the ways culture has defined colors as
gender related. She will play with toys marketed solely to girls and
avoid those intended for boys. She will hear grownups typically
refer to her physical looks and largely ignore her personal interests.
When the girl exhibits gifted tendencies, she may experience
subconscious confusion and conflict if her interests fail to meet
cultural expectations (Delisle & Galbraith, 2002; Silverman, 2012).
She may notice cultural connotations that beautiful people are good
people; that sexual appeal rather than intelligence advances females
in this society (Bloom, 2011). The resulting “halo effect” certainly
may confuse a young, gifted female who already
perceives
she is different from many of her friends.
Throughout the gifted girl’s childhood,
messages from her parents, culture, and
schools will significantly influence her ability
for growth. Like a small seedling, she needs a
place to grow and optimal conditions for developing her gifts. She needs her parents to establish
a rich environment for roots to grow deeply.
She needs the ability to filter the polluted
messages filled with harmful stereotypes
raining down around her from the culture.
She needs teachers and schools to point her
to sunlight, personal growth, and achievement
rather than hiding her abilities in a dark closet.
	T ex as A ssoc iation

for the

G ifted & T a l en t e d

23

PARENTS AS SOIL
Research repeatedly affirms that
parents of gifted girls possess the
strongest influence on their children’s achievements (Lamb & Brown,
2006). Even more than past achievements, parental expectations impact
gifted girls’ beliefs about themselves
(Randall, 1997). The home creates the
soil where a gifted girl first finds nourishment. Parents of gifted girls often
are unaware of simple ways they can
create expectations that encourage
optimal growth. Their girls need a
soil-rich environment with a variety
of nutritional experiences to cultivate
their gifts.
From their earliest years, gender-biased messages inundate gifted
girls. Some statements may imply a
preferred role of a submissive princess needing a prince to rescue her.
Other messages may relegate girls to
domestic tasks only. Sadly, they may
also find few intellectual toys aimed at

Parents need to recognize narrow ste- autonomy and collaboration, gifted
reotypes and work consciously against girls benefit from mentoring relationthem (Levin & Kilbourne, 2008). ships. These mentors allow gifted girls
Parents of gifted girls must advocate to visualize themselves as successful
for their daughters even when it causes adults (Navan, 2009).
personal discomfort. Unknowing
Parents of gifted girls must recogfriends and family may often focus on nize the pervasive halo effect in society
girls’ looks without ever asking about and speak to their daughters truthfully
their passions and interests. Friends about it. The halo effect creates a bias
and family may not think to purchase in which a person perceives someone’s
open-ended toys for these girls, auto- internal qualities by making a judgmatically thinking a girl will prefer ment based on external appearance.
culturally defined toys found only on Contrary to what culture implies,
the pink, girl aisle.
beauty does not equal goodness and
Gifted girls often experience physical unattractiveness does not
barriers to reaching their full poten- equal badness or worse, a license to
tial throughout their lives. Parents of mock or disrespect. Douglas (2010)
gifted girls can proactively advocate pointed out that when President
for them if parents educate themselves Clinton appointed Janet Reno as
about the realities of these barriers. Attorney General, media immediParents who remember their expec- ately spoke disrespectfully about her
tations greatly influence their gifted appearance and physical size. The
daughters, seek places for growth public questioned her sexual orientawhere deep roots will create a stable tion and mocked her because she was
and secure base from which to blos- not considered physically attractive.
som (Lamb & Brown, 2006). For opti- Parents of gifted girls can point out
this treatment of Reno as reprehensible. They can also point to Reno’s
professional competence and intellect.
Those who knew her personally spoke
of her compassion and legal expertise.
Unfortunately, the public did not hear
much about this.
Although it may seem deflating
to talk with a gifted daughter about
these seemingly insurmountable
obstacles, knowledge and awareness
foster efficacy and, in turn, agency,
which allows gifted young women to
see themselves as important contribumal social and emotional development, tors to society (Navan, 2009). Parents
gifted girls need to interact with other who understand their role as the most
girls who are their intellectual peers important voice influencing their
(Meredith, 2009). When gifted girls gifted girls’ worlds carefully choose
interact with each other, they experi- fertile soil full of enriching nutrients
ence resilience and increased self-es- whereby lifelong roots can grow.
teem (Navan, 2009).
Parents also help their daughters
CULTURE AS WATER
grow deeper roots when they expose
them to successful female mentors
Gifted girls experience more
(Navan, 2009; Silverman, 1991). mixed messages from peers, society,
Because females often subconsciously parents, and teachers than any other
wrestle with the balance between group (Randall, 1997). As gifted girls

Because females often subconsciously
wrestle with the balance between
autonomy and collaboration, gifted girls
benefit from mentoring relationships.
their gender (Lamb & Brown, 2006).
As gifted girls’ intellectual curiosities
expand, parents must take a firm
stance in supporting their daughters’
gifts.
Parents must encourage their
daughters to explore, take risks, and
grow deep roots of resilience, strength,
and self-confidence (Silverman, 1991,
2012). They should purchase toys with
a broad range of exploration possibilities rather than prescribed, scripted
play (Levin & Kilbourne, 2008).
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grow, gender-determined cultural to each gender based on their market- as well (Kerr et al., 2012; Reis, 2001).
messages rain down around them, ing (Sifferlin, 2012). LEGO has intro- She sees T-shirts marketed to her that
suggesting many ways to embrace duced a line of products specifically for say, “I’m too pretty to do my hometheir femininity. Oftentimes, when girls. This line, called LEGO Friends, work, so my brother does it for me.”
a person waters a plant, she may not features some neutral colors, no pri- She processes the shirt worn by a boy
even notice at first glance that the mary colors like the original bricks that says, “Nice girls don’t use pepwater is tainted. To the naked eye, the and a plethora of pinks and purples. per spray.”
Messages surwater appears normal and even harm- Offerings in the line include a pet salon,
round her
less. In the same way, the objectify- a bakery, and a rehearsal stage. In comshowing
ing stereotypes that society embraces
seem so commonplace now, many
people do not even perceive the grave
dangers posed to females. Beginning
at birth and continuing throughout
life, every female experiences various
social settings and influences, creating
a self-perception of what it means to
be a girl (Silverman, 2001). From the
moment a girl’s gender is known, her
surroundings shower her with messages about how girls look, act, and
what they prefer. The frilly, pink going
home outfit with the pink-washed
nursery begins this highly gendered
journey into childhood.
Some big-box retailers still delineate toy aisles for girls and toy aisles for
boys. The blue aisle for boys includes
Legos, superheroes, tools, weapons,
and sports equipment. The pink girl
aisle contains Barbies, Bratz, kitchen
the objectificat ion
utensils, dress-up clothes, and Monster parison, the offerings marketed to boys of women
a nd
t he
High dolls. Pink and purple dominate include a satellite launch pad, police obsession
with appearance
the entire aisle devoted to girl toys. helicopter, and stunt plane. To further in everything from Super
Consider the implications for a pre- the stereotypes, the LEGO Friends line
B o w l commercials to the
school-age gifted girl. She may enjoy uses the following words in advertisstunning statistic that 80% of early
building with Legos with an older ing: beauty, chill, cupcake, puppy, shop,
adolescent girls are dieting at any
brother or neighborhood friend, so house, and perfect. In advertising the
given time (Lamb & Brown, 2006).
she eagerly searches for some Lego sets sets marketed to boys, the company
Lamb and Brown (2006) discussed
that she might want for her birthday uses words such as send, catch, action,
at the store. She gravitates to the pink capture, build, stop, and rush. Research extensively the importance of parents
aisle as her subconscious self tells her shows that gender stereotyping in toys helping their daughters interpret and
to do. She cannot find the Legos she contributes to lower math and science understand the culture. Parents must
built with previously. She wanders to scores for middle school girls, yet the identify the distorted messages or polpractices are pervasive (Kerr, Vuyk & lutants seeping into their gifted daughthe boy aisle and she sees them.
ters’ lives. As parents monitor, discuss,
As Delisle & Galbraith (2002) Rea, 2012; Reis, 2001).
As the gifted girl grows up, the and evaluate cultural messages with
so adamantly noted, this girl wades
into the waters of confusion so many tainted messages continue to wash their gifted girls, they can provide
gifted girls experience. Thirty years over her. Unfortunately, the mes- opportunities for developing the girls’
ago, companies like LEGO marketed sages move from simply unfiltered to intellectual gifts, emphasizing the
to both genders with the same products. what some might consider to be overt importance and worth of abilities and
Today, LEGO, and most other com- and polluted. As exposure to culture character over the external emphasis
panies, have chosen to limit offerings increases, the confusing messages do from culture (Reis, 2001).

Teachers and schools
can encourage the
development of voice,
an essential quality that
fosters self-confidence in
gifted girls.
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EDUCATION AS SUNLIGHT

girls grapple and the overwhelming
cultural messages inundating these
girls points to the importance of
schools and teachers to provide adequate sunshine for these girls in the
dark places of inner struggle.
Teachers and schools can encourage the development of voice, an
essential quality that fosters self-confidence in gifted girls. Navan (2009)
referenced multiple studies pointing to
the primary way females learn about

Girls excel at every level of education. Bloom (2011) affirmed that girls
score higher than boys on achievement
tests from kindergarten through high
school. Seventy-two percent of girls
nationwide graduate from high school
compared with 65% of boys. Women
receive 58% of bachelor’s degrees in
the United States. They outnumber
men in universities at the undergraduate, graduate, and professional
levels and the average high
school grade point average of
girls exceeds that of their male
counterparts. Gifted girls certainly comprise much of the
success reflected in these statistics. Therefore, with numbers
like these, should teachers and
schools concern themselves at
all with issues relating to gifted
girls?
Unfortunately, research
also points to a plethora of
barriers gifted girls face that
schools and teachers must
address. Like plants closed
in a box, gifted girls fail to
grow without the sunlight of
a supportive educational environment. Teachers routinely
nominate more boys than girls
for gifted testing and frequently
impose similar stereotypes on
self is through relationships. Gifted
girls that they receive from society girls need community with other
(Reis, 2002). Gifted girls frequently gifted girls. In isolation and without
attribute their success to hard work interaction with other females of simrather than innate ability and often ilar intellectual abilities, these gifted
avoid competition in order to preserve girls often retreat from their nonimportant friendships (Reis, 2002). gifted peers for fear of not fitting in
Gifted girls also often struggle with (Navan, 2009). They also downplay
perfectionism, creating unrealistic their accomplishments for fear of furexpectations for themselves in all ther isolation (Reis, 2002; Silverman,
avenues of life (Kerr et al., 2012; Reis, 2012). As a result, gifted girls with2002). Overexcitabilities can generate out a voice blend in with the rest of
a level of intensity gifted girls cannot the girls their age and hide their gifts.
maintain over time (Navan, 2009). Teachers and schools can identify this
Some gifted girls also struggle with phenomenon and gently encourage
the blessing and curse of multipoten- gifted girls out of hiding. Plants do
tiality (Reis, 2002). The combination not grow well when closed up in a dark
of these issues with which many gifted closet. Gifted girls do not grow well

when their gifts largely remain unnoticed and hidden.
Once gifted girls find their voice,
they continue to need teachers who
understand the intricacies of gifted
girls. When teachers assume the
role of advocate for gifted girls, they
remove the clouds that continually
roll into these girls’ lives attempting
to shadow who they really are and
stunting their growth. The confusion between autonomy and collaboration can often create a cloud
that hinders the growth of gifted
girls (Navan, 2009). Gifted girls
intuitively understand the value in
developing relationships, yet feel
drawn to work alone if no intellectual peer is available (Navan,
2009; Reis, 2002). When a teacher
understands this dilemma, he or
she helps gifted girls recognize
that developing autonomy gives
them greater potential to form
meaningful relationships with
others (Navan, 2009).
Schools should constantly seek
ways to support and affirm gifted
girls. Supporting them in various
ways points them toward the sunlight and affirms them. Gifted girls
already possess what they need for
intellectual success; teachers can
come alongside them and continue
to offer opportunities for growth.
Schools should identify gifted girls as
early as possible (Delisle & Galbraith,
2002; Silverman, 2012). They can
encourage gifted girls’ participation
in advanced math and science subjects and a variety of extracurricular
experiences. Teachers should communicate the critical truth to gifted girls
that they are intellectually able and
not just lucky (Delisle & Galbraith,
2002). Teachers and schools can foster
the self-esteem of gifted girls by understanding and communicating the need
for the girls to develop expressive and
instrumental personality traits. The
expressive traits of nurturance, kindness, and gentleness combined with
instrumental traits of decisiveness,

Gifted girls already
possess what they
need for intellectual
success; teachers can
come alongside them
and continue to offer
opportunities for growth.
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assertiveness, and independence create
the highest self-esteem among gifted
girls (Randall, 1997). Society often
rewards girls for expressive personality
traits but discourages the instrumental
traits believed to be too masculine.
Schools and teachers can incorporate educational practices that foster
the development of efficacy in gifted
girls. These practices include identifying giftedness appropriately, responding to overexcitabilities, promoting
self-regulated learning experiences,
reading biographies of role models
and mentors, teaching resiliency,
and dispelling gender myths (Navan,
2009). Gifted girls who successfully
grow in self-efficacy move easily
into the significant and vital goal of
agency. Agency involves intentionality and forethought with a developed
sense of self-reflectiveness (Bandura,
2001). Gifted girls who possess a
strong sense of agency understand
their own gifts and the value their
gifts have to society (Navan, 2009).
Gifted girls who develop agency act
with intentionality. They plan ahead
in the short term and for the future
(Reis, 2002). They self-assess, competently allowing for reflection and
reaction to their surroundings and
situations (Navan, 2009). Gifted
girls with a developed sense of agency
grow into women who appreciate
their valuable contributions to society,
while rejecting the cultural messages
that they should be able to do everything (Reis, 2002). They turn into
powerful world-changing women
who will teach our children, embrace
the hurting, speak out against objectification of women, care for the sick,
seek justice for the oppressed, lead
people, run businesses, and so much
more.

CONCLUSION
All of these educational practices
lead to increased cultivation for gifted
girls’ growth when regularly communicated to parents of gifted girls (Levin

female. Thousand Oaks, CA: Cor& Kilbourne, 2008). Most parents of
gifted girls strive to help their daughwin Press.
ters reach their full potential; however, Randall, V. (1997). Gifted girls. Gifted
without knowledge of the myriad of
Child Today, 20(4), 42–49.
issues related to gifted girls, this can
Reis, S.M. (2001). External barriers to
be a challenge. When schools and
gifted experienced and talented girls
teachers educate themselves about
and women. Gifted Child Today,
the issues, they can communicate
24(4), 26–37.
the issues to the parents of gifted
girls. Again, parents provide the most Reis, S.M. (2002). Gifted females in eleimportant voice their gifted daughmentary and secondary schools. In
ters hear. When parents understand
M. Neihart, S.M. Reis, N. Robinissues of their gifted daughters and
son, & S.M. Moon (Eds.) The social
then advocate on their behalf, the girls
and emotional development of gifted
thrive and ultimately blossom because
children: What do we know? (pp. 125they are firmly planted, well-watered,
136). Waco, TX: Prufrock Press, Inc.
enriched, and deeply rooted.
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any challenges exist in developing and implementing programs and services for gifted and talented students. Researchers have reported that high
achievers’ scores have declined nationally since the implementation of No
Child Left Behind (NCLB; Loveless, Parkas, & Duffett, 2008; Plucker,
Burroughs, & Song, 2010; Plucker, Giancola, Healey, Arndt, & Wang, 2015; Plucker,
Hardesty, & Burroughs, 2013). Wyner, Bridgeland, and DiIlulio (2007) have also noted
the growing disparity between low-income high achievers and their higher income peers,
suggesting that low-income gifted are particularly at risk for being underrecognized and
underserved. Because teachers report that academically advanced students are simply not
a priority and feel more pressure to raise lower achieving students’ test scores (Loveless et
al., 2008), gifted students have been largely ignored in the general education classroom
(Roberts & Siegle, 2012). Standards and policies need to accommodate the needs of all
students (Loveless et al., 2008; Plucker et al., 2015; Roberts & Siegle, 2012; Walker &
Pearsall, 2012).
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Advocacy is the cornerstone for addressing these challenges and providing
a voice to gifted students and their families. Effective advocacy takes
time (Robinson, 2012) and resources (Gallagher, 2013), and requires
collaboration among many groups: parents, teachers, school administrators, professional organizations, researchers, and policymakers (Besnoy,
2005; Duquette, Orders, Fullarton, & Robertson-Grewel, 2011; Speirs
Neumeister, Yssel, & Burney, 2013; Matthews, Georgiades, & Smith,
2011; Roberts, 2010; Roberts & Siegle, 2012; Wiskow, Fowler, &
Christopher, 2011). In order to compete as a nation in the international
arena, gifted children must be considered (Gallagher, 2013). Educators
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have a responsibility to advocate for
gifted children and to know the best
strategies for advocating well.
To better understand advocacy,
this review included articles that had
been published since 2005 in Gifted
Child Today, Gifted Child Quarterly,
Journal for the Education of the Gifted,
Journal of Advanced Academics, and
Roeper Review. To be included, articles needed to address advocacy for
gifted education programming and
services. Articles from other countries and those whose focus was not
advocacy were excluded. Using these
criteria, 20 articles were identified and
summarized.
Although the articles primarily
expressed the opinions of authors,
one used historical research (Robins
& Jolly, 2013), two described the
results of advocacy efforts (Matthews
et al., 2011; Roberts, 2010), and four
used qualitative methods (Besnoy et

& Siegle, 2012), using the arguments
that gifted education can actually
benefit general education (Johnsen,
2014; Kaplan, 2009) and dispelling
myths about gifted students’ ability to make it on their own (Besnoy,
2005). Educators should also advocate
for specialized curriculum (Johnsen,
2014; Roberts & Siegle, 2012), talent
development (Robinson, 2012), and
specific strategies such as acceleration
(Hargrove, 2012) and scholarliness
(Kaplan, 2006). Other areas for educator advocacy included professional
development for teachers (Besnoy,
2005; Roberts & Siegle, 2012).
Walker and Pearsall (2012) described
specific advocacy efforts to include
more Latino students in Advanced
Placement (AP) classes.
Areas for parent advocacy were
examined in two articles. Besnoy et
al. (2015) addressed ways that parents
can advocate for their children who

Educators need to understand what
is possible and what the goals are
(purpose), create a positive climate
around the topic of gifted education while
simultaneously knowing the data and
fostering relationships to sway policymakers
(preparation), and have stamina to make
these things a reality (persistence).
al., 2015; Duquette et al., 2011; Speirs
Neumeister et al., 2013; Walker &
Pearsall, 2012).

FOCUS OF
ADVOCACY EFFORTS
The vast majority of the articles described the focus of advocacy
efforts by different advocacy groups
(N = 17). Ten of these articles were
written for educators. The authors
suggested teachers advocate for their
gifted students and services at the local
school level (Besnoy, 2005; Roberts
30 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

are twice-exceptional (i.e., gifted with
a disability). Duquette et al. (2011)
described four dimensions of advocacy where parents might focus on
providing their students with a challenging curriculum and extracurricular activities.
Gifted students also need to
learn how to advocate for themselves
(Kaplan, 2012; Robins & Jolly, 2013;
Siegle, 2008; Speirs Neumeister, et al.,
2013). Siegle (2008) encouraged educators to discuss with gifted students
their giftedness and their responsibility
to develop their talents. Professional

organizations have historically emphasized the importance of student advocacy with not only an emphasis on
understanding one’s potentialities but
also how to use them for the common
good (Robins & Jolly, 2013).
Advocacy suggestions were also
made for policymakers (Gallagher,
2013; Johnsen, 2014; Plucker, 2012;
Roberts & Siegle, 2012). These articles emphasized the importance of
using current vocabulary regarding
special education and national issues
(Gallagher, 2013; Roberts & Siegle,
2012); describing how current models and systems can be adapted for
gifted students (Johnsen, 2014); and
how serving gifted students is a part
of social justice and economic development (Plucker, 2012).

ADVOCACY STRATEGIES
Eight of the articles described specific ways that families might advocate for their children, five suggested
strategies for school personnel, and
two described methods at the state
and national level.
Families
All members of the family have
different ways they can help their
gifted and talented student. Duquette
et al. (2011) noted that there are four
dimensions of advocacy: awareness,
seeking information, presenting the
case, and monitoring. Awareness
includes understanding the needs of
the student and the issues. After identifying needs and issues, families need
to seek information to justify the gaps
in gifted services and help present a
solution. Forming parent groups can
collectively bring awareness to the
issues at the local level and find relevant information necessary for advocating (Matthews et al., 2011). Based
upon their own experiences, Matthews
et al. (2011) listed important steps in
establishing a group and provided
tips for effectiveness, such as building
involvement, using electronic contact,

and dealing with logistical aspects like
paperwork and budgets. These parent
groups build upon the expertise of all
involved and help parents find the necessary information to make a case for
their students.
Important information for families to know includes school policies
about identification, accommodations,
or specific programming (Duquette et
al., 2011) and professional vocabulary
to present the case effectively (Besnoy,
2011) and influence administration
and lawmakers to act (Wiskow, 2011).
Parent groups should stay transparent
and inform the community about the
gifted and talented program through
any means that seems appropriate
for the audience (Hargrove, 2010).
Parents also can share the number of
served students in the district along
with the successes of this student population and their gifted and talented
(GT) specialists. Further resources
for parents include those provided by
the National Association for Gifted
Children (www.nagc.org) and state
association websites, such as the
Texas Association for the Gifted and
Talented (www.txgifted.org).
Students also should be informed
and recruited to share ideas they have
about advocating (Hargrove, 2010).
The youth can demonstrate the impact
of a quality education through their
performances or products (Wiskow et
al., 2011) and speak of how gifted education has affected them (Hargrove,
2010).
After advocating for services,
families must monitor to make sure
that the changes discussed continue
and that the new services truly benefit the child (Duquette et al., 2011).
Without the presented accommodations, modifications, and/or services
in place, the child may show signs of
inappropriate behavior, a lack of academic progress, or dissatisfaction with
school. Ultimately, the responsibility
of advocacy falls on the shoulders of
the parents (Hargrove, 2010).

School Personnel
Many important advocates exist
within a school district. School board
members can ensure the district complies with state mandates, encouraging administrators to make changes to
existing policies if necessary (Wiskow
et al., 2011). Gifted coordinators can
mediate between the advocates and
the administration or media. Finally,
teachers can inform all groups of
advocates and teach the students to
advocate for themselves (Kaplan,
2012; Wiskow et al., 2011). In order
for teachers to be most effective, they
need purpose, preparation, and persistence (Roberts & Siegle, 2012).
Educators need to understand what is
possible and what the goals are (purpose), create a positive climate around
the topic of gifted education while
simultaneously knowing the data
and fostering relationships to sway
policymakers (preparation), and have
stamina to make these things a reality (persistence). Teachers can inform
those locally by talking to others in the
profession and community or at the
state and national levels by becoming
members of larger organizations.
State and national organizations
can help parents advocate by creating
resources such as guides concerning
relevant laws or strategies or providing
discussion forums in order to better
support them in their advocacy efforts
(Speirs Neumeister et al., 2013).
Besnoy (2005) provided strategies for creating an advocacy campaign within the school community.
He suggested taking a public relations
approach, starting slowly in order to
create quality information for the campaign. The steps for creating a campaign include establishing a purpose,
creating objectives, producing activities for the intended audience, creating
a timeline, and evaluating whether or
not the strategies succeeded for the
intended audience. Advocates should
disseminate information through a
variety of ways, print and otherwise,

inside and outside of the school building. By tailoring the activities to the
audience, the public relations campaign becomes more effective.
State and National
Advocates
For those states aiming to create
specialized schools, Roberts (2010)
offered lessons from her experiences
in building a residential school for
math and science. These ideas can be
generalized for other large gifted and
talented projects. For making change

Ultimately,
the responsibility
of advocacy falls
on the shoulders
of the parents
(Hargrove, 2010).
at the national levels, Gallagher (2013)
suggested that educational infrastructure must adapt the enterprises
of health and defense: programs that
commit to areas such as research,
technology, curriculum development,
and evaluation. By using the rhetoric
of those two enterprises, the funding
for education could develop a sound
infrastructure and effectively impact
gifted education policy.
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ANNOTATED REFERENCES
Besnoy, K. (2005). Using public
relations strategies to advocate
for gifted programming in your
school. Gifted Child Today, 28(1),
32–65.
Besnoy stated that educators of gifted
students need to advocate for their
students at the local school level to
combat the idea of gifted education
as elitist or without its own merits.
This advocacy would include exposing
colleagues to gifted education because
many teachers do not understand
that gifted students cannot differentiate their own curriculum. Teachers
should start their advocacy efforts
slowly due to the time commitment
and effort required of the process and
use print, nonprint, and other media
strategies. Besnoy included a step-bystep public relations model (Karnes,
Lewis, & Stephens, 1999) along with
examples at each of the five steps.
He also included examples of public
relations strategies for different subgroups within the school, including
general education teachers, specialists,
and administrators. He concluded by
stating that a year-end evaluation is
fundamental to successful advocacy
efforts for the next year.
Besnoy, K. D., Swoszowski, N. C.,
Newman, J. L., Floyd, A., Jones,
P., & Byrne, C. (2015). The advocacy experiences of parents of
32 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

elementary age, twice-exceptional
children. Gifted Child Quarterly, 59, 108–123. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0016986215569275
In this particular study, the researchers interviewed eight parents of six
elementary twice-exceptional children
about their past advocacy efforts. The
researchers gave the parents questionnaires, interviewed the parents
(lasting from 70 to 120 minutes), and
then conducted focus groups. The
researchers used a constant comparative method with open coding to analyze the themes within the interview
transcriptions. The researchers found
that parents had lifelong concern for
their children and identified the precocious abilities of the student at least
2 years before they recognized any
disabilities. The parents placed their
children in public schools believing
that the schools would have their students’ best interests at heart, but they
soon lost confidence in the schools’
focus and ability to meet the dual
needs of the child so the parents realized they needed professional knowledge in order to advocate on behalf of
their children. The parents stated that
school officials did not seem to want to
diagnose the children with a disability,
and parents felt the school personnel
lacked expertise, even in regard to
following state procedures. In order
to become stronger advocates, parents
needed to learn the professional vocabulary and certain school district policies. The researchers concluded with
the limitations of the study—sampling
and one perspective—along with a call
for more research on this topic.
Duquette, C., Orders, S., Fullarton,
S., & Robertson-Grewal, K.
(2011). Fighting for their rights:
Advocacy experiences of parents
of children identified with intellectual giftedness. Journal for
the Education of the Gifted, 34,
488–512.
In this qualitative study, the research-

ers examined 16 mothers’ attitudes
toward advocacy for their gifted children using a 93-item questionnaire
and semistructured interviews. The
questionnaire and interview questions were based on four dimensions
of advocacy: awareness, seeking
information, presenting the case, and
monitoring. The data were organized
based on these four categories and a
fifth category about successful school
experiences. The researchers found
that most of the parents had an awareness that their child was gifted either
before or during his or her elementary
school experience. When they sought
information, the parents used at least
three different sources. Most were also
members of a gifted advocacy group
called ABC. Although most parents
were interested in information related
to having their child tested, they also
searched for a variety of other types of
information. The parents all went to
initial meetings with school personnel
after the child was tested, but many
had difficulties reaching an agreement
about the placement of their child in
the program, especially those parents
whose child had a dual diagnosis (i.e.,
twice-exceptional). Because parents
felt that these meetings with school
personnel were intimidating, half of
them wanted to have an expert at the
meetings to achieve the results they
wanted. Monitoring of the program
varied among parents, but parents
appeared to monitor “out of a sense of
duty, interest in their children, a desire
to be aware of problems, and to ensure
that the accommodations written in
the IEP were being implemented”
(p. 502). The researchers found that
each dimension had a “trigger” that
led to the next step in the advocacy
process. Parents reported that a successful school experience required
supportive school personnel along
with a challenging curriculum and
extracurricular activities. The authors
concluded that the steps of advocacy
are not linear and may be performed
simultaneously by the parents.

Gallagher, J. J. (2013). Educational
disarmament, and how to stop it.
Roeper Review, 35, 197–204. doi:
10.1080/02783193.2013.799412
Gallagher presented an argument
for a change in the infrastructure of
gifted education in order to prevent
the disarmament through lack of
support. In order to make a stronger,
smarter, and better nation to compete
in the international arena, students’
environments must be considered.
Gallagher compared the infrastructure of health and defense—those
with considerable funding with large
numbers of behind-the-scenes staff—
to the educational world without
either of these supports. The United
States should create an infrastructure
for the gifted students similar to the
one for students with disabilities. In

order to do this, it would require an
investment in proper evaluation tools,
educational leadership, technical assistance, demonstration centers, technology utilization, data systems, and
long-distance planning. To achieve
this would require large social support
and the proper mechanisms to make
sure these investments worked. The
author noted that issues in education
such as funding and excellence are due
to focusing on other matters, namely
defense and equity, without much
attention paid to the students who
are high achievers. For policy change
to occur, it would require multidisciplinary support, which may be possible through the combinatorial use of
fear and national ambition as reflected
in the history of previous initiatives for
gifted education.

Hargrove, K. (2010). Advocating in
tough economic times. Gifted
Child Today, 34(3), 40–41.
Hargrove alerted the readers to multiple instances in which funding cuts
meant gifted programs were reduced
or eliminated in the past few years.
To combat this, she listed specific
advocacy ideas, such as recruiting
teachers as helpers, communicating
the successes of the gifted program,
and constructively using social media.
She also suggested websites for more
information to bring about change.
Hargrove, K. (2012). Advocating acceleration. Gifted
Child Today, 35(1), 72–73.
doi:10.1177/1076217511428309
In this column, Hargrove began by
explaining that funding for gifted
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education has decreased since the
implementation of the No Child Left
Behind act (NCLB) a decade prior. She
stated that all advocates should read
the reports from A Nation Deceived
to overcome the barriers in the current school climate such as meeting
Adequate Yearly Progress, restricting
progress to specific grade levels, and
combatting negative perceptions of
acceleration. Hargrove also stated that
parents may resist these gifted accommodations, so more creative avenues
must be sought by advocates in order
to defeat the myths surrounding gifted
education.
Johnsen, S. K. (2013). Addressing the
challenge of administrator support
of gifted education programming.
Gifted Child Today, 36, 221–222.
doi:10.1177/1076217513498219
This article focused on the challenge
of administrative support in providing gifted education. In order to gain
attention from school administrators
regarding gifted students, advocates
need to address popular misconceptions about gifted education, such as
the notion that gifted students will
succeed without a specialized education. Secondly, advocates need to
explain how strategies, such as those
that promote creative thinking and
problem solving, help all students, not
just those labeled as gifted. Teachers
familiar with the appropriate strategies can model these methods for
others. Finally, advocates need to
describe how current curriculum and
systems can be adapted for gifted students without additional funds and
resources. For example, the Common
Core State Standards (CCSS) and
Response to Intervention (RTI) can
be modified to reach gifted students.
Johnsen concluded with a list of
resources to help advocates communicate with administrators.
Kaplan, S. N. (2006). Advocacy by
discussion: Dialogues about dif34 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

ferentiation. Gifted Child Today,
29(1), 35–37.
Kaplan provided questions and templates for discussions on the issues
regarding gifted curriculum differentiation. The first issue includes meeting
the dual goals of providing “scholarship” and “scholarliness” within the
curriculum. Secondly, differentiated
curriculum must include teaching
to all types of gifted students, especially regarding the differences within
the gifted population; not all gifted
students learn in the same manner.
The final issue for differentiated curriculum discussions is the evidence
proving that the curriculum is truly
responsive to the needs of the students.
By discussing all of these issues, advocates can inform and engage others
in supporting quality differentiation
within the classroom.
Kaplan, S. N. (2009). Following
the national trend for advocacy.
Gifted Child Today, 32(4), 64–65.
Kaplan explained that advocates need
to use the term stimulus package in
order to be politically relevant for
gifted education support. Stimulus
Package I emphasizes the idea of the
“spill-over effect,” the idea that gifted
education would help general education. Differentiation helps all students
and even helps identify students not
currently in the gifted education program. Stimulus Package II emphasizes
the ways general education classes
may hurt gifted students’ education
through things like convergent thinking and benchmarks. Using the language of current political change will
help gifted education.
Kaplan, S. N. (2012). Becoming
politically savvy—Being gifted
in the current educational climate. Gifted Child Today, 35,
150–151. http://doi.org/10.1177
/1076217511436088
Kaplan suggested that teachers
instruct gifted students on becoming

“politically savvy” in order to advocate
for their own education. Differentiated
curriculum relies on independent and
analytic students, and empowering
them to get involved in their education also speaks to their interests and
values. By doing this, students can
maintain motivation and relate advocacy to multiple educational moments
in history.
Loveless, T., Parkas, S., & Duffett, A.
(2008). High-achieving students
in the era of NCLB. Washington,
DC: Thomas B. Fordham Foundation & Institute.
In Part I, “An Analysis of NAEP
Data,” Loveless discussed changes
in national National Assessment
Educational Progress (NAEP) scores
of high- and low-achieving students
since the initiation of NCLB and
accountability mechanisms pre- and
post-NCLB are compared. Data support that the achievement gap between
low and high achievers narrowed
during the NCLB era, largely due to
an increased rate of improvement of
the low achievers in comparison to
their high-achieving counterparts.
Loveless suggested that a lack of
increased rate of improvement for the
high achievers represents a missed
opportunity to promote achievement
equally to all students. Loveless also
defined the characteristics of the
high-achieving population as scoring
in the 90th percentile or above on the
NAEP, a majority of which are White
with socioeconomic, academic, and
“teacher experience” advantages. The
author proposed that the government
implement incentives for progress of
all students, including high achievers.
In Part II, “Results from a
National Teacher Survey,” Parkas and
Duffett provided results from a nationwide survey of with 900 grade 3–12
teacher participants and qualitative
data from five focus groups intended to
measure attitudes toward high-achieving students in the classroom. Results
showed that most teachers expressed

that academically advanced students
are not a priority in their schools and
are often underchallenged, stating that
they wished that all students received
equal levels of attention but agree that
pressure to raise mandated test scores
forces priorities to shift toward the
lower achieving population. Teachers
in general acknowledged a need for
increased professional development
or training with how to differentiate
in their classrooms and work with academically talented students.

to send e-mails and receive feedback
from website visitors. Finding an
appropriate Webmaster is one of the
most important ways to promote the
advocacy group’s efforts. Challenges
of advocacy groups include high turnover rates and disseminating information to parents and teachers of gifted
students. The authors concluded with
more tips about online and in-person
communication, membership fees,
outside resources (e.g., local universities), and more.

Matthews, M. S., Georgiades, S.
D., & Smith, L. F. (2011).
How we formed a parent advocacy group and what we’ve
learned in the process. Gifted
Child Today, 34(4), 28–34.
doi:10.1177/1076217511415384

Plucker, J. A. (2012). Positively influencing gifted education policy. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 56, 221–223.
doi:10.1177/0016986212456071

The authors presented a process for
forming local, district-level advocacy
groups given that most gifted programs are the first programs to get
cut. Proactive advocacy efforts help
achieve the final program goals better
than reactive arguments. Educating
and collaborating with the community
members provides the best outcome
for the gifted student population.
The authors worked with one of the
largest school districts in the country,
an urban district in Florida, which
served approximately 14,000 gifted
students. Having a district coordinator with information on parents
who wanted to form a group helped
begin the process. Because of the
expertise of members of the group,
the initial meetings produced a mission statement with a variety of goals
and ideas, a name, a timeline, and an
organizational structure (including
writing bylaws). To aid recruitment,
the group brought in speakers and
provided refreshments. They also
filed for incorporation, recommending
consulting with a tax attorney or an
experienced group member. In order
to communicate with members, they
purchased a domain name with a .org
ending and used Constant Contact

Plucker discussed the approach of outcomes-based giftedness by Subotnik,
Olszewski-Kubilius, and Worrell
(2011) in regards to policy of gifted
education. This perspective contrasts
the traditional idea of giftedness, but
Plucker noted this concept is more
logical and appropriate for policy
on giftedness. Instead of referring to
gifted students as those with special
needs, advocates should argue for
the social justice implications and/
or economic development impact of
gifted education. In order to make
this policy change a reality, Plucker
called for more research on intervention outcomes even if one truly subscribes to the traditional, whole-child
approach. He also stated that the two
approaches are not mutually exclusive
and everyone can win from having
both approaches at the table when it
comes to education policy.
Plucker, J. A., Burroughs, N., & Song,
R. (2010). Mind the (other) gap!
The growing excellence gap in K–12
education. Bloomington, IN: Center for Evaluation and Education
Policy.
The authors aimed to examine the
excellence gap (differences between
the highest achievers) since the implementation of NCLB. Using NAEP
data from assessments for grades 4

and 8, the authors showed increasing
differences between race, socioeconomic status, English language proficiency, and gender. Comparing states
individually on NAEP data showed
mixed progress. When the few excellence gaps decrease, it is often due to
the high achievers’ decline in scores.
With state assessment data, most states
increased the number of advanced
scores but also widened their excellency gaps. Due to the fact that states
vary on the “advanced” criterion, caution must be used with interpretation.
Because NCLB focuses on minimum
competency, Plucker et al. suggested
this method does not work to decrease
the excellence gap. Policies regarding
fixing this issue have been rare at the
federal level and inconsistent at both
state and local levels. In order to close
this gap, this issue must become both
a national and state priority alongside
(not instead of) the achievement gap.
Realistic goals and finding a mixture of
national, state, and local policies such
as ability grouping and AP courses will
help when the lack of funding hits one
or more levels. Plucker et al. also recommended creating standards with
advanced students in mind, addressing the current policies that hinder
gifted students, and conducting more
research on high achievement.
Plucker, J. A., Giancola, J., Healey, G.,
Arndt, D., & Wang, C. (2015).
Equal talents, unequal opportunities: A report card on state support
for academically talented low-income students. Lansdowne, VA:
Jack Kent Cooke Foundation.
This report highlighted the impact
of state demographics and state-level
policies on academic achievement of
high-ability students and offered a
guide to states on how they can better support learning for all students.
An expert advisory panel selected 18
indicators that impact student outcome and data collected from online
and documentary sources, or from
state education agency staff, suggested
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a correlation between state demographics and student outcome, with
large excellence gaps manifesting in
all states. The authors included a list
of recommendations for state policy
change to aid in high-ability student
service and success, including requiring local education agencies (LEAs)
to be held accountable for student
achievement and requiring these
LEAs to identify and collect data on
high-ability students, to allow academic acceleration options, and to
provide services for gifted and talented
students.
Plucker, J. A., Hardesty, J., & Burroughs, N. (2013). Talent on the
sidelines: Excellence gaps and America’s persistent talent underclass.
Storrs: University of Connecticut, Center for Education Policy
Analysis.
This report aimed to update the public on the excellence gap in America
since the 2010 publication of Mind the
(Other) Gap! The Growing Excellence
Gap in K–12 Education. With the
NCLB goal of increasing minimum
competency among students, one
would think the highest levels of
achievement would also increase, but
achievement gaps and excellence gaps
do not appear to be related. Using
2013 NAEP data in reading and math,
the researchers found that race, socioeconomic status, English language
proficiency, and gender excellency
gaps have gotten worse since NCLB.
State data varies but generally appear
to mirror national data with excellence
gaps, but state assessments typically
also have more advanced scorers. The
authors concluded that “The data we
explored for the current study should
crush anyone’s optimism about the
country’s success in developing academic talent” (p. 22) and international
comparisons also continue to widen.
Recommendations for reducing the
identified talent deficit include consideration of special populations,
notice of test result data when it is
36 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

released, inclusion of advanced assessment scores in accountability systems,
acknowledgment of poverty, examination of current policies, increased
funding of and research on educational excellence, and development of
federal government support.
Roberts, J. L. (2010). Lessons learned:
Advocating for a specialized
school of mathematics and science. Roeper Review, 32(1), 42–47.
doi:10.1080/02783190903386876
Roberts included 11 lessons from a
decade-long case study involving the
inception of a gifted program: establish the point of coordination for the
advocacy plan, identify your goals
and plan your message, establish relationships with key decision makers,
educate individuals about the need,
solicit position statements from key
stakeholders and policymakers and
make them known, find new friends
and supporters, use expertise to build
support, link with groups that may
influence decisions, use advisory
groups for ideas and contacts, stay
up to date with research and recommendations, and keep public relations
plans ongoing.
Roberts, J. L., & Siegle, D.
(2012). Teachers as advocates:
If not you—Who? Gifted
Child Today, 35(1), 58–61.
doi:10.1177/1076217511427432
Roberts and Siegle stated that teachers must be advocates in order to help
meet the needs of students that have
been ignored under NCLB. This
includes working with parents, community members, and other teachers
to gain support and services at both
the state and national levels. To properly advocate, one must have the three
Ps of advocacy: purpose, preparation,
and persistence (Burney & Sheldon,
2010). Preparation requires the advocate to stay informed, develop relationships with other advocates and
change makers, and create a plan. To
advocate for gifted children, teachers

can inform their colleagues about the
rationale behind gifted education,
debunk the myths surrounding gifted
students, or provide them with pertinent strategies for the students in their
classes. To advocate at the state level,
Roberts and Siegle recommended
becoming a member of the state gifted
organization. Nationally, teachers can
advocate through getting involved
with national gifted groups such as
the National Association for Gifted
Children (NAGC) or The Association
for the Gifted (TAG), sending their
messages to public and policy makers, and relating the issues of gifted
students to the issues of the current
conversations surrounding education.
Robins, J. H., & Jolly, J. L. (2013).
Historical perspectives. Gifted
Child Today, 36, 139–141.
doi:10.1177/1076217512475292
This article discusses the history of
gifted advocacy and two organizations that are the leading advocates
for gifted children, the American
Association for Gifted Children
(AAGC) and the National Association
for Gifted Children (NAGC). Each
of these organizations have attempted
to help teachers, parents, and others
understand gifted and talented children, specialized curriculum, the significance of professional development,
and the importance of research to further the understanding of gifted students and their needs. Moreover, they
have both been interested in helping
gifted individuals understand their
potentialities and how they can use
them for the general good.
Robinson, A. (2012). Psychological
science, talent development, and
educational advocacy: Lost in
translation? Gifted Child Quarterly, 56, 202–205. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0016986212456077
Robinson outlined a brief history of
the conception of domain-specific
education in the field of giftedness.
She explained that advocacy is a cor-

nerstone for the field and promoting
the concept of talent development can
help advocates by providing research
from a variety of fields to back arguments, access to help gifted students
at multiple times in their educational
careers, and connections with a multitude of fields to garner additional
resources. Robinson also described
the disadvantages to this advocacy
endeavor. For example, promoting a
new idea takes time and can result in
unintended outcomes such as losing
local and state resources. Practically,
advocates must remain cautious when
dealing with the language of gifted
research and theory.
Siegle, D. (2008). The time is now
to stand up for gifted education: 2007 NAGC presidential address. Gifted Child
Quarterly, 52, 111–113.
doi:10.1177/0016985208315848
As the 28th president of the National
Association for Gifted Children, Siegle
detailed three recommendations for
the field of gifted and talented education: (a) developing a better definition
for gifted, (b) discussing with children
their giftedness and their responsibility in talent development, and (c)
being thorough in the process of identifying gifts and aiding their growth.
Speirs Neumeister, K., Yssel, N., &
Burney, V. H. (2013). The influence of primary caregivers in fostering success in twice-exceptional
children. Gifted Child Quarterly, 57, 263–274. http://doi.
org/10.1177/0016986213500068
The researchers examined the role of
parents of twice-exceptional children’s
success using a constant comparative
approach based in grounded theory.
The authors conducted semistructured interviews with 10 primary
caregivers (mothers) of students with
multiple exceptionalities who had
been deemed successful. Six themes
emerged, all revolving around responsibility: recognition of the child’s

intelligence, recognition of a problem
despite assurance from school personnel, providing/seeking support despite
inconvenience, normalizing the child’s
disability, maintaining high expectations for their student, and handing
off responsibility to the student in
advocating for themselves. The authors
also included suggestions for state and
national groups to help parents with
the different advocacy responsibilities. They concluded with limitations,
future research, and an appendix with
interview questions.
Walker, S. A., & Pearsall, L. D. (2012).
Barriers to advanced placement
for Latino students at the highschool level. Roeper Review, 34,
12–25. doi:10.1080/02783193.2
012.627549
This focus group investigated the
underrepresentation of Latino students in AP courses. Four randomly
selected high school Latino students
and seven of their parents or guardians
participated in structured focus group
interviews. The researchers found that
access to AP courses was not a barrier
to course enrollment; rather, barriers
included costs in the program, extracurricular activities, and outside support from parents, friends, teachers,
colleges, and role models. Parents
stated that if the school increased communication and collaboration while
promoting classwork as the student’s
“job,” the parents would be more
likely to support achievement in these
harder classes. The authors also noted
that teacher professional development
regarding multicultural issues would
help the advancement and communication between multicultural students.
In order to advocate for students,
Walker and Pearsall recommended
communication and community intervention, English courses for both parents and students, early information
at the elementary and middle school
levels regarding advanced classes, culturally sensitive training for teachers,
decreased costs financial barriers,

changes in student dress codes and
labeling, and persistent willingness to
help Latino students.
Wiskow, K., Fowler, V. D., & Christopher, M. M. (2011). Active advocacy: Working together for appropriate services for gifted learners.
Gifted Child Today, 34(2), 20–25.
With a decrease in funding for gifted
education, Wiskow, Fowler, and
Christopher (2011) stated the need
for active advocacy in order to change
policy, curriculum, and support for
gifted students. Even though it may
be difficult due to variations across the
nation and individual states, advocates
need to know the current policies to
help those considered both “gifted
alone” and “gifted plus” (i.e., twice
exceptional—those with legal protection). The authors recommended
using advocacy methods from the
models of both Gallagher (1983)
and Dettmer (1991) in campaigns
for gifted students. Active advocacy
includes multiple players within the
school environment: teachers, who
can inform parents, students, and
other school members; parents, who
can influence the administration and
lawmakers to act; gifted coordinators,
who can serve as liaisons between
the administration or media and the
advocates; school board members,
who may encourage school personnel
to implement changes and make sure
the school remains in compliance with
state mandates; and students, who
inform the advocates about the impact
of a quality gifted education program
through their products and performances and who may self-advocate
for increased services. In conclusion,
advocacy is about the students, and all
involved members must work together
and persist in order to make quality
gifted education a reality.
Wyner, J. S., Bridgeland, J. M., & DiIulio, J. J. (2007). Achievement trap:
How America is failing millions of
high-achieving students from low-
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er-income families. Washington,
DC: Civic Enterprises.
This report by the Jack Kent Cooke
Foundation highlights the need
for a nationwide change to support
high-achieving students from low-income families, detailing a growing
disparity between low-income high
achievers and their higher income
peers beginning during elementary
school and increasing in high school,
college, and graduate school. The
low-income high achievers that are
discussed in the report are a population of approximately 3.4 million
K–12 children defined by academic
rank in the top 25% of students their
own age and familial incomes below
the national median. The authors
describe an “achievement trap” that

contributes to the fallout of low-income high achievers when the students
are not advocated for, recognized, or
encouraged, and multiple case studies are provided as examples. Steps
to close the achievement gap are discussed and the authors emphasized
the need for educational systems and
policy to support all students, including those that are socioeconomically
disadvantaged.
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the Academic Community. She may be reached
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University, One Bear Place #97301, Waco, TX
76798 or Susan_Johnsen@baylor.edu.

TEXAS GT TEACHERS’ BELIEFS AND PRACTICES SURVEY
Continued from page 18

A. (2013). A sample of gifted and
talented educators’ attitudes about
academic acceleration. Journal of
Advanced Academics, 24, 27–51.
Southern, W. T., & Jones, E. D. (2004).
Types of acceleration: Dimensions
and issues. In N. Colangelo, S. G.
Assouline, M. U. M. Gross (Eds.),
A nation deceived: How schools hold
back America’s brightest students (Volume II, pp. 5–17). Iowa City: University of Iowa, The Connie Belin &
Jacqueline N. Blank International
Center for Gifted Education and
Talent Development. Retrieved from
http://www.accelerationinstitute.org/
nation_deceived/nd_v1.pdf
Subotnik, R. F., & Jarvin, L. (2005).
Beyond expertise: Conceptions of
giftedness as great performance. In
R. J. Sternberg & J. E. Davidson
(Eds.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd
ed., pp. 343–357). New York, NY:
Cambridge University Press.
Subotnik, R. F., Olszewski-Kubilius, P.,
& Worrell, F. C. (2011). Rethinking
giftedness and gifted education: A
proposed direction forward based

38 T e m p o • V o l . XXXVII, N o . 1, 2016

on psychological science. Psychological Science in the Public Interest, 12,
3–54.
Texas Education Agency. (2009). Texas
state plan for the education of gifted
and talented students. Retrieved from
http://www.tea.state.tx.us/index2.
aspx?id=6420
VanTassel-Baska, J. (Ed.). (2013) Using
the Common Core State Standards for
English Language Arts with gifted and
advanced learners Waco, TX: Prufrock Press.
Xiang, Y., Dahlin, M., Cronin, J., Theaker,
R., & Durant, S. (2011, September).
Do high flyers maintain their altitude?
Performance trends of top students.
Washington, DC: Thomas B. Fordham Institute. Retrieved from http://
edexcellence.net/publications/highflyers.html
Susan K. Johnsen, Ph.D., is a professor in the
Department of Educational Psychology at Baylor
University in Waco, TX, where she directs the
Ph.D. program and programs related to gifted
and talented education. She is editor of Gifted
Child Today and coauthor of Identifying Gifted
Students: A Practical Guide and more than
250 articles, monographs, technical reports,
and other books related to gifted education.
She has written three tests used in identifying

gifted students: Test of Mathematical Abilities
for Gifted Students (TOMAGS), Test of
Nonverbal Intelligence (TONI-4) and Screening
Assessment for Gifted Elementary and Middle
School Students (SAGES-2). She is past president of The Association for the Gifted (TAG) and
past president of the Texas Association for the
Gifted and Talented (TAGT). She has received
awards for her work in the field of education,
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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.

Gifted Education and
High School Students
due July 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

Social and Emotional
Needs of Gifted Students
due October 1, 2016

Evaluating Gifted
Programs
due January 8, 2017
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Elevate your teaching, advocacy, leadership, connections and programs to the NEXT LEVEL at the
2016 TAGT Annual Conference. TAGT is headed back to Dallas this Fall. Register today and experience the energy of 2,000 passionate advocates for gifted education.
Opening general session speaker: Thursday, December 1st
Becoming a Lifelong Learner
Travis Allen
Founder, iSchool Initiative

Closing general session speaker: Friday, December 2nd
Do A Little Bit More
Hattie Kauffman
Journalist and Author, “Falling Into Place”

For more information, or to register, visit TAGTCONFERENCE.ORG

