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from the editor
by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

E

ducators nationwide struggle with the challenges of identifying and serving culturally and
linguistically diverse (CLD) gifted students as well
as students from poverty who come to school with limited background knowledge, experiences, and support.
Corroborating this sentiment, Finn (2014) stated, “The
students who are most let down by the present state of
affairs [in public schools] are the high-potential children
from poor and minority backgrounds whose gifts are
badly neglected in today’s education system” (p. 53).
The State of Texas is no different with regard to challenges faced in finding and serving gifted children from
these underserved populations. During the 2015–2016
academic year, there were 5,299,728 students enrolled
in Texas public schools. Of this total population, 404,654
(7.6%) were identified as gifted and talented; 3,122,903
(58.9%) were identified as economically disadvantaged
(Texas Education Association [TEA], 2016).
Table 1 combines data from several charts presented in Enrollment in Texas Public Schools 2015–2016
(TEA, 2016). One does not have to spend a great deal
of time studying the figures to determine that there is
great disparity among racial/ethnic groups in light of
the identification of gifted and talented students. For
example, African American students make up 12.6% of
the total enrollment, yet African American students
comprise only 6.5% of the identified gifted and talented

population; White students make up 28.5% of the total
enrollment, yet the racial/ethnic group comprises 39.4%
of the identified gifted and talented population.
The data are just as disturbing when taking a close
look at the figures related to socioeconomic status. In
fact, 3,122,903 students in Texas public schools (58.9%
of students enrolled) were identified as economically
disadvantaged during the 2015–2016 academic year
(TEA, 2016).
What do these data mean for educators who so
desperately desire to provide safe and productive
educational environments that will nurture the intellectual growth of children, regardless of their race and/
or socioeconomic background? This issue of TEMPO
explores such topics and provides research to help
guide our decision-making as we strive to identify and
serve children in ways that provide every support and
opportunity possible to ensure their success.
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TABLE 1

Enrollment by Race/Ethnicity of Gifted/Talented and Economically Disadvantaged Students,
Texas Public Schools, 2015–2016
Number of
Students
Enrolled

Percent of
Students
Enrolled

Number
of GT
Students

Percent
of GT
Students

African American

668,338

12.6%

26,077

6.5%

477,285

71.4%

American Indian

20,917

0.4%

1,147

0.3%

12,049

57.6%

Asian

213,394

4.0%

40,020

9.9%

60,833

28.5%

Racial/Ethnic
Group

Percent of Economically
Disadvantaged Students

Hispanic

2,767,747

52.2%

167,296

41.3%

2,099,075

75.8%

Pacific Islander

7,406

0.1%

430

0.1%

4,207

56.8%

White

1,513,027

28.5%

159,230

39.4%

422,620

27.9%

Multiracial

108,899

2.1%

10,454

2.6%

46,834

43.0%

Note. Adapted from TEA (2016).
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from the
executive director
by JJ Colburn, CAE

A

s TAGT moves into 2017, I’m struck by the
momentum we are experiencing in our association and our field. There is a renewed energy
and interest around the importance of serving gifted
and talented students and that same vitality can be felt
throughout TAGT. It’s no accident that this momentum
exists at this time; a look back at the strategic messaging
in our annual themes over the last few years really tells
the story of how much has changed.
I’ve found in my career that the most powerful
themes not only provide a focus for the organization
but also resonate with members and the work being
done each day. In all cases, each year’s thematic focus
has not only told a story about TAGT but has also been
applicable to the work you do with gifted students and
your GT programs.
In 2011, our focus was on “Gifted 3.0.” This was a
year of new direction for TAGT. The Board began a governance restructure, it was my first year as the executive
director, and the Texas legislature slashed school funding, which greatly affected TAGT participation. In short,
this was a time to rethink how we delivered services to
our members in the face of challenges and seized new
opportunities. Thus, began the strategic journey that
has played out incrementally over the past six years.
In 2012, our focus was on “Building Connections.”
We developed new partnerships, created resources,
like Pulse and TAGT On Demand, to connect with members and continued to improve our volunteer structure.
These connections created a foundation for the association to dream and aspire to “what could be” and that

seamlessly moved us into the 2013 focus of “Gifted
& Beyond.” In that year, we recognized the need to
sharpen our message and tell our story better. This ultimately led to “In Focus” in 2014 when the TAGT brand
received a complete makeover, which included a new
messaging platform and logo to carry us into the future.
The TAGT brand platform guided the focus in 2015,
as we embraced the critical role of our association
in “Leading Conversations.” As advocates for gifted
children, our members are creating awareness of the
unique needs of gifted children and TAGT resources
support those efforts.
Over the years, we’ve had a reset, built connections and laid a solid foundation, dreamed big about the
future, sharpened our focus and established our place
as content leaders. All of which led us to 2016, a year
in which we focused on “Next Level.” This past year,
we constantly asked, “What’s next?” New initiatives
have included TAGT Connect, the revised Gifted Plus
Conference, TAGT Family Nights, a new Parent Support
Group model, an updated TAGT website, and more.
That brings us back to the momentum we are carrying into 2017. Looking back on your journey as a TAGT
member, I hope you’ve seen the changes and growth in
your association. But more importantly, I hope you’ve
experienced a similar path in your own day-to-day
efforts. As TAGT prepares to ride this momentum that
has been carefully charted over the last six years, I invite
you to join us as we connect and empower all who care
so deeply about meeting the needs of gifted students.
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An ongoing challenge facing our schools is adequately serving our gifted students
raised in poverty. With approximately 20% of the school population living in poverty (Jiang, Ekono, & Skinner, 2015), many school districts are encountering a dual
problem: finding and identifying gifted students raised in poverty and discovering
ways to help these students succeed academically.
BACKGROUND
Since the mid-1960s, the literature has documented the
difficulties students from poverty face when entering the
school system (Coleman et al., 1966; Sirin, 2005; White,
1982). These children enter school with a lack of academic
readiness (Coleman et al., 1966; Duncan & Brooks-Gunn,
1997; Hart & Risley, 1995; Hopson & Lee, 2011; Sirin,
2005). In addition, many lack early exposure to the stimulating cognitive activities that help build the vocabulary
and language structure necessary for later academic success
(Coley, 2002; Evans, 2004; Hart & Risley, 1995; Murnane,
2007).
According to Phillips (2011), high-income children
spend 90 minutes more per week on literacy activities than
children from families of lower socioeconomic statuses
(SES). Thus, by the time they enter school, children from
poverty have spent approximately 400 fewer hours building
their language skills and vocabularies. This disparity supports the findings of Hart and Risley (1995), who described
how differences in vocabulary levels tend to vary by income
level. They found 3-year-old children from professional
homes had an average vocabulary of 1,116 words, while
children of the same age, but raised in poverty, had an
average vocabulary of 525 words.
Likewise, Tough (2009) documented certain differences in conversations in middle class homes versus households living in poverty, reporting that parents in middle
class homes uttered an average of 487 statements or words
per hour. In contrast, this number fell to 179 for parents
of households living in poverty. Therefore, students living
in poverty tend to experience only a limited number of the
rich language development opportunities that are readily
available to students from middle income households.

WHAT SCHOOLS NEED TO UNDERSTAND
If schools look only to performances on achievement
tests and classroom grades as indicators of potential gifted-

ness, gifted students raised in poverty may be overlooked.
For many years, we have been involved with testing the
intelligence levels of students raised in poverty in order
to discover the best ways to find and serve them through
educational programs.
INTELLIGENCE TESTING AND LOW-SES STUDENTS
Properly assessing intelligence is essential to identifying gifted and talented students (Warne, 2016). Many
theorists have agreed that intelligence can be divided into
two main component categories: fluid (nonverbal) and
crystallized (verbal; Carroll, 1993; Horn & Cattell, 1966;
Lakin & Lohman, 2011; Lohman, 2005). Several scholars
(e.g., Cattell, 1971; Cattell & Horn, 1978; Reynolds &
Kamphaus, 2003) have stated that nonverbal scores—or
fluid intelligence—indicate the potential to learn, while
verbal scores—or crystallized intelligence—indicate a readiness to learn. Because verbal (rather than nonverbal) ability is more strongly correlated with academic achievement
(Benbow & Stanley, 1996; Lakin & Lohman, 2011), it is
important for schools to use intelligence tests that measure both verbal and nonverbal abilities (Kaya, Juntune,
& Stough, 2015; Warne, 2009).
Even when students from low-SES backgrounds are
successfully identified and placed in gifted education programs, they may face difficulties. Over the past 5 years, we
tested approximately 2,000 students (kindergarten through
fifth grade) from two schools in a West Texas school district
using the Reynolds Intellectual Assessment Scale (RIAS).
All students in this sample were enrolled in either the free
or reduced lunch program, were in mixed-ability classrooms,
and included the full range of ability levels. The results
revealed statistically significant gaps between students’ verbal
and nonverbal intelligence scores. Table 1 displays the mean
verbal and nonverbal scores: 89.06 and 109.43, respectively.
The standard mean score was 100, with a standard
deviation (SD) of 15; the results show the verbal mean
was 10.94 points lower than the standard verbal mean. In
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TABLE 1

Descriptive Statistics for the Verbal
and Nonverbal Intelligence Scores
N

M

SD

Verbal

1891

89.06

16.785

-.130

.527

Nonverbal

1931

109.43

16.871

.388

-.071

addition, the nonverbal mean was 9.43
points higher than the standard nonverbal mean. Thus, there was a 20.37
point difference, which represents
more than 1 SD.
Table 2 shows the verbal and
nonverbal means across the various
grade levels. The scores indicate some
fluctuation across grades levels; however, for the majority of students, the
gap between the verbal and nonverbal
scores generally continued across all
grade levels.
Students at each grade level were
divided into three groups (below-average ability, average ability, and
above-average ability), based on their
RIAS nonverbal IQ scores. Aboveaverage students had nonverbal IQ
scores equal to or higher than 115,
which was the cutoff point set by the

Skewness

Kurtosis

school district for identifying gifted
and talented students. Above-average
students had nonverbal IQ scores at
least 1 SD above the mean. Similarly,
below-average students had nonverbal IQ scores at least 1 SD below the
standard mean. Average students had
nonverbal scores within 1 SD of the
standard mean. A comparison of the
means across the three ability groups
is presented in Table 3.
Comparing the relationships
among the verbal and nonverbal IQ
scores across the three ability levels
in each grade allowed us to see how
the verbal scores and verbal-nonverbal gaps differed according to the students’ nonverbal scores. All reported
gaps between the verbal and nonverbal
mean scores were in favor of the nonverbal mean scores. This suggests that

the students’ fluid (nonverbal) intelligence levels were higher than their
crystallized (verbal) intelligence levels.
That is, the students had the capacity
to learn, but not the readiness.
In general, all students, regardless
of their grade level, had significant gaps
between their verbal and nonverbal
intelligence scores. The students in the
average ability group had larger gaps
than the students in the below-average
ability group. Similarly, the students in
the above-average ability group generally had the largest verbal-nonverbal
gaps. Also notable was the absence of
any significant increases or decreases in
the score gaps of students in kindergarten through fifth grade.
Educational practices and schooling can foster intelligence (Cahan &
Cohen, 1989; Cattell, 1963; Dweck,
2009; Horn, 1978). In addition, people can apply their fluid intelligence to
areas of learning and acquire crystallized intelligence (Cattell, 1971; Jensen,
1998). However, the results of this
study show that unless targeted intervention exists, education and schooling will not foster students’ crystallized
intelligence, even when students have

TABLE 2

Verbal and Nonverbal Means for Kindergarten Through Fifth Graders
95% CI* for Mean

Verbal

Nonverbal

Grade

N

M

SD

Upper
Bound

Lower
Bound

Kindergarten

133

97.96

20.778

94.40

101.53

First

457

88.11

19.964

86.27

89.94

Second

317

86.64

16.016

84.87

88.41

Third

408

90.06

14.877

88.61

91.50

Fourth

289

89.62

14.801

87.90

91.33

Fifth

285

87.02

12.532

85.56

88.48

Kindergarten

137

128.00

20.615

124.52

131.48

First

470

110.69

18.729

108.99

112.38

Second

326

107.99

15.946

106.26

109.73

Third

418

108.35

14.488

106.96

109.75

Fourth

293

106.01

11.699

104.66

107.35

Fifth

287

105.19

14.383

103.52

106.86

Confidence interval

*
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TABLE 3

Verbal-Nonverbal Gaps Across Ability Groups Within Grades Kindergarten Through Fifth
Ability Group

Verbal M

Nonverbal M

V-NV Gap

Average

87.62

100.42

12.8

Above

101.52

138.59

37.07

Total

97.96

128.00

30.04

Below

69.44

80.85

11.41

Average

80.91

99.80

18.89

Above

99.86

129.86

30.00

Total

88.11

110.69

22.58

Below

76.86

81.52

4.66

Average

81.96

100.90

18.94

Above

96.46

126.10

29.64

Total

86.64

107.99

21.35

Below

73.89

77.09

3.20

Average

86.92

102.99

16.07

Above

99.47

123.82

25.35

Total

90.06

108.35

18.29

Below

77.27

81.00

3.73

Average

87.69

102.95

15.26

Above

99.48

121.52

23.04

Total

89.62

106.01

16.39

Below

75.48

78.76

3.28

Average

85.39

101.58

16.19

Above

96.06

125.25

29.19

Total

87.02

105.19

18.17

Kindergarten

First

Second

Third

Fourth

Fifth

average or above-average fluid intelligence scores. Therefore, appropriate
educational opportunities and learning
practices must be created so students
can develop advanced verbal abilities.
INTELLIGENCE TESTS AS
DIAGNOSTIC TOOLS
Many school districts use nonverbal intelligence tests in their gifted
student identification process (Lakin
& Lohman, 2011; Lewis, DeCampFritson, Ramage, McFarland, &
Archwamety, 2007). However, when
schools identify gifted students primarily by their nonverbal IQ scores,
such schools may actually create academic problems for these students
instead of benefits. Success in aca-

demic coursework is correlated with
verbal, rather than nonverbal, IQ
scores; therefore, schools using nonverbal IQ scores as the primary measurement may inadvertently set students
up for academic failure. Both gifted
and advanced academic programs rely
heavily on strong verbal skills. Thus,
additional measures should be used to
ensure students’ success.
Considering verbal IQ scores along
with nonverbal IQ scores can provide
useful information about academic
performance. Because verbal abilities,
rather than nonverbal activities, are
indicators of academic performance
(Benbow & Stanley, 1996), using verbal scores is important. Students living
in poverty may have underdeveloped

verbal abilities, yet evidence nonverbal abilities comparable to their peers.
Although using nonverbal tests or
nonverbal parts of IQ tests may allow
more students from poverty to be
placed in gifted and talented programs
and advanced academic courses, such
placement may have unintended negative consequences. If educators do not
understand the relationship between
verbal intelligence and achievement,
students with high nonverbal but low
verbal scores will never be adequately
served in existing gifted programs. The
knowledge gained from examining
the verbal and nonverbal scores (and
the gaps between them) will provide
schools with diagnostic data important to the design of services for gifted
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students living in poverty; such services
will emphasize the development of verbal abilities for students with high nonverbal scores and better prepare these
students for academic success.

RECOMMENDATIONS
Instructional strategies designed
to build verbal abilities could make a
difference for students living in poverty. One such strategy is mindsketching. Mindsketching involves capturing
an image of a concept or idea in one’s
mind by using only a few lines of text

idea from the unit. The third repeats
the ideas from the previous two participants and adds another. The activity
continues around the group, two to
three times. By using activities such as
this round-robin exercise, students are
building verbal memory, are immersed
in phrasing complexities, and are
taught to build upon one another’s
language models in a way that fosters
academic success.
Intervention programs designed
to build verbal skills should be implemented as early as possible, so students
with lower verbal abilities have plen-

Educators must make a concentrated effort
to build the verbal intelligence levels of
low-SES students who demonstrate high
nonverbal but low verbal abilities.
and then verbalizing one’s thoughts
to a partner. This strategy helps build
verbal capabilities through the use of
both nonverbal and verbal abilities.
Students who have well-developed
nonverbal abilities are encouraged to
use them when attempting to understand and remember academic content. In addition to mindsketching,
verbal memory activities and exercises
designed to build complex language
skills are examples of instructional
interventions that can be used by
classroom teachers (Juntune & 120
Creative Corner, 1987).
During activities designed to build
complex language structures, teachers
should encourage students to speak in
complete sentences (rather than single words or phrases). Verbal memory
activities include small-group roundrobin exercises based on previously
studied content. In this type of activity, the first person describes a concept
from the unit of study. The second person repeats the concept given by the
first, and then adds another concept or
10 T empo • V o l . XXXVIII, N o . 1, 2017

tiful opportunities to develop these
abilities prior to any placement decisions that might be made regarding
gifted programs. Individual teachers
in classrooms with low-SES students
should be encouraged to implement
mindsketching as a vehicle for synthesizing and remembering written
content. Concentrated efforts must
be made to ensure that both teachers
and students communicate in complete sentences, thus giving students
from poverty multiple opportunities
to hear and produce thoughts in ways
that develop their verbal skills.

CONCLUSION
The results of this research shed
light on a common dilemma: Although
many students with high nonverbal
scores may have the potential to learn
and be placed in gifted programs, their
academic advancement is hindered by
their lack of verbal ability as evidenced
by their lower verbal scores. It is, therefore, likely that low-SES students will

get caught up in a perpetual academic
struggle, at least until schools properly understand how verbal intelligence is related to achievement. The
data show that such problems will not
rectify themselves; active intervention
is required. Educators must make a
concentrated effort to build the verbal intelligence levels of low-SES students who demonstrate high nonverbal
but low verbal abilities. By doing so,
educators can increase the possibility
of their success in advanced academic
coursework, especially in areas where
high verbal abilities are necessary.
Many students living in poverty have
the raw talent to succeed academically
but need our educational expertise to
intervene and assist them in building
the skills required to bridge the academic achievement gap.
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STUDENT SPOTLIGHT
BY LACY COMPTON

GOAL:

GIVING ENGLISH LANGUAGE
LEARNERS OPPORTUNITIES
FOR LEADERSHIP

B

by Lacy Compton

ryan originally just wanted to play soccer. For this Denton student, his district’s
unique program, GOAL (Guys/Girls Operating as Leaders), offered him that
ability. Bryan, however, found that GOAL offered him so much more—the
chance to bond “as a family” and help his community and school.

Bryan on the field in his GOAL attire.
12
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Like his fellow GOAL students,
Bryan is identified as an English language learner (ELL), and Spanish is
the predominant language spoken in
his household. The program began
as the project of one Denton ISD
teacher, Christopher Ice, in 2008 at
one of the district’s middle school
campuses. As Ice noted, “Twentythree young men on this campus
were in deep trouble. Their grades
were dropping while absenteeism
and behavioral referrals were on the
rise.” Ice noticed that many of the
students connected to soccer and in
the absence of a school-based soccer
program for middle school students,
Ice decided to start his own program
meshing soccer with leadership: “In
exchange for access to regular soccer
sessions, these young men agreed to
meet with mentors, go to tutoring,
attend school regularly, and provide
a community service.”
The program blossomed—moving from afterschool and summer

GOAL students organized a local food drive.
programs for those students into all of the middle schools
in Denton ISD, stretching into nearby Lewisville, Lake
Dallas, Sanger, and Gainesville districts, and currently serving more than 600 students. The program now supports
both genders, offers college scholarships, hosts four soccer
tournaments each year, and pays for soccer officiant licensing for high school program alumni. All of this is offered at
no cost to the students or parents—the program only asks
that the students learn to give back to the communities and
to the program itself.
Ice stressed the emphasis on community when describing the activities of GOAL members: “In addition to playing soccer, GOAL teams must provide community service
projects, students write testimonials for publication, travel
to area universities and colleges for an in-depth look at
higher education, prepare elementary school children for
secondary, and raise money for our scholarship fund.”
The program was successful with those initial 23 students (“Their grades improved and behavioral referrals
evaporated,” Ice noted) and continues to work for students
like Bryan, giving them access to key leadership skills they
can take into their future.

Bryan’s teacher, Christina Dearman, remembers him
“as the quiet, reserved sixth grader who did not like to
stand up to present in front of his peers.” Bryan, who was
identified as gifted in first grade and has participated in
Denton’s EXPO (Exceptional Potential) gifted program
since, grew tremendously after participating in GOAL, she
adds: “Through middle school I have seen his confidence
grow both inside and outside the classroom. He is now
an articulate leader among his peers, ready to add to class
discussions, call role, and assist with running drills for the
GOAL teams, and was selected to serve as an eighth-grade
WEB leader” (program for the mentoring of incoming sixth
graders).
For Bryan, being in GOAL has meant seeing what he
already knew about soccer translated to other learning,
along with the ability to do community service that he
mentions being one of the most rewarding aspects of the
program. He suggests that knowing multiple languages
gives students like him a unique ability to help the community in many ways—something he’s practicing often
through the lessons he’s learned in GOAL.
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Culturally
Responsive
Gifted Educators:

Reflect for a moment on that first day of class: walking into the classroom, triple checking
the room number, searching for a friendly face among the students, and the relief that
follows when you are warmly received by the class. Students are seeking this feeling of
acceptance every day in their classrooms. They want to be accepted and see themselves
reflected in the faces of their peers and the curriculum.
As educators, we are entrusted with the responsibility
of providing a safe, caring, inclusive learning environment,
where all students have the opportunities to achieve beyond
preconceived ideas and expectations. Reaching every child
every day is possible through culturally responsive teaching. This pedagogy “affirms the cultures of students, views
the cultures and experiences of students as strengths, and
reflects the students’ cultures in the teaching process”
(Gollnick & Chinn, 2011, p. 363). In gifted education,
there are historically underrepresented cultural groups. The
United States Department of Education (1993) defined giftedness as “children and youth with outstanding talent who
perform or show the potential for performing at remarkably
high levels of accomplishments when compared with others
of their age, experience, or environment” (p. 3). The U.S.
Department of Education further elaborated that “out14
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standing talents are present in children and youth from all
cultural groups, across all economic strata, and in all areas
of human endeavor” (p. 3). This broad federal definition of
gifted youth recognizes youth’s potential to perform at high
levels as well as the fact that gifted youth can be found in
all economic strata and cultural groups. Yet, in 2017, many
culturally and linguistically diverse gifted youth are still
being underidentified or underserved due to misconceptions as well as rigid policies and procedures within gifted
education programs in schools.
This article explores some stereotypes and misconceptions about culturally diverse groups and provides some
suggestions for ways of including students who are gifted
across cultures. It is important to note that generalizations
about cultural groups do not necessarily apply to all members of a cultural group. Culture is fluid and changes based

by Katie D. Lewis, Ed.D.

Reaching Every Child, Every Day
on individual experiences. For example, a person who is
first-generation American may feel more closely tied to his
homeland than the fourth-generation American. Similarly,
a person who grew up in a small town in southern United
States and then moved to a large urban center in the north
may find that her cultural expectations and values change.
The culturally responsive educator acknowledges the limitations of stereotypes and generalizations and looks to understand the unique characteristics of each child’s culture.
Culture is often thought of according to the Iceberg
Model (Goodman, 2002). In this model, surface-level cultural traits (the tip of the iceberg) such as traditional dress,
food, language, or holidays are not the focus of learning. In
schools and society, we tend to focus on the surface-level
traits, designating certain days for celebration, dress-up
days, or lunchroom specials. But, if we look below the iceberg, into the heart of it, we can find strong characteristics of culture—those that often define a culture and offer
insight as to what is valued by the culture. It is my hope
that by closely examining some generalizations, stereotypes,
and misconceptions, courageous conversations can be initiated, gifted education programs and policies reviewed, and
positive changes implemented.

CULTURALLY DIVERSE GROUPS
GIFTED NATIVE AMERICAN YOUTH
Gifted Native Americans are one of the least researched
populations in the field of gifted education (Gentry &
Fugate, 2012; Gentry, Fugate, Wu, & Castellano, 2014;
Yoon & Gentry, 2009). The lack of research and understanding of this cultural group tends to lead to stereotyping and generalization of the culture. Frequently, Native
Americans are lumped together as one group rather than
recognizing the unique characteristics of each tribe. The
Navajo Nation is composed of 565 recognized tribes, each
with their own unique cultural groups (Gentry & Fugate,
2012). Research tends to focus on deficits within the culture, highlighting the high rates of poverty, violence, substance abuse, and learning deficits (National Caucus of
Native American State Legislators, 2008). Deficit thinking
does not recognize cultural differences as strengths and
often sets up the students for failure before they have even
begun their educational journey. As a result of the lack
of understanding and preconceived notions about their
culture, gifted Native American youth may not experience
positive development and nurturing of their gifts in schools.
The Native American culture, as a whole, values a
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matriarchal, collective society in
which there are high levels of respect
for elders and leaders. Here, the good
of the whole society is valued over the
achievements of an individual (Gentry
& Fugate, 2012). This is important to
understand in recognizing a gifted
Native American student, as he may
not exhibit the characteristics of a
traditional gifted learner, who focuses
on his own achievements and working independently. Rather, the Native
American child’s gifts and talents
may be showcased in his abilities to
work together and leadership skills.
Oral storytelling is of great value to
the culture, as it is a way to ensure
that traditions, spirituality, and cultural knowledge are passed onto the
next generation. Oral tradition is
a great responsibility taught to the
tribe by the tribal and spiritual leaders (Christensen, 1991). Gentry (2015)
stated that gifted Native Americans
may also be overlooked in a classroom
because the students tend to observe
first before joining in the activity; this
learning style can be linked to their
culture where children learn from
their elders by watching and listening
to oral stories. Because this is not a
characteristic of the traditional gifted
learner, this child may not be identified for gifted services.
Native American languages and
dialects are important in maintaining
the rich culture and oral history. As a
result of the value placed on the native
language, many Native American students are bilingual. Including these
languages as part of a bilingual education program is important to the
identification and retention of gifted
Native Americans. The importance of
oral traditions, spirituality, and naturalistic learning must be taken into
account when providing instruction
for gifted Native American youth.
Many Native American students
attend school on reservations where
they are able to learn about their culture in addition to the standardized
curriculum. This is an excellent oppor16
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tunity to reach out and learn about the
culture, as many of the teachers are not
Native American. Unfortunately, too
few teachers capitalize on this learning
opportunity and, instead, choose to
focus on the deficits and not on learning about the culture of the students.
HISPANIC AMERICAN
GIFTED STUDENTS
Hispanic students are the fastest
growing population in public schools
due to the influx of immigration (U.S.
Census Bureau, 2013). These students
bring many gifts and talents to the
classroom, but frequently are underidentified and underserved. The culturally responsive educator recognizes
this disproportionality and seeks to
address it. Looking beyond the surface-level characteristics, the Hispanic
culture is characterized as a collective society that places high value on
Catholicism, family, and traditions
(Esquierdo & Arreguin-Anderson,
2012; Lara-Alecico & Irby, 2007).
One example is the importance of
the collective society, where the good
of the whole is valued over the good
of the individual. This may be seen
in the classroom, where the student
defers to a classmate in a decision or
misses class to help his family with the
family business. In this culture, it is
very important to be able to provide
for the family, and often the male and
female roles are traditionally assigned.
For example, a female student may
not demonstrate leadership skills in
the classroom because she is deferring
to her male counterparts. Similarly, a
gifted Hispanic student may not have
the parental pressure to be at the top
of his class as the focus is, instead, on
providing for his family. This may be
in contrast to a typical gifted child,
who may strive to be the top student
and who takes charge and sticks to
his own idea (Lara-Alecico & Irby,
2007). These are just a few examples
of how a gifted Hispanic student may
not demonstrate the traditional char-

acteristics of a gifted student because
of his cultural background.
As a culturally responsive educator, it is important to recognize the
influence of culture on the classroom
and be aware of the impact it has on
the representation of giftedness. One
of the major causes for underrepresentation of gifted Hispanic youth
is linked to language barriers. Many
Hispanic students are recent immigrants who are bilingual or English
language learners. These students, who
are learning the English language, are
placed into ESL classes and not considered for identification to participate in
gifted programs because schools focus
on the perceived deficit in the students
rather than building on the students’
gifts and talents. Although there are
some districts that are using nontraditional methods of identification
and testing students in their native
language, there are still far more that
struggle with including underserved
populations.
ASIAN AMERICAN
GIFTED STUDENTS
Asian Americans are often cited
as being overrepresented in gifted program, yet when one looks closely at the
numbers, it is obvious that this is not
true across all Asian cultural groups.
Pew Research Center (2013) reported
that 74% of Asian American adults
were born overseas. As a whole, Asian
American immigrants have experienced economic, social, and academic
success in the United States (Yoon &
Gentry, 2009). However, these positive effects do not apply to all 50 of
the ethnic groups that make up the
Asian culture. Typically, the academic
success of Asian Americans is limited
to those who identify as Chinese,
Japanese, Korean, and Filipino (Yoon
& Gentry, 2009). Cultural norms
within these ethnic groups place a
high value on education, and it is a
collective society who places a high
amount of respect on educators. As a
result of this overgeneralization, Asian

Americans have been stereotypically
identified as smart overachievers
who are model students. Although
the Asian culture is disciplined and
places high value on hard work, not
all children have parents who demand
excellence and penalize their children
for anything less than perfect. Within
the culture, because of the expectation
for acceleration, there may be undue
pressure on students to achieve as well
as a desire to keep quiet any types of
learning difficulties (Yoon & Gentry,
2009). Acknowledging the stereotypes
and generalizations placed on Asian
Americans, the culturally responsive
educator looks beyond surface-level
characteristics and learns about the
child’s cultural background.
AFRICAN AMERICAN
GIFTED STUDENTS
Deficit thinking extends to the
African American culture, where
educators hold stereotypical views
regarding poverty, crime, and a negative self-fulfilling proficiency (Ford

& Grantham, 2003). The culturally
responsive educator looks past these
negative perceptions and views unique
cultural characteristics as dynamic
and positive. Within the African
American culture, high value is placed
on a matriarchal family, religion, and
heritage. Many African American
mothers are single parents raising
their children. As an educator, reaching out and valuing the parent in the
decision-making process is essential
to not only increasing identification,
but also improving retention rates of
African American students in gifted
programming. One would be remiss
to not recognize the significant role
that United States history has played
in the African American culture. The
culturally responsive educator not
only is knowledgeable about U.S. history but also seeks to identify ways
to include African American heritage
in the classroom. African American
males are one of the groups of students
in the United States who are at the
greatest risk for underachieving and

not graduating from high school. The
phenomena “Acting White” is characterized by African Americans being
called out by their peers for trying to
be too white because they are talking,
dressing, or behaving in a way that is
consistent with White behavior (Ford
& Grantham, 2003). Unfortunately,
this negative notion has extended to
the classroom where students will
purposefully answer questions wrong
and not turn in or fail assignments
in an effort to fit in with their peer
group. Some gifted African American
students have turned down gifted services because they do not want to be
isolated from their peer group and/or
do not see themselves reflected in the
gifted classroom.

THE VALUE OF GIFTED
PROGRAMMING
Native American, Hispanic
American, Asian American, and
African American cultures place different levels of value on education
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and on gifted education. The value
a culture places on gifted education
plays a significant role in the identification of and services for gifted students. Christensen (1991) stated that
the Native Americans believe the only
gifted people within their culture are
the shamans (holy men) and medicine people. These gifts are bestowed
on them by the Creator with specific
directions and must be utilized for
the purposes of improving the lives
of future generations (Christensen,
1991; Gentry et al., 2014). Therefore,
when a parent or student is approached
by a school district about the gifted
program, they may not believe the
youth is gifted or that he should
receive services. In the Hispanic culture, children who are from Mexico
are bringing very different educational experiences to the classroom.

Before educators are
able to understand the
culture of the students
in their classrooms,
they must first
understand themselves.
In Mexico, the educational system
is structured differently and there is
no gifted programming. Parents and
students may not understand what it
means to be gifted or how the services
would benefit the child. Furthermore,
because of the focus on providing for
the family, gifted education may not
be valued, as the need to provide for
the family can be met through traditional schooling. African American
parents may also approach gifted
education with skepticism based on
their personal experiences in schools
or their desire to fit in with their cultural group. The cultural group most
likely to value gifted education are
the Asian Americans; however, that
18
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does not mean all Asian American
families understand gifted education.
Educating parents, students, and the
community about what it means to
be in a gifted and talented program is
important in reversing the underrepresentation of gifted youth from various
cultural backgrounds.

GUIDELINES
FOR THE CULTURALLY
RESPONSIVE CLASSROOM
RECOGNIZE AND
UNDERSTAND YOUR OWN
CULTURAL BACKGROUND,
VALUES, AND BELIEFS
Before educators are able to understand the culture of the students in
their classrooms, they must first understand themselves. Cultural background
influences everyone and impacts values
decision making. Having courageous
conversations about race, ethnicity,
gender, sexual orientation, religion, and
socioeconomic status is a critical first
step to recognizing and understanding
one’s own cultural background. After
reflecting on these conservations, and
acknowledging one’s own cultural
beliefs and biases, educators will be able
to step back and separate from their
personal opinions, which may influence
their teaching. This separation is not
a departure from personal beliefs and
values but rather a conduit to viewing
the “other” with an open mind, ready
to learn and begin to understand other
cultural groups. As educators, we must
be able to look beyond surface-level cultural traits in order to help all students
achieve at the highest levels.
EMBRACE AND ENGAGE
THE STUDENTS’ CULTURES
The culturally responsive educator
reaches out to the students in his class,
asking about traditions, customs,
food, and language in an effort to
learn about the students’ cultures. This
learning goes beyond the surface-level
understanding and explores the heart
of the cultural group. By seeking out

the students’ culture, the educator is
showing the students that their culture has value and worth. In turn,
students’ self-efficacy increases as they
are able to share their pride in their
cultural values and beliefs while experiencing feelings of belonging in the
gifted community. Their differences
are not viewed as deficits but rather
as strengths. Recognition of cultural
differences, not only in the classroom,
but also in the identification process,
opens the door for gifted youth who
may not fit the traditional characteristics of schoolhouse giftedness.
ACTIVELY WORK ON
BEING CULTURALLY AWARE
AND KNOWLEDGEABLE
Being culturally aware and knowledgeable is a lifelong process. Just as the
students in the classroom change every
year, educators must familiarize themselves with their students’ learning styles
and preferences, making it essential to
learn about their cultural backgrounds.
Culture is influenced by many factors
including current events around the
world. Cultural awareness may begin
in a class lecture, day of celebration, or
professional development workshop, but
if it is not successfully infused into daily
routines then it will not be effective and
students will continue to feel isolated
within the gifted community.
There are five keys to identifying
and retaining gifted students across
cultures in gifted programming.
•• Early identification. Early identification provides a network of
support to the gifted child and
family, which research shows
is critical to success. Providing
academic challenge for gifted
learners is important in fostering
the love of learning as is being
in peer group that can foster the
social-emotional development of
the gifted learner.
•• Scaffolding. Services provided to
these students should provide
scaffolding in areas of weakness
while simultaneously highlighting

areas of strength. For example,
an English language learner may
need ESL strategies and services
but, at the same time, be given
opportunities to complete gifted
assignments in his native language. Focusing only on deficits
lowers the child’s self-efficacy,
decreases motivation, and propels
the child toward a self-fulfilling
prophecy of low expectations.
•• Enrichment opportunities and
showcases. Enrichment experiences and opportunities for students are essential, as they help
to close some gaps; however, students need to have opportunities
to showcase their gifts and talents
in their own culture. For example,
in the Native American culture,
oral storytelling is a large part
of the culture. This needs to be
incorporated into gifted services
for Native American students so
that they see their own culture
being valued and reflected in the
gifted program.
•• Curriculum. The curriculum
should be related to the students’
cultures and differentiated for
learning styles. Differentiation is
an excellent way to meet the needs
of learners and provide culturally
relevant learning opportunities.
Infusing culture into the curriculum has an added benefit of
helping all students learn about
different cultures while exploring
their own cultural identities and
understandings of the “other.”
•• Parental/community support.
Increasing parental and community support for underserved populations is beneficial in opening
communication channels, but also
in changing misconceptions about
what it means to be gifted, and
may mend broken bonds between
the school and parents (Demmert,
Grissmer, & Towner, 2006).
Furthermore, by developing an
understanding of the social and
political mores of the commu-

nity, the school district shows the
community that it values unique
cultural characteristics.
As educators, we want all of our
students to be successful and experience joy in learning. Culturally
responsive teachers acknowledge that
there are gifted, creative, and talented
youth across all cultural groups.
Working together, as gifted educators,
we can be the catalyst of change, providing culturally responsive programs
that develop, serve, and nurture gifted
learners across all cultures.
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Gifted Children from Poverty Using

Research to Classroom Practice
Suzanna Jeyanthi Ramos, Ph.D.

magine

a school where the majority
of the gifted students are raised in poverty.
These students experience consistently failing grades and, ultimately, many drop out
of the school system. Very few would argue
with the sentiment that this is not an ideal situation. Most school leaders would work with fervor
to reverse this phenomenon if it were present in
their schools.
Despite persistent efforts, schools are greatly
concerned with issues of poverty, due to the negative impact of poverty on academic achievement.
Over the years, research on children from poverty
indicates that these students enter school with a
weak literacy foundation. Specifically, they have
less advanced language skills than do children
from nonpoverty families in terms of vocabulary,
reading achievement, and oral language (Fernald,
Marchman, & Weisleder, 2013; Hart & Risley,
1995). Research studies also support the notion
that children raised in poverty often experience
overall low achievement in school (Becker &
Luthar, 2007; Hopson & Lee, 2011).

ACADEMIC LITERACY
Academic literacy is one of the key factors
affecting the achievement gap between high- and
low-performing groups (Wong-Fillmore, 2004).
Students who underperform often come from
backgrounds that have not prepared them for
mainstream schooling’s ways of speaking, reading, and thinking. Students in poverty typically
lack exposure to academic literacy and the types
of language used in school because they have less
academic support and fewer school-like conversations in their home environments (Zwiers, 2008).
Essentially, what is academic literacy?
Academic literacy refers to language used in school
settings (Bowers, Fitts, Quirk, & Jung, 2010).
Academic language, as part of academic literacy,
is used in various aspects of the academic realm
such as in content-area curricula, explicit instructions, and classroom textbooks (Johnson, 2009).
The following encapsulate the various features of academic language:
•• Unlike social language used in everyday conversations, academic language tends to be
concise with complex ideas compressed into
fewer words and long sentences consisting
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of sequenced information (Snow,
2010).
•• Academic literacy encompasses
two main types of vocabulary. The
first is domain-specific academic
vocabulary found in explicit content areas such as dew point and

Despite persistent efforts,
schools are greatly concerned
with issues of poverty, due to
the negative impact of poverty
on academic achievement.
pressure in science or bisect and
scalene triangle in math (Marzano
& Pickering, 2005). The second
is general academic vocabulary
consisting of words that cross
multiple content areas such as
similar, chart, cycle, and transport
(Coxhead, 2000). Together, these
comprise examples of academic
vocabulary commonly used in
classrooms.
•• Academic language is used to
describe and explain complex
concepts related to any discipline
in a clear and concise manner
(Schleppegrell, 2004). All content
areas in school encompass complex ideas and relationships.
•• Academic language is used in
school to describe complex thinking processes or higher order
thinking skills—thinking skills to
comprehend and express ideas, as
well as to solve problems (Swartz,
2001).
•• Academic language is used to
describe abstractions found in
any content area (Zwiers, 2008).
Abstractions are concepts or ideas
that have two key characteristics.
First, they represent a reduction
in information as compared to a
concrete idea. Second, abstractions are general principles that
are consistent across different con22 T empo • V o l . XXXVIII, N o . 1, 2017

crete ideas or situations (Garlick,
2010). Examples of abstractions
include numbers; words like half,
diffusion, and liberty; and phrases
such as similarities between two
cultures, evidence that supports
the opposing position, and interpretations of a character’s actions
(Garlick, 2010; Zwiers, 2008).

ACADEMIC LITERACY
WITHIN THE CONTEXT
OF POVERTY
Children in poverty demonstrate
a number of academic deficits. They
possess a weaker grasp of language
skills when they begin school, as compared to children from higher socioeconomic status (SES) backgrounds
(Entwisle & Alexander, 1996). When
compared to their middle- to highSES counterparts, children from lower
SES families perform significantly
poorer in the following areas.
VOCABULARY ACQUISITION
Hart and Risley’s (1995) landmark study pointed out a significant effect of poverty on vocabulary
growth; the gap between the number
of words produced by children from
higher and lower SES levels increased
over time. These researchers found
that by the age of 3, children from
high-SES backgrounds had an average
vocabulary of 1,116 words while children from low-SES backgrounds had
vocabulary that averaged 525 words.
READING ACQUISITION
In terms of reading skills, evidence
from research suggests that children
from poverty perform below average
on preliteracy skills, including phonological awareness (the ability to isolate
and manipulate sounds) and print
awareness and letter knowledge (the
knowledge of forms and functions of
print; Barone, 2006). These preliteracy
skills play an essential role in children’s
early reading success. In addition, the
lack of literacy-rich environments of

children from poverty contributes to
their underachievement in school.
ORAL LANGUAGE ACQUISITION
Children from low-SES backgrounds exhibit lower levels of oral
language skills than do children from
higher SES backgrounds on measures
of language production and comprehension. These differences can be found
in research examining developmental
ranges from infancy to high school,
with the gap widening as the age
increases (Fernald et al., 2013). This
is because verbal interactions at home
tend to consist mostly of short sentences that are imperative in nature and
are characterized by fewer responses.
This situation is in stark contrast to
mothers from middle- and high-SES
backgrounds who typically adopt more
complex language and vocabulary with
their children (Hart & Risley, 1995;
Hofferth & Sandberg, 2001).
In sum, for children to attain
academic literacy, they need to learn
to recognize the function, structure,
and demands of language used in the
classroom. When students encounter
gaps in academic language, it leads to
an academic literacy gap that in turn
leads to a gap in academic achievement
gap (Johnson, 2009).
How can gifted children from
poverty build academic literacy and
experience academic success? Research
studies suggest that students construct
and use associative networks that build
connections from images to words and
names to pictures through a process
called dual coding (Clark & Paivio,
1991). These studies underscore the
role of nonverbal intelligence or visualization in helping to build the verbal intelligences (language) of children
from poverty.

MINDSKETCHING
Mindsketching is based on one of
the most well-known works on visualization called dual coding theory of
cognition (DCT; Paivio, 1969, 1978).

Paivio opined that verbal and nonverbal
information are processed in functionally autonomous but interconnected
systems. In an educational setting,
DCT aids the information processing
needed in academic literacy by assisting the learner in making connections
between mental representations created
in the visual and verbal systems (Paivio,
2008). Further, Paivio (2008) emphasized the visualization-verbalization
procedure. That is, classroom instruction entails the use of images for text
segments such as words, phrases, and
sentences, and students are encouraged
to describe their images in progressively
greater detail.
Visualization techniques, a central element of DCT, can address poor
academic achievement in any child.
These techniques appear to be particularly useful in helping children from
low-SES backgrounds who are often at
risk for oral and literate language difficulty; they serve to build the complex
language skills needed for academic
literacy (Burt, Holm, & Dodd, 1999).
To overcome challenges in this area,
children from low-SES backgrounds
can be assisted in building complex language through a visualization strategy
called mindsketching (Juntune, 2012;
Juntune & 120 Creative Corner, 1987).
Mindsketching is different from
other drawing strategies; the intent is
to capture an image of a concrete or
abstract idea by sketching it in very
few lines (Juntune, 2012; Juntune &
120 Creative Corner, 1987). The dual
coding theory (Paivio, 1969, 1978)
suggests that images, even with little detail, leave a distinctive trace in
the memory, facilitating the retention
of verbal and written information.
Students from poverty have been
shown to better retain information
when they use visualization techniques
to help them build academic literacy
(Juntune, 2012).
A learner must hold a mental
image in his or her memory long
enough to search for the verbal information needed to communicate that

image (Juntune, 2012). Therefore,
the process of leveraging the nonverbal memory to facilitate the retention of verbal information through
mindsketching may offer hope and
possibilities for teachers seeking to
build academic literacy of their gifted
students from poverty.
WAYS TO USE MINDSKETCHING
IN THE CLASSROOM
I conducted a qualitative study
with seven elementary school teacher
participants in three schools within a
single school district in west Texas.
Each teacher who participated in the
study had attended 2 years of monthly
one-hour sessions on how to use
mindsketching in the classroom and
had used mindsketching techniques in
their gifted classrooms at least twice a
week for the past 2 years. In addition,
at least 75% of the students in each
of their classrooms came from low-income backgrounds, based on eligibility for free or reduced lunch programs.

their sketches orally with a partner.
At the end of the exercise, the students would add on to their sketches
and then write their own definitions
based on their sketches. The sketches
were kept in a word journal for future
writing assignments.
Insights. The teachers recognized
that if students did not know what
that word meant, they would not have
an image in their minds, and therefore, were unable to sketch. In those
instances, they were allowed to go to
the dictionary, read the definition,
and then sketch what they understood
from the definition.
Math. Mindsketching was used to
teach abstract concepts like addition
or subtraction. The teachers would ask
the students, “What do you see when
you think of addition? Close your eyes.
What do you see? Whatever it is you
see, sketch that on the paper and then
tell your partner.”

. . . the process of leveraging the nonverbal memory to facilitate
the retention of verbal information through mindsketching may
offer hope and possibilities for teachers seeking to build academic
literacy of their gifted students from poverty.
I obtained information on specific
mindsketching techniques in a variety
of content areas taught by the teachers through face-to-face interviews and
classroom observations. The following
are some ways that teachers have used
mindsketching to build academic literacy. Insights from the teachers are
also included.
Vocabulary. The students were
given a vocabulary word and then
they sketched an image when they
thought of that word. Afterward, the
students would write a key word or
essence phrase of that word alongside
their sketch. They would then share

Mindsketching was also used after
a role-playing activity. One teacher
had the students act out one quarter.
After the role-play, students sketched
what they understood about the concept of one quarter.
Insights. When mindsketching
was integrated into role-play activities,
students understood the concept more
easily. When students witnessed an
abstract concept acted out in concrete
terms, the students sketched what they
saw to help them remember.
Science. For a lesson on matter,
the students sketched domain-specific
vocabulary such as neutron, positive,
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and negative. After mindsketching,
the students explained those concepts orally to a partner using their
own words. In the lower elementary
grades, students sketched characteristics of mammals, reptiles, or amphibians, and shared the content of their
sketches by conversing with a partner.
Insights. The teachers were able to
detect gaps in students’ understanding
because they had to sketch and explain
to someone else. Sketching was highly
useful in combination with students
verbalizing their sketches. When verbalizing their sketches, students were
expected to speak in complete sentences as this linear language represented complete thoughts.
Language arts. Students would
do a plot mountain, where, instead of
using words to describe how the story
reached the climax, they used their
sketches instead.
Insights. The teachers shared that
the students’ sketches provided an
avenue for them to delve more deeply
into the character of the protagonist or
how the plot developed into a climax.
They did more than simply narrate the
story; they also talked about narrative
devices that were used to move the
plot along.
History. Students produced
notes on the Texas Revolution using
mindsketching to help them understand
the various battles that were fought.
Insights. During the following
year, the students were asked to write
a paper on the independence of Texas.
The students used their sketches to
help them write.
Surfacing prior knowledge.
All of the teachers shared that they
used mindsketching to surface prior
knowledge of their students in all content areas. For example, one teacher
showed a cut-out silhouette of a person’s head. She used the silhouette
numerous times for students to sketch
what was “in their heads” using the
24 T empo • V o l . XXXVIII, N o . 1, 2017

statement starter, “Sketch 5 things you
know about _____.”
Insights. The teachers found that
the students’ sketches were invaluable
aids to recall learned information
after a long period of time. Before, the
sketches were thrown away after the
lesson, but the teachers now discovered the value of students keeping the
sketches in notebooks so they could
use the sketches as triggers to recall
what they learned. Using the sketches
to aid memory was the teachers’ way
of engaging students productively for
successful information recall.
Oral activities. After every
sketching activity, students were
encouraged to describe and explain
their images in progressively greater
detail—from words and phrases to
sentences.
Insights. Teachers reported that
after their students sketched their
mental images, they were better able
to verbalize those images to their peers
using complete sentences. As minimal
details were used in the sketches, they
were meaningless to other students.
The sketches thus facilitated oral discourse amongst the students and fostered understanding of the content.
Reading activities. Students in
lower and higher elementary grade levels used Mindsketching to help them
in their reading comprehension. One
common strategy involved teachers
reading the first paragraph from a
story and the students sketching what
they listened to in fewer than 20 seconds. They would then read the next
paragraph and the students would
sketch. After four or five sketches, the
students would turn to their partner,
point at their sketches, and share the
sequence of the story orally.
Insights. Teachers shared that the
students were not only able to sketch
very quickly, but more importantly,
recited the story in their own words
in complete sentences. Moreover,
the teachers shared that the students

needed to have “that picture in the
brain” to indicate that they understood what they read. If students did
not have that “mind movie,” that was
a signal that they were lost and that
they probably did not understand
what they had read or heard.
Writing activities. Students used
mindsketching to help them in narrative writing. The “think-sketch-sorttalk” activity helped them to sketch,
articulate orally, and then engage in
the writing activity. For example,
when writing about the sights and
sounds of a carnival, students sketched
their ideas on sticky notes with one
idea per sticky note. They sorted their
ideas to make a coherent narrative.
They then took turns to have a conversation with their partners about the
sketches. Students were encouraged to
write one or two complete sentences
for each sketch.
Insights. One of the main insights
the teachers had about the writing
process was the skill of sequencing
information. The teachers observed
that much of their curriculum content required students to sequence
information in any writing task. For
example, the teachers found that science presented many opportunities for
students to sequence information such
as life cycles of a plant or animal, the
water cycle when discussing how rain
was formed, or the cycle of the four
seasons. In social studies and language
arts, students learned how to sequence
information by sketching events in
history, in novels, or their own stories.

CONCLUSION
Mindsketching brings a visual
component to learning and helps students build connections from images
to words. It can assist students in
improving their language skills—
from simple words and short phrases
to complete and complex sentences
using descriptive language.
As a start, students can be trained

to use mindsketching by encouraging
them to sketch things they see around
them, such as things they find on their
way to and from school, things that are
round, or things that make sounds. As
they become more comfortable with
sketching concrete objects, they can be
encouraged to sketch abstract concepts
with the purpose of expanding the use
of verbal language.
In addition, mindsketching can
help students effectively connect new
knowledge to previous knowledge to
enhance learning. Teachers can engage
their students in mindsketching to
understand what students know—
or think they know—to help design
classroom instruction more appropriately, by identifying and actively
filling in the gaps to correct students’
misconceptions.
Underlying mindsketching is the
notion of visualization-verbalization
procedures. After every mindsketching activity, teachers can provide their
students with conversational opportunities for targeted oral practice.
Combining sketches with verbal elaboration, in turn, can further enhance
students’ learning in areas such as
vocabulary, reading comprehension,
and writing.
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TIPS FOR TEACHERS
BY JOYCE E. KYLE MILLER, PH.D.,
AND JACQUELINE RILEY, ED.D.

Student-Created Multimedia Projects
as the Gateway to Globalization and Digital Citizenry
Multimedia projects allow students to engage in planning, organizing, and creative processing
with the end result being products that can be shared with the global learning community. In
developing multimedia projects, students hone the 4 C’s (critical thinking, collaboration, creativity, and communication). First, students should understand the objectives of the project
and how their work will demonstrate these objectives. Students can begin by brainstorming
possible ideas for presentations. For projects that include audio, students can plan by creating
a script and what sound effects, if any, will be included. When visuals accompany student work,
a storyboard is useful in the planning process as it helps students to decide what and who will
be included in each frame, as well as what shots will be used. As students create content and/
or rehearse their parts, key information is reinforced. This column contains ideas for how students can use video, Prezi, and audioBoom to create multimedia projects that can be shared
with others throughout the world.

VIDEO
Using a computer or mobile device, students
can create videos in any content area to achieve a
variety of purposes. Here are some examples:
•• Interview: One student plays the role of the
interviewer and another plays that of a character from a story or historical person being
interviewed. Another option is to interview
real people, such as friends, family members,
or community members. For example, students might interview a grandparent about
how things are different now from when he
or she was a child.
•• Reenactment: Students reenact events from a
book or historical event.
•• News report: Students report on a significant
event happening in the classroom, within the
community, locally, or at the national level.
•• Commercial: Students use their persuasive
skills to convince others to buy a good or
service. Another option is for students to create a public service announcement that urges
others to take action.
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•• Storytelling: Students act out a story they have
written or events they have experienced.
•• Demonstration: Students show others how to
do something such as follow lab safety rules
or follow a recipe.
•• Lesson: Students teach what they have learned
in class (e.g., how to add fractions, how to
find the main idea in a story).
•• Presentation: Students give an informational
presentation.
•• Communication: Students communicate with
others outside the classroom. For example,
they might create a thank you video for class
volunteers or create a video to introduce
themselves to a class in another location.
•• Book report: Students summarize, analyze,
and evaluate a book they have read.
Once the video is recorded, students have the
option of whether or not to edit it. The video
can then be shared with others by uploading it
to YouTube or another video sharing website. The
link to the video can also be shared via e-mail and
on the class website.

PREZI
Prezi (https://prezi.com) is a website that allows students to
create presentations containing images, text, and more. With
the free public package, users are able to create, edit, and share
presentations. These presentations are made available to the
public. If one desires more features, such as the ability to adjust
the privacy settings, greater storage, premium support, and
the ability to work offline, the user can upgrade to one of
three different packages that range in price. Once the student
has created an account, he or she selects a template. Unlike
PowerPoint, Prezi templates allow the user to connect different
frames by showing each frame in relation to the bigger picture.
One can choose a 2D or 3D template. A 2D template is flat and
allows the camera to move around the landscape. In contrast,
a 3D template allows for zooming in and out of the landscape.
The template can be customized by adding additional frames or
deleting those that are not needed. For instance, a student can
create a presentation that shows a complete timeline of events
and then zooms in and out of each particular event. After the
template has been selected, the student then adds text and
images. He or she can also insert audio files, YouTube videos,
and slides from a previously created PowerPoint. To present the
finished product, the user goes to the Prezi website, selects presentation mode, and uses arrow keys to move between frames.

AUDIOBOOM
Students can use audioBoom to make an audio recording,
like a podcast, of up to 10 minutes. To create a longer recording, one would need to pay for an upgraded account. Access
audioBoom online (https://audioboom.com/) or install it as
an app to most mobile devices. To begin, the user creates an
account. He or she then has the option to upload an existing
audio file or to create a new recording from the website or
app. Nearly all computers and mobile devices have an internal
microphone that can be used to create the recording. Users also
can add an image to accompany the audio. Once the recording
is stopped, it can be previewed. The recording can then be
deleted and rerecorded or saved. The audio can also be revisited
and edited at a later time. When the recording is complete,
the user can assign it a title and category (e.g., technology,
entertainment). The recording can be easily shared a number
of ways (e.g., e-mail, Google Drive, embedded to a different
website). Additionally, a QR (Quick Response) code can be
printed, allowing students to access the recording by scanning
the code with a mobile device. Others can post comments on
the user’s page. Students can use audioBoom to create projects
like those mentioned in the video section of this article.
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THE GREAT GLOBAL PROJECT CHALLENGE
Once students have created multimedia projects, permit them to share
their productions with other children
and youth around the globe. The Great
Global Project Challenge (http://www.
globalcollaborationday.org/the-greatglobal-project-challenge.html) offers
an opportunity for students and educators to use technology in creating
global collaborative projects. Project
creators may use Google Docs, Google
Slides, Gamification, YouTube, video
conferencing tools, Skype, Google
Hangouts, or any of the many technology tools designed to facilitate
asynchronous collaboration. Examples
of the many possible projects developed
by educators can be reviewed from the
Global Collaboration Day website
(http://www.globalcollaborationday.
org/projects.html). The list of more
than 40 projects planned by educators
and students from Texas and all over
the world includes the name and contact information of the project leader
and all of the details needed to carry
out the project. One of the numerous projects is #AlpacaBox Challenge
(http://lichenpeace.org), a project that
involves students in collaborating with

Operation Refugee Child and working remotely with another classroom
of students in choosing, packing, and
mailing items to a refugee child. This
project is designed to foster empathy with students whose lives differ
greatly from the lives of students
involved in the project. At the conclusion of the project, students share
by means of a multimedia tool how
they have impacted society through
the planning and implementation of the
project. Another meaningful project
in which students might engage is the
Amazing Race-Global Project (https://
sites.google.com/a/mytools2go.ca/glob
alstudentsglobalperspectives/amazingrace---global-project), which was
designed by an educator from Europe.
Registration is not required for this
grade 3–12 project, and it is open to
visitors all year long. Students travel
throughout the word making virtual
visits to selected countries. Each visit
involves viewing a short video, gathering facts about each location, and
completing a Google Form/Quiz and a
brainteaser. Once the quiz is completed,
students receive the correct answers and
a stamp for their virtual passport.

The Great Global Project
Challenge objectives are gifted and
talented education appropriate and
can very easily be connected to gifted
themes and generalizations. Art,
music, history, literature, mathematics, language arts, world languages,
science, engineering, and many other
subjects are addressed by the projects.
Service Learning, the United Nations,
and even coding are the focus of several of the projects. Educators looking
for new projects may choose to review
this goldmine of projects for ideas that
can lead to customized classroom projects. The common thread central to
all of the projects is the application of
technology, globalization, and digital
citizenry for your students.
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E

nglish language learners (ELLs) are students
whose first language

is not English and who are still
learning the English language in
schools. The most widely used
term is ELL but other commonly
used terms include limited English
proficient (LEP), students learning English as a second language
(ESL), English speakers of other
languages (ESOL), students learning English as a new language
(ENL), or English learner (EL).
ELL status is usually defined by
a student’s score on an English
proficiency test (Pereira & Gentry,
2013).
In the United States, the ELL population has increased from 4.7 million
(10%) in 1980 to 11.2 million (21%)
in 2009 with more than 85% identifying themselves as Latino (Bianco
& Harris, 2014). ELLs account for
more than 4.4 million students in
U.S. public schools (Cho, Yang, &
Mandracchia, 2015) and comprise
15.1% of the K–12 public school population in Texas (National Center for
Education Statistics, 2014). Although
the number of ELLs is increasing
nationally and in Texas, they continue to be underrepresented in gifted
programs. If challenging educational
experiences to high-potential ELLs are
30 T empo • V o l . XXXVIII, N o . 1, 2017

not provided, they may not advance at
a rate commensurate with their abilities. For example, Plucker, Burroughs,
and Song (2010) reported that from
1996 to 2007 ELLs’ scores at advanced
levels showed modest to no growth in
reading and math while non-ELLs’
scores increased, widening the “excellence gap” or the gap between various
subgroups of students. This uneven
growth is not only important to ELLs’
educational trajectories but also to
the future of an increasingly diverse
society.
To identify literature applicable for gifted English language
learners, we reviewed the following

journals: Gifted Child Today, Gifted
Child Quarterly, Journal of Advanced
Academics, Journal for the Education
of the Gifted, and Roeper Review. To
be included in this summary, articles
must have been published since 2006
and needed to directly concern English
language learners. We excluded articles that reported studies conducted
outside of the United States and articles that referred to culturally, linguistically, and ethnically diverse students
without identifying English language
learners as a separate subgroup.
Using these criteria, 16 articles were
identified and summarized. Articles
included opinion or descriptive summaries (n = 4) as well as studies using
quantitative (n = 4), qualitative (n = 6),
and mixed methods (n = 2). In addition to the researchers’ review of gifted
identification measures and gifted programming for ELLs, perspectives from
ELLs and their parents and teachers
were presented.
Researchers report that the underrepresentation of ELLs in gifted education has been and continues to be
a concerning and pervasive problem
(Briggs, Reis, & Sullivan, 2008; Pereira
& Gentry, 2013). This underrepresentation may be due to teachers’ deficit
view of students who lack strong English
speaking skills (Bianco & Harris, 2014).
ELLs may be overlooked in the identification process for gifted programming
because of teachers’ bias toward students
from diverse backgrounds or because
teachers are looking for high academic
performance, which is often hindered
by English language learners’ language
difficulties (Hughes, Shaunessy, Brice,
Ratliff, & McHatton, 2006; Kogan,
2001). Researchers argued that code
switching, or the ability to alternate
between two languages for emphasis,
should not be perceived negatively as
a deficiency but should be considered
as a potential intellectual advantage
(Hughes et al., 2006). Hughes et al.
(2006) suggested an alternative identification method for ELLs that included
professional development for educators

in recognizing potential giftedness in
students’ use of code switching between
languages. Pierce et al. (2006) emphasized professional development as well
as modifications to the achievement and
aptitude score cut-offs for gifted programming in their project, Clustering
Learners Unlocks Equity Project
(CLUE). Preliminary results indicated
that more ELLs were identified using
the new method that included nomination based on scores such as the AdamsPierce Checklist or the Raven’s Colored
Progressive Matrices.
Other researchers investigated the
impact of different tests typically used
in nominating linguistically diverse
students. For example, Giessman,
Gambrell, and Stebbins (2013) examined the results of students’ scores on
the Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT6)
and the Naglieri Nonverbal Ability Test
Second Edition (NNAT2). They found
that nonverbal battery of the CogAT6
appeared to identify as many or more
ELLs than the NNAT2. Lohman,
Korb, and Lakin (2008) also compared
the performance of K–6 ELLs on different assessments, concluding that a
comprehensive identification system
that includes teacher ratings as well
as a consideration of a broad range of
talents and abilities is preferred. Their
results indicated that the correlation
between achievement tests and ability
tests were higher for non-ELLs than
ELLs; therefore, it may be better to
compare English language learners
with their peers rather than national
norms. Although nonverbal tests minimize differences between ELLs and
non-ELLs, these nonverbal tests are
better predictors of math achievement
than reading achievement.
In addition to identifying more
potentially gifted culturally and linguistically diverse (CLED) students,
Briggs, Reis, and Sullivan (2008)
reported five categories of gifted programming that are effective for gifted
ELLs. These categories include modifying identification processes, providing
front-loading of advanced work prior

to formal identification, making specific curriculum adjustments, establishing a connection with parents, and
using program evaluation to highlight
the students’ assets and successes.
Additionally, Bianco and Harris (2014)
suggested a strengths-based, multitiered
Response to Intervention (RTI) model
designed to increase the gifted potential
of Spanish-speaking ELLs.
Three articles considered various
programming or curriculum options
used with high-ability ELLs in elementary school. For example, thirdgrade ELLs who were taught using a
specific math curriculum, Mentoring
Mathematical Minds (M3), demon-

If challenging educational
experiences to high-potential
ELLs are not provided,
they may not advance
at a rate commensurate
with their abilities.
strated significantly higher mathematical achievement gains than the
comparison students (Cho, Yang, &
Mandracchia, 2015). In another study,
Kitano and Lewis (2007) examined
the relationship between gains in reading achievement and tutoring gifted
elementary ELLs in a reading comprehension strategy. The results suggested that gifted ELLs benefit from
tutoring that includes specific instruction related to decoding, visualizing/
imagining, and determining importance in reading passages. Finally,
three themes emerged from Pereira
and Gentry’s (2013) examination of
the experiences of high-potential elementary-aged ELLs: enjoyable school
experiences that included academic
and nonacademic activities, student
commitment to learning and achievement, and positive student-teacher
interactions throughout the day. The
researchers, however, expressed poten-

tial concern regarding these achieving,
high-potential, future-oriented ELLs
perceived lack of challenge and lack
of gifted services. They recommended
the importance of educators focusing
on strengths, not deficits, when identifying giftedness of ELLs.
Three articles focused on middle school ELLs. Reed (2007) used
action research to examine methods
to increase identification of ESOL students at a public middle school. After
informally meeting with parents and
teachers, the researcher-educator used
a holistic process that included teacher
recommendations, availability of specific domain support, English language
acquisition, and a group-administered intelligence test. After one year
of gifted services, Reed reported the
students had more positive attitudes
toward GATE and academic groups
or activities. Additionally, more ESOL
students received special recognition
for their achievement. Shiu, Kettler,
and Johnsen (2009) examined the
differences between economically disadvantaged, native Spanish-speaking
eighth-grade students who elected
to enroll in an Advanced Placement
(AP) Spanish language course and
those who did not enroll. Enrollment
in advanced classes appeared to cultivate an academically supportive peer
group, honored the students’ native
language, and ultimately encouraged
students’ educational aspirations
with more participants enrolling in
AP classes in high school. The findings suggested that Spanish-speaking
skills are an asset that can be used as
a gateway to academic success. In the
third article, the experiences of middle
school ESOL students in general education were compared to their ESOL
peers in gifted education (Shaunessy,
McHatton, Hughes, Brice, & Ratliff,
2007). During the researcher-facilitated social interaction discussion
groups, gifted ESOL students were
less likely to use Spanish in the discussion and express concerns about grade
retention and were more likely to dis-
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cuss academic achievement and report
high parental expectations. Both
groups recalled instances of perceived
discrimination related to their ethnicity, academic ability, and/or English
language skills. The authors stressed
the importance of educator training
and peer-nominations to increase the
identification of ESOL students.
Outcomes and perspectives of
high school and community college
ELLs were also reported. Matthews
and Mellon (2012) found that limited English proficient high school
students who participated in a university-based summer program
reported increased aspirations and
confidence in their ability to attend
postsecondary education. Students
also reported improved academic skills
and increased persistence in academic
pursuits. Another article discussed
student outcomes after implementing
a program in El Paso high schools to
increase student population in the
AP program (Cannon, 2011). Positive
changes included increases in (a)
teachers’ willingness to help struggling AP students, (b) the number
of students taking AP exams, (c) the
number of exams taken, and (d) overall AP scores. Finally, using qualitative
research, Reyes (2007) investigated the
experiences of situationally marginalized Mexican Americans participating
in a federally funded College Assistant
Migrant Program (CAMP). Given the
students’ backgrounds and lack of
educational encouragement, the participants traditionally would not have
been considered “college material,” but
with appropriate support and opportunities, they experienced academic
success. Reyes concluded by urging
educators to view all students as having the potential for postsecondary
success and encouraging administrators to take assertive actions to create academic and socially supportive
environments where students might
be able to interact with other successful students and become a part of an
academic community.
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Teacher perspectives were the
focus of one study. Using a comparative case study, Levine and Marchs
(2007) explored a team of teachers’
responses regarding one ELL. The
results suggest that teacher-to-teacher
collaboration, school-family partnerships, and the provision of instructional scaffolding to meet standards
are some of the most beneficial actions
that educators can take toward closing
the achievement gap for ELLs.
Overall these articles summarize
research that supports gifted program services for high-ability ELLs.
Alternative identification procedures,
nonverbal assessments, and programming may help ELLs unlock their
potential and be prepared for postsecondary education.
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ANNOTATED REFERENCES
Bianco, M., & Harris, B. (2014).
Strength-based RTI: Developing
gifted potential in Spanish-speaking English language learners.
Gifted Child Today, 37, 169–176.
doi:10.1177/1076217514530115

This article recommended a multileveled support RTI model to meet

the needs of gifted Spanish-speaking
ELLs. Although RTI has been used by
special education since 2004, researchers are beginning to explore the RTI
process with gifted students. Little
research exists about the possibilities
of using the RTI process to help meet
the needs of underrepresented populations like ELLs. The article argued
that much of the underrepresentation
of ELLs in gifted programs is due to
a deficit view that teachers have about
students who cannot speak English.
The authors described a three-tiered
model that adds an outer layer to
a strength-based RTI model that
includes an awareness of student
interests, culture, strengths, and language development. The proposed
program seeks to be challenging and
culturally appropriate for the unique
needs of the gifted ELL population.
Tier 1 provides a curriculum that is
culturally and linguistically relevant
to allow for potentially gifted ELLs
to emerge. In this tier, students can
demonstrate what they know without
relying mainly on English to show it.
Screening instruments should be sensitive to the native language and heavy
language-loaded assessments should
be avoided. Teachers need to reflect
on their capability to pay attention
to the cultural and affective needs of
their students. Tier 2 intervention is
best met with collaboration between
members of the student’s educational
team such as the general educator,
gifted specialist, and the ESL specialist. In Tier 2, students study curriculum at a greater depth and learning
needs are differentiated; in addition,
ELLs require support for their native
language and cultural background.
If a student’s needs are not met with
Tier 2 interventions, then gifted education identification is a possible Tier
3 intervention. ELLs require greater
flexibility in identification and should
include supplementary measures of
performance. The authors noted that a
strength-based RTI model for nurturing potential in ELLs may face chal-

lenges, but this process holds promise
for emerging gifted ELLs.
Briggs, C. J., Reis, S. M., & Sullivan,
E. E. (2008). A national view of
promising programs and practices for culturally, linguistically,
and ethnically diverse gifted
and talented students. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 52, 131–145.
doi:10.1177/0016986208316037

In this qualitative study, the
authors presented methods to increase
identification of underrepresented culturally, linguistically, and ethnically
diverse gifted and talented students.
Twenty-five programs across the country were included with seven being
selected for more intensive site-based
study. Using an informal questionnaire to collect information about
program success, the authors found
that program delivery of services varied and included services such as pullout, resource, within classroom cluster
grouping, summer enrichment, and
after-school programming. Five categories emerged from analysis of the
programs that successfully met the
needs of gifted and potentially gifted
CLED students: revised identification
procedures, front-loading, curriculum adjustments, family connection,
and program evaluation. Within
these five categories, three features
of gifted and talented programs and
three intervention practices increased
the participation of CLED students.
The features included (a) teachers,
administrators, and staff awareness of
the underrepresentation problem; (b)
their increased recognition of cultural
effects on student performance; and
(c) increased supports for faculty to
make needed changes. The program
directors in these successful programs
stated their main goal was to increase
the CLED participation in gifted programming. Three intervention practices were found that helped support
the achievement of CLED students:
(a) identification strategies focusing on
the inclusion of CLED students, (b)

instructional strategies, and (c) professional development. To help encourage increased identification of CLED
students for gifted services, some of
the program directors allowed for language differences and other needs of
the students. Successful instructional
strategies included early intervention,
mentorships, enrichment opportunities, and best practices in gifted
education. Three quarters of the program directors had plans to expand
opportunities for CLED students. The
research findings provide direction for
other schools to expand support for
the inclusion of gifted CLED students.
Cannon, M. (2011). View from the border: Removing barriers for urban
gifted students. Gifted Child
Today, 34(1), 26–30.

This author discussed challenges
that two high schools in El Paso ISD
faced as the district addressed the needs
of gifted secondary ELLs. Although
the two schools included in the study
appeared to be similar from the outside, their demographics revealed a
different picture. One school was only
a few hundred feet from the U.S. border with Mexico. The main language
spoken was Spanish and many of the
students were new to the country
with 92% of the students economically disadvantaged, 99% Hispanic,
and 41% limited English proficient.
The AP passing rate at the school was
7%. The second school’s demographics
differed greatly with 27% economically disadvantaged, 72% Hispanic,
and 8% limited English proficient.
The AP passing rate was 51% and was
above the state average. Variations in
the AP program across the district
included participation levels, number
of AP courses offered, and AP passing rates. The limited number of AP
courses taught at different campuses
reflected the lack of opportunities for
students at low-income schools. In
order to increase equity from campus to campus, the author began a
district-wide incentive program to

increase student participation in the
AP program with a grant from the
Department of Education. The first
of three goals focused on promoting a
college-going culture at high-poverty
schools through intervention, support,
and more opportunities to take pre-AP
and AP courses and receive college
credit. The district began recruiting
disadvantaged students for AP classes
with an orientation for students and
parents. Campuses developed an
AP Action Plan that examined AP
courses, retention rates, enrollment,
test scores, and demographic subgroup performance on the exams.
In addition, each campus created an
AP Student Union that housed computers and printers and a place where
students could meet for AP tutoring
before, during, and after school. The
second goal created an environment
where the schools, parents, and the
community could actively participate
in building a challenging academic
environment. Vertical AP curriculum
teams were created in grades 6 through
12. Teachers were trained on the vertical alignment process and subject matter teachers worked together to build
well-articulated instructional plans.
Parent meetings focused on the belief
that demanding coursework is valuable
and beneficial. Community leaders
were contacted to be mentors to highrisk student populations. The third
goal concentrated on changing the
attitudes and instructional strategies of
teachers, administrators, and counselors through professional development.
Although English language learners
often needed assistance in developing skills or content knowledge, some
teachers believed AP students should
already be at a high level. Professional
development aimed at changing teachers’ attitudes from weeding out capable students to providing additional
support for ELLs in the AP class.
Two years after the initiative began,
the district showed an 8.6% increase
in the number of students taking AP
exams, a 5% increase in the number of
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exams taken, an 11.8% increase in AP
scores, and a 6.8% increase in exams
taken by Hispanic students. The small
improvements were encouraging and
can be a model to help other districts
in improving AP services for gifted
and high-ability ELLs.
Cho, S., Yang, J., & Mandracchia, M.
(2015). Effects of M3 curriculum
on mathematics and English proficiency achievement of mathematically promising English
language learners. Journal of
Advanced Academics, 26, 112–142.

This article focused on research
related to the study of ELLs with above
average math performance. This study
used the Mentoring Mathematical
Minds (M3) differentiated curriculum. The curriculum met the instructional needs of promising ELLs with
aspects of advanced and important
mathematics, deep understanding and
complexity, differentiated instruction,
and communication. The study examined (a) differences in math achievement and English proficiency between
comparison and treatment groups
after using the M3 program and (b) if
teacher instructional behaviors would
influence the M3 program effects on
student outcomes. A mixed-methods
research design was used. Participants
included 171 third-grade mathematically promising ELLs from one school
district in a large city in the northeast
U.S. Eligible students were at or above
English language proficiency level.
Participants included 67% Hispanics
and 23% Asians; the remaining
10% were from other ethnic groups.
Multiple measures were used to identify the students including teacher
and peer nominations, teacher checklist scores, and grades in math and
English language arts. From a pool of
qualified students, the top 50% of students were selected. The M3 program
was used with the treatment group
after school for 3 days per week for
about 45 minutes each session. Both
groups received the regular curriculum
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during the day. In the students’ second
year, teachers used the 10-item Likerttype scale checklist, Mathematical
Scales for Rating the Behavioral
Characteristics of Superior Students.
These checklists helped identify the
students who would participate in
the program the following year during
third grade. Before students participated in the program, three tests and
a student demographic survey were
given to both groups. The Naglieri
Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT) is
a nonverbal, age-based normed test
of general cognitive ability and does
not rely on language or motor skills.
The Stanford English Language
Proficiency (SELP) is a multiple-choice
test that assesses general English language ability including recognition
of English grammar, correct spelling,
punctuation, capitalization, types of
text, and comprehension. The Math
Concept and Estimation subtest of the
Iowa Tests of Basic Skills (ITBS) was
used to measure mathematical skills.
Before the implementation of the M3
curriculum, teachers participated in
a 3-day professional development
workshop to learn about the program
and strategies required to teach the
program effectively. Research team
members visited the treatment groups
to monitor fidelity of the program’s
implementation by using a checklist
of observed behaviors. At the end of
the implementation phase, the ITBS
and SELP were readministered to the
students. Three models were constructed that compared differences in
mathematical achievement between
the control and treatment groups.
Results of mathematical achievement posttest scores of the treatment
groups were significantly higher than
the control groups when prior knowledge was controlled (e.g., effect size
= .63; p =. 04), but not in English
competence. Qualitative methodology was reported from analysis of
observations of the classroom teachers’
instructional behaviors. In addition,
the qualitative data analysis helped to

identify implementation fidelity of the
treatment program. Because the participants were at or above the intermediate level of English proficiency, the
authors cannot generalize the results
to low-level English proficient students
who might participate in the program.
Giessman, J. A., Gambrell, J. L., &
Stebbins, M. S. (2013). Minority
performance on the Naglieri
Nonverbal Ability Test, Second
Edition, versus the Cognitive
Abilities Test, Form 6: One gifted
program’s experience. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 57, 101–109.
doi:10.1177/0016986213477190

The researchers used the Naglieri
Nonverbal Ability Test Second Edition
(NNAT2) and the Cognitive Abilities
Test (CogAT6) to compare subgroup
differences in performance of students
who were screened for identification
of gifted services to identify which
test increased minority representation
and which test predicted higher performance on the WISC-IV. A large
Midwestern school district (about
18,000 students) had switched from
using the CogAT6 to the NNAT2
for its district-wide screening in order
to yield a more diverse population for
identification for gifted services. The
sample of students included 5,833 students who took the CogAT6 the previous year and 4,035 students who took
the NNAT2. Demographic information was nearly the same between the
two groups. Results indicated that
performance gaps existed among subgroups across both instruments. The
verbal, quantitative, and nonverbal
standard age score (VQNSAS) measure generated the lowest ELL means
compared to non-ELLs. This result
suggested that ELLs had a disadvantage on verbal items or difficulty
with the directions given in English.
The CogAT6 Nonverbal battery and
NNAT2 both were comparable in
identifying students in underrepresented groups. The VQNSAS measure
was the best at predicting general abil-

ity. The CogAT6 Composite showed
greater predictive validity for the
WISC-IV for the top 5%. Modifying
the identification procedures by
using a nonverbal screener may help
minority underidentification, but
gifted programs should not rely only
on one test to increase representation.
The authors noted that it would have
been better to test all students with
each of the instruments, but testing
all students was impractical and financially costly.
Hughes, C. E., Shaunessy, E. S., Brice,
A. R., Ratliff, M. A, & McHatton, P.
A. (2006). Code switching among
bilingual and limited English proficient students: Possible indicators of giftedness. Journal for the
Education of the Gifted, 10, 7–28.

Code switching can be defined
as the use of complete sentences,
phrases, and borrowed words from
another language or context for

emphatic purposes. Code switching
can be seen in different cultural and
generational groups as well as in various technological applications. For
those ELLs with a high second language ability, code switching is seen
as a strength because they are able to
integrate both languages to enhance
their speaking. Code switching for
ELLs with low secondary language
ability is viewed negatively because
it is often a sign of deficiency in the
second language (e.g., English). These
nuances in complexity and sophistication are often missed and the majority
of code-switching ELLs are tracked to
lower educational settings. The authors
of this article suggest that educators
need to be better trained in recognizing the subtleties of code switching
in order to identify more accurately
gifted students who are also ELLs.
Opportunities for further research
are presented, including a study of the
different purposes of code switching

and analysis of which strategies are
employed most frequently by gifted
students, and whether gifted students
move more quickly through language
development or if they employ more
sophisticated language strategies.
Kitano, M. K., & Lewis, R. B. (2007).
Examining the relationship
between reading achievement
and tutoring duration and content for gifted culturally and linguistically diverse students from
low-income backgrounds. Journal
for the Education of the Gifted,
30, 295–325.

In this quantitative study,
researchers investigated the effects
of tutoring interventions incorporating different high- and low-level
strategies on achievement in reading.
Participants included a total of 58
third- through fifth-grade students
enrolled in special Open Gate classrooms that are designed for gifted

Thank you

to our TAGT 2016 Annual conference sponsors!
Major Partners

T exas A ssoci ati on

for the

G i f t e d & T a l ente d

35

students from low-income settings.
Seven different languages other than
English were spoken in the homes
of the participants; 74% (n = 43) of
the participants came from homes
with primary languages other than
English. All students enrolled in the
Open Gate program received regular
tutoring. The study participants were
served by 11 tutors who received 10
hours of training on teaching various
low- and high-level reading strategies.
The California Achievement Test,
Sixth Edition (CAT/6) and classroom
measures of reading fluency were used
as measures of reading achievement in
the pretest-posttest design. Students
from the Open Gate program showed
significant gains in reading both on
the state standardized achievement
test and on the classroom reading
fluency measures. Although none of
the reading strategies used during
tutoring correlated significantly with
standardized test score gains, the skills
of decoding, visualizing/imagining,
determining importance, and synthesis demonstrated a relationship with
increased reading fluency. Results of
this study suggest that, for students
who are English learners, increases
in reading fluency are significantly
related to instruction in decoding,
visualization/imagining, and determining importance. Researchers
concluded that gifted elementary age
students from low-income, culturally
and linguistically diverse backgrounds
benefit from tutoring in decoding and
higher level reading comprehension
strategies. In addition, the research
suggests that gifted students who are
also English learners appear to benefit
from tutoring in the full range of reading comprehension strategies.
Levine, T. H., & Marcus, A. S. (2007).
Closing the achievement gap
through teacher collaboration:
Facilitating multiple trajectories
of teacher learning. Journal of
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Advanced Academics, 19, 116–138.
doi:10.4219/jaa-2007-707

A qualitative comparative case
study design was used to explore the
nature of learning that happened
among a group of teachers collaborating to meet the needs of traditionally underserved students. Classroom
observations, field notes, and interview
responses were collected from a team
of high school teachers (N = 4) who
participated in regular collaboration
over 2 years as a part of a campus
initiative to meet the needs of underserved students. In addition to regular
opportunities to collaborate, the team
of teachers shared a limited number
of students (N = 80) called a house.
Each teacher served as an advisor to a
smaller portion of the house (n = 20),
were required to make regular family contacts, and had a specific focus
on serving the needs of their ELLs.
Three learning trajectories emerged
from the initiative including the trajectories of collaboration, school-family partnership, and ELL instructional
modifications. As collaboration developed, the teachers were more willing
to ask for and provide help to one
another, which generally resulted in
an increase in strategies for meeting
students’ needs. Believing that families were pivotal in their children’s
learning, teachers engaged families in
new ways by improving the quality of
interactions as well as increasing the
quantity of family contacts. Lastly,
teachers provided more scaffolds for
ELL learning as they improved their
instructional modifications rather
than lowering standards, which often
results in widening the achievement
gap. The authors stressed the importance of school leaders’ provision of
time, training, and structures for identifying tensions and challenges in the
collaboration process.
Lohman, D. F., Korb, K. A., & Lakin,
J. M. (2008). Identifying academically gifted English-language learners using nonver-

bal tests: A comparison of the
Raven, NNAT, and CogAT. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 52, 275–296.
doi:10.1177/0016986208321808

Researchers in this quantitative
study compared the performance of
a large sample of ELLs and non-ELLs
on three nonverbal intelligence tests
in an attempt to identify the best
way to identify academically talented
minority students. Tests included
in the study were Raven’s Standard
Progressive Matrices, the Naglieri
Nonverbal Ability Test (NNAT), and
the Cognitive Abilities Test (Form
6, CogAT). In addition to the three
ability tests, results from the Arizona
Instrument to Measure Standards
Dual Purpose Assessment (AIMS
DPA) and the Stanford English
Language Proficiency (SELP) provided
normative and criterion-referenced
information about student achievement. Assessment administrations
were approximately one week apart.
Participants for the study included
1,198 students in grades K–6 who
completed all three of the nonverbal
ability tests. Of these students, approximately 80–88% of each grade level
were classified as continuing English
language learners (CELL). Results
showed that differences between ELLs’
and non-ELLs’ results were much
smaller on the three nonverbal tests
than on the Verbal and Quantitative
batteries administered as part of the
CogAT. For example, differences
between ELLs and non-ELLs were
twice as large on the CogAT Verbal
battery as on the nonverbal section.
Results also showed uniformly higher
correlations between ability tests and
achievement for non-ELLs than for
ELLs. In addition, none of the nonverbal tests administered predicted
reading achievement very well but
were better predictors of mathematics
achievement. Overall, the researchers
found that the three tests differed in
the quality of their norms, in the reliability of the scores they produced,

and in their ability to identify the
most academically able ELLs and
non-ELLs. The authors stressed the
importance of using a comprehensive
identification system that takes into
account a broad range of abilities and
teacher ratings comparing students
with their peers rather than national
norm groups that may be inadequate.
Matthews, P. H., & Mellom, P. J. (2012).
Shaping aspirations, awareness,
academics, and action outcomes
of summer enrichment programs
for English-learning secondary
students. Journal of Advanced
Academics, 23, 105–124.

A mixed-methods design was
used to explore the effects of university based summer programs for ELLs.
Participants included 85 students from
a low-performing high school who had
also been identified as having limited
English proficiency. Of these students,
38 were male and 47 were female; 77
of the students reported Spanish as
their primary home language. Data in
the form of questionnaires, interviews,
and student records (transcripts) were
collected over two separate sessions
of a month-long summer enrichment
program designed for ELL secondary students in collaboration with a
local university. Curriculum developed for the program was comprised
of collaborative project-based lessons
integrated with field experiences.
Instructors worked to include specific
strategies such as think/pair/share,
KWL charts, kinesthetic integration,
and cloze readings to meet the specific needs of ELLs. Results of the
study suggest that involvement in the
enrichment program gave participants
a greater awareness of postsecondary
educational options and an increased
confidence in their ability to attend
college. Students self-reported that
after attending the summer program
they felt more knowledgeable about
what it takes to get into college. In
fact, 92% reported a desire to attend
and 90% felt confident in being

accepted into a 4-year public university. Students also reported improved
academic skills in language, science,
and study skills as well as increased
persistence in academic pursuits.
Analysis of student transcripts showed
no strong effects on student grades in
schools, but researchers reported that
after attending the summer program
students began tracking themselves
into more rigorous and challenging
courses. Graduation rates for the
first cohort were reported at 73%, an
improvement over the campus’s overall 57% graduation rate for the year.
The authors concluded by stressing the
importance of (a) matching program
curriculum to recommended appropriate instructional strategies, (b) providing opportunities for collaboration,
and (c) creating a community for peer
support when designing enrichment
opportunities and programming for
ELLs.
Pereira, N., & Gentry, M. (2013). A
qualitative inquiry into the experiences of high-potential Hispanic English language learners
in Midwestern schools. Journal of
Advanced Academics, 24, 164–194.
doi:10.1177/1932202X13494204

Using qualitative methodology,
researchers explored the experiences
of high-potential Hispanic ELLs
who attended a small-town or rural
public school in the Midwest. A
bicultural/bilingual researcher interviewed teachers (n = 22), parents (n
= 20), and low-income ELL elementary students (n = 22). Participants
represented four schools comprised
of 15% to 40% Hispanic students.
Three major themes surfaced in the
narrative analysis: enjoyable school
experiences, positive peer and teacher
interactions, and students’ commitment to do well in school. First, all
students indicated academic activities,
such as learning specific topics, reading, math, or science, were the most
enjoyable aspects of school. Most
parents also affirmed that their chil-

dren enjoyed school experiences and
learning. Teachers described activities
in their classrooms that provided students with enjoyable challenges. Other
enjoyable nonacademic activities mentioned by students included recess,
physical education, games, sports,
art, technology, library, and clubs.
Second, it appeared that the schools
had a strong community atmosphere
as both teachers and students reported
positive interactions throughout the
day. Teachers recounted their efforts
to integrate rather than differentiate
ELLs and non-ELLs. Speaking predominantly English at school, students
felt academically engaged and socially
connected with Anglo-American and
Hispanic peers. These findings contrasted with some previous research,
leading the researcher to suggest that
positive interactions with peers and
teachers may be more characteristic at
Midwestern small-town schools. It is
also possible that students with lower
English proficiency might not have
felt as positively integrated. Third, students desired to learn and do well in
school. More than one third of the students, however, did not perceive school
as challenging, and 50% more indicated they felt challenged only in certain subjects or classes. More than half
of the students indicated motivation
to get good grades. Notwithstanding
the fact that only one parent had a college degree, more than half of the parents indicated that they wanted their
children to attend college. Despite
economic, ethnic, and language barriers these students, in general, were
cheerful, took advantage of learning
opportunities, were doing well in
school, and had high ambitions. The
researchers, however, expressed concern that these achieving, high-potential, future-oriented students did not
feel challenged and were not receiving
gifted services at their schools. The
teachers’ limited ESL training and
decisions to not differentiate (or use
ELL language acquisition strategies
or best practices) between ELLs and
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non-ELLs were concerning; “This
colorblind, unaware of second-language acquisition issues approach to
education might be as problematic as
a deficit-based approach” (p. 184). In
conclusion, educators and researchers
are advised to focus on strengths, not
deficits, when considering characteristics and identifying giftedness of
high-potential CLD students.
Pierce, R. L., Adams, C. M., Speirs
Neumeister, K. L., Cassady, J. C.,
Dixon, F. A., & Cross, T. L. (2006).
Development of an identification procedure for a large urban
school corporation: Identifying
culturally diverse and academically gifted elementary students.
Roeper Review, 29, 113–118. doi.
org/10.1080/02783190709554394

Many teachers fail to recognize
the potential of minority students
and, therefore, do not nominate these
individuals for gifted programs. The
purpose of this article was to describe
one program that sought to address
this disparity, Clustering Learners
Unlocks Equity (Project CLUE). As a
result of a university‐school partnership, an identification plan was developed with the goal of increasing the
number of English language learners
and economically disadvantaged students. Casting the net widely in order
to search for talented students, Project
CLUE utilized a “sift-down model” in
screening for gifted programs, which
was implemented in conjunction with
a 5-day professional development
workshop designed to inform educators about characteristics of underserved gifted children. Initially, under
Project CLUE, students qualified for
gifted services based on a score of
eight or higher on the Adams-Pierce
Checklist (APC) or by earning a
score at or above the 90th percentile
on: (a) the TerraNova Achievement
total battery, (b) two parts of the
TerraNova battery, or (c) the Raven’s
Colored Progressive Matrices (CPMC). After the first screening measure,
38 T empo • V o l . XXXVIII, N o . 1, 2017

296 (8.2%) of 3,584 second-grade
students qualified based on their
TerraNova scores. An additional 26
(0.7%) students qualified based on
the CPM-C or APC scores. The latter
identification methods resulted in the
identification of 41% more Hispanic
(most of which were ESL), suggesting
that the APC and CPM-C were more
effective at identifying students with
lower levels of English proficiency.
However, based on statewide testing
changes and gifted coordinator and
teacher concerns about students (a)
who were previously retained, (b) had
single-subject aptitude that resulted
in difficulty handling gifted material, and (c) were identified using
only the nontraditional measures,
the identification plan was modified.
Identification based on standardized
scores on the new test required a
score at or above the 90th percentile
on reading or math accompanied by a
score above the 75th percentile on the
other subject. In order to qualify for
gifted programming using nontraditional measures under the new identification plan, individuals, such as ESL
students, who had an APC score of 8
or higher also needed to score at or
above the 90th percentile on the nonverbal CPM-C. The results from the
revised plan had not been obtained,
which prevented a comparison of the
two identification plans.
Reed, C. F. (2007). We can identify and serve ESOL GATE students: A case study. Gifted Child
Today, 30(2), 16–22. doi:10.4219/
gct-2007-29

As a new gifted education resource
teacher at an urban public middle
school, the author was dismayed that
although 62% of the school was comprised of English Speakers of Other
Languages (ESOL), none had been
identified for gifted services. Using
action research, the educator-researcher sought to examine if ESOL
students could be identified for gifted
and talented education (GATE) and

served in a meaningful manner. First,
the researcher sought to change the
attitudes of educators and ESOL parents. Aided by a supportive school principal, ESOL teachers were invited to
participate in discussions about identification and screening procedures
for GATE, ESOL student support,
and appropriate course placements.
Informational small-group meetings
with trusted translators (for 37 different languages) educated the parents
of ESOL students about the GATE
program and were supplemented by
letters to parent written in their native
language. Families who demonstrated
interest or teachers who were identified
as having a high-potential ESOL student received an additional personal
contact. Although not designed for
English language learners, the OtisLennon School Ability Test (OLSAT)
remained the only screening option
available. Given the developing language skills of the children, 16 ESOL
students who scored between the mean
and the 84th percentile were eligible
for further GATE consideration. After
considering the student’s academic
strengths, teacher recommendations,
availability of specific domain support,
and English language acquisition, 10
students were eligible for GATE programming (including two who moved
during the summer) that included
access to an after-school ESOL GATE
tutor. Of the remaining students, five
who were not yet able to read and
write in English with ease enrolled in
GATE social studies and, if supported
by standardized test scores, algebra.
The three students who had acquired
basic English interpersonal communication skills were allowed to also add
GATE English and/or algebra. At the
conclusion of the school year, all of the
students reenrolled in GATE or pre-IB
courses at the high school. Favorable
comments from non-GATE families
supported a growing positivity toward
ESOL students in GATE and worked
to dispel some of the fears of other
ESOL students, parents, and teach-

ers. The resulting atmosphere of expanded opportunities
encouraged ESOL students (GATE and non-GATE) to
join student academic groups or activities, and 40 ESOL
students received special recognition for their contributions/
achievement. Additionally, several educators were inspired
to pursue gifted training programs or endorsements, and
as word got out, other local schools made inquiries about
this ESOL GATE program.
Reyes, R. (2007). A collective pursuit of learning the possibility to be: The CAMP experience assisting situationally marginalized Mexican American students to
a successful student identity. Journal of Advanced
Academics, 18, 618–659. doi:10.4219/jaa-2007-556

Compared to other Hispanic and Anglo populations,
students of Mexican descent tend to have lower academic
achievement and experience greater educational inequalities. This case study describes the community college
experience of five situationally marginalized students of
Mexican descent. Specifically, the researcher examined
how participants perceived their learning/development
and how they change as a result of one year of community
college and College Assistant Migrant Program (CAMP)
involvement. CAMP is a federally funded college scholarship program designed to provide opportunities for
migrant, agricultural, or low-income students. Participants,
provided by CAMP, attended a community college in a
small, rural town in Colorado. After dropping out of high
school during her freshman year, Laura felt she lacked academic skills and self-confidence for college success. Once
enrolled, she adopted a strong work ethic admitted her
confidence increased as she experienced success in school.
As an ESL student, Cristina had not believed that graduating from high school was a stretch and college was not
an option. During her first year at college, her feelings of
fear changed to feelings of pride as she experienced success
in her coursework, and she learned how to balance work
and school. Maria, as a teen mother of two, struggled to
balance her family and academic demands. After earning
a 4.0 GPA her first two quarters in college-level courses,
she was forced to withdraw because of personal/family
issues. She reported growing in practical knowledge and
reported that she intends to return to college, possibly at
a slower and easier pace. During high school, Luz moved
back and forth from Mexico, taking a toll on her academics.
Through CAMP, Luz learned how to communicate with
others more effectively, and the success she experienced the
first year inspired a confidence in her abilities. As a former
gang member, Reuben did not care about school and rarely
attended. After working in a warehouse and earning his
GED, he learned about CAMP. He struggled in his first
year of college due to peer pressure, family obligations, and
a limited educational background. As he tried to navigate
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between the gang peer culture and the
college culture, he felt like an outsider
in both worlds, yet recognized positive
change through the process, becoming more focused and confident. Given
the students’ background and lack of
educational encouragement, the participants traditionally would not have
been considered “college material.”
However, with appropriate support
and opportunity, these students and
others from similar backgrounds can
experience academic success. Reyes
urged educators to view all students
as college material and encouraged
schools to take aggressive actions to
create academic environments where
all students can pursue postsecondary
education. The keys for success, he
argued, depend on students believing
that they can be part of an academic
community through interacting with
other successful students. The college community influence helps these
individuals take actions to support
that identity which ultimately leads
to academic success and reinforces a
positive academic identity.
Shaunessy, E., McHatton, P. A.,
Hughes, C., Brice, A., & Ratliff,
M. A. (2007). Understanding
the experiences of bilingual,
Latino/a adolescents: Voices
from gifted and general education. Roeper Review, 29, 174–182.
doi:10.1080/02783190709554406

The experiences of first-generation bilingual Latino middle school
students were explored in this article.
Sixteen (8 GT/gifted education and
8 GE/general education) students
who had, at one time, been enrolled
in an English as a Second Language
program in their urban public school,
shared their educational experiences,
observations, and recommendations.
After analyzing six moderated discussions using both English and Spanish
languages, researchers reported that
GE students were more likely to use
Spanish in the discussion (27% of the
time vs. 10%). Four themes emerged
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from the qualitative grounded theory
analysis including communication
style, self-perception, education, and
discrimination. GE students were
more likely to converse using a Latino
communication style filled with
humor, enthusiasm, vitality, exaggerations, and laughter. Even though multiple speakers often spoke at the same
time, they seemed to wait for the facilitator to prompt discussion. GT students, however, initiated discussions,
elaborated their responses, explored
subjects in greater depth, took turns
talking, actively listened to responses,
and used a monotone voice pattern.
Both groups indicated that they felt
less adept at using their native tongue
than English and, therefore, desired
to increase their Spanish fluency. GE
students more frequently mentioned
engaging in Spanish translation as a
service to the community. Preferring
to limit the amount of Spanish spoken
at school, the GT students chose not
to use the language to reach out to
Latino peers. With respect to self-perception, the GT students expressed
an understanding of their academic
abilities and initiated conversation
related to achievement, reporting the
high expectations their parents held.
In contrast, the GE students did not
discuss their achievement and often
shared concerns related to grade retention. Students who had not been promoted attributed their lack of progress
to limited language proficiency and
cultural discrimination. With respect
to the education theme, both groups
appreciated the students’ ethnic diversity at their school but desired more
variety in school staff ethnicities. GE
students criticized teachers and classroom management strategies, whereas
the GT students focused more on the
student roles of active knowledge
seekers and expressed personal pride
in their ability to work independently.
The most positive and most negative
statements about specific educators
related either to the individual’s acceptance or rejection of the use of the

Spanish language at school. Finally,
both groups recalled instances of perceived discrimination related to their
ethnicity, academic ability, and/or
English language skills. GE students,
however, were more vocal about perceived discrimination. They described
an overall lack of acceptance by White
teachers and students as evidenced by
disapproving statements, and they
indicated that a gregarious Latino
communication style was mistakenly
perceived as escalating behavior. One
GT girl shared that teachers spoke to
her and treated her differently when
she was placed in a group of GT
kids compared to a group of Latinos.
Eligibility assessments for the GT program were conducted in English, and
one GT student stated, “It would be
difficult to be identified as gifted if you
didn’t speak English.” Acknowledging
a small sample size as a potential limitation, the researchers concluded GT
Latino students prioritize schoolwork/
education and have a more supportive
educational environment for fostering
academic identity. In contrast, GE
students focused on cultural identity
and described an ideal school setting
as “fun” and ethnically diverse and
gave little attention to academic components of education. The researchers
theorize that the students’ connection
or lack thereof to school may reflect
the messages they receive from all
levels of educators about their “place
in the educational system” (p. 181).
Accordingly, the researchers concluded
by encouraging additional investigations regarding the social, affective,
curricular, and cultural needs of both
GE and GT bilingual Latino learners
in order to inform best educational
practices. Educator training and peer
nominations were also suggested as
initial measures to increase identification of culturally and linguistically
diverse gifted students warning that
assimilation should not “become a prerequisite for identification for gifted
programs” (p. 181).

Shiu, A., Kettler, T., & Johnsen, S.
K. (2009). Social effects of Hispanic students enrolled in an AP
class in middle school. Journal of
Advanced Academics, 21, 58–82.
doi:10.1177/1932202X0902100104

In order to examine if native
Spanish-language skills may serve as
an asset in facilitating academic success, this study investigated differences
between eighth-grade students at
urban public schools who enrolled in
an AP Spanish Language course and
those who did not. Fifty-eight native
Spanish-speaking economically disadvantaged students (16 males and 42
females) enrolled in an AP Spanish
Language course. The comparison
group included 18 male and 6 female
native Spanish-speaking students randomly sampled from the eighth grade.
At the completion of their eighthgrade year, all participants completed
a 28-item questionnaire (in Spanish or
English) addressing the students’ sense
of belonging, academic attitudes, peer
relationships, and parental involvement. Consistent with nationwide
trends, more females chose greater academic challenge than males with over
70% of Hispanic females choosing to
enroll in the AP course. AP females
were more likely than AP males to
agree that their close friends cared
about earning good grades, steady
employment, happy family, and investing in the community. Compared to
the control group, students enrolled in
AP courses were more likely to report
that reading English was “more fun”
and that their good friends valued
good grades, a steady job, a happy
family, and helping in the community.
There were not significant differences
between AP and non-AP groups or
between AP males and AP females
with respect to parental discussion,
parental involvement, or academic
self-confidence. Follow-up research
in ninth grade demonstrated that
98% of the AP students were enrolled
in a pre-AP or a college preparatory

class. However, it is not clear if these
differences existed before AP participation. It is commonly supposed that
academic self-beliefs are formed and
peer influence intensifies during middle school. A supportive peer group,
therefore, developed through AP
classes may serve to enhance ongoing
enrollment in AP classes and potentially influence postsecondary aspirations for native-Spanish speaking
middle school students.
Corina R. Kaul, M.A., received her B.S.
degree from the University of Oregon and
her master’s degree from Baylor University
and is currently a doctoral student in the
Department of Educational Psychology at
Baylor University where she is specializing in
gifted education. Her current research interests focus on the long-term effects of summer enrichment programs for low-income
students and addressing affective needs of
gifted learners.
Kimberly A. Hardin, Ph.D., is an assistant professor in the Teacher Education
Department at Abilene Christian University
where she teaches writing methods, classroom
management, and planning and instruction for
diversified populations, and supervises clinical teachers. She spent 9 years in the Texas
public school system where she taught grades
3 and 4 including cluster groups of gifted and
talented students. She earned her bachelor’s
in elementary education (EC-4) from Abilene
Christian University, her master’s degree in
educational administration from Lubbock
Christian University, and her Ph.D. in educational psychology from Baylor University. Her
research interests include gifted education,
adult learning, teacher preparation, and professional development. She may be reached
at kam00e@acu.edu.
Brenda K. Davis, M.A., is a professional
school counselor and a doctoral student in
the Department of Educational Psychology
at Baylor University. She has more than 20
years of experience as a school counselor and
educator and is currently the district gifted
and talented coordinator for Bosqueville
ISD. She serves on the Texas Association for
Gifted and Talented Board of Directors. Her
interests include social and emotional issues,
gifted females, and creativity. She may be
reached at Brenda_Davis1@baylor.edu.
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, the Independent Study Program, RTI
for Gifted Students, Using the National Gifted
Education Standards for University Teacher
Preparation Programs, Using the National
Gifted Education Standards for PreK–12
Professional Development, 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 serves on the Board of Examiners of
the National Council for Accreditation of
Teacher Education and is a reviewer and
auditor of programs in gifted education. 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, including
NAGC’s President’s Award, CEC’s Leadership
Award, TAG’s Leadership Award, TAGT’s
President’s Award, TAGT’s Advocacy Award,
and Baylor University’s Investigator Award,
Teaching Award, and Contributions to the
Academic Community. She may be reached
at Department of Educational Psychology,
Baylor University, One Bear Place #97301,
Waco, TX 76798, USA or Susan_Johnsen@
baylor.edu.
Yara N. Farah, Ph.D., received her doctorate in educational psychology from Baylor
University. Her emphasis areas of study are
gifted and talented education and measurement. Her research interests relate to gifted
education, mathematics enrichment and
instructional practices in inclusive classrooms,
and twice-exceptional students. Yara is an
author of several of “What the Research Says”
articles in TEMPO, as well as other journal articles related to assessment and acceleration.
Previously, she worked for a year as a special
education teacher for students in grades 3
and 4. She also worked for one year as a paraprofessional in a fully inclusive school. She has
a master’s degree in special education, mild
to moderate, from California State University
Northridge (CSUN) and a bachelor degree in
elementary education, with a minor in psychology and a minor in philosophy, as well
as a Diploma in Special Education from the
American University of Beirut (AUB). She is a
Postdoctoral Research Fellow at the Center
for Gifted Education, William & Mary. She can
be reached at ynfarah@wm.edu.
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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.
EVALUATING GIFTED
PROGRAM SERVICES
due May 15, 2017

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