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Abstract 

This paper investigated the underrepresentation of English Language Learners (ELLs) in Gifted 

and Talented (GT) Programs in K-5 settings across U.S. states. Nationally, only 1.5% of ELLs 

are enrolled in GT programs, with several states below that average (OELA, 2021). Schools 

often rely on achievement tests as a basis for recommending students for GT programs, usually 

during 2nd grade (Coronado & Lewis, 2017). However, several factors, including the fairness of 

evaluation tools used, may preclude or exclude a student from being considered for GT 

programs. Other factors include what definitions and guidelines were used to determine 

giftedness, specifically those whose first language is not English. Other factors include the 

demographics of states, their resources for ELLs, and whether they follow local or national 

guidelines for recommending GT services. According to Arundel (2021) finding equitable 

identification practices using multiple data points (MDPs) and using differentiation in instruction 

and assessment can help shift the underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs at the elementary 

level and even benefit the retention of English Language Learners in these programs.  

Keywords: English Language Learners (ELLs), Gifted and Talented Programs (GT), 

underrepresentation, giftedness, achievement testing, identification practices, differentiation, 

multiple data points (MDPs) 
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Chapter One: Introduction 

An increase in the English Language Learner (ELL) population, specifically in 

elementary public schools in the United States in recent years, has not been met with a 

proportional increase in the number of ELLs being identified and enrolled in K-5 Gifted and 

Talented (GT) programs (Coronado & Lewis, 2017). According to the 1971 Marland Report to 

Congress which established policies around Gifted and Talented programs in public education, 

the identified gifted population in schools should be representative of the total student population 

and any subgroups, including ELLs. The target percentage of gifted students is 5% to 7% of the 

total student population in a school or district. These recommendations at the federal level along 

with guidelines and mandates established by state and local educational agencies help to promote 

equal access to services in public education for all student groups, including achievement-based 

programs such as GT.  

Before 2017 in Texas, a state with a high number of ELLs in urban districts (26.6% of the 

total student population are ELLs), the average percentage of ELLs in GT programs at the 

elementary level was 3.01% (Coronado & Lewis, 2017).  Since 2018, 25 states have had higher 

enrollment rates of ELLs in GT programs than the national average of 1.5% (OELA, 2021).  

Minnesota and Texas ranked the highest among other states at 5.7% and 8% of ELLs in GT 

programs, respectively (OELA, 2021). However, in the remaining 25 U.S. states, the percentage 

of ELLs in GT programs was under the previously mentioned recommendation of 5% to 7%. For 

example, Ohio had the lowest rate or proportionality with only 0.1% of ELLs in GT programs 

(OELA 2021). 

 It is important to investigate the underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs in schools 

across the U.S. because public education must be equitable for all students. The decrease in non-
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ELLs to ELLs enrolled in GT programs as of 2021 is disproportionate and is affected by the 

states that have less than the recommended 5% representation of a student population enrolled in 

GT programming.  In Minnesota where I teach students of all backgrounds and language 

abilities, the percentage of ELLs in GT programs is higher (5.7%) than the national average 

(1.5%), but many other states have disproportionate numbers of ELLs in GT programs, creating 

barriers for ELLs based on where students live and the current and sometimes inconsistent 

practices each state or district uses.   

The identification of ELLs as gifted students differs from state to state, and sometimes 

from district to district. Generally, schools follow local state statutes or local district policies 

around GT programming. Inconsistent practices in the identification of students for GT programs 

in elementary schools across different states can create barriers and inequity for some students, 

including ELLs. Eliminating those barriers can lead to academic prosperity for a growing 

number of ELLs. Without access to gifted programming, many of these students may not reach 

their full potential as learners. Exploring the disproportionality of ELLs in elementary GT 

programs will help inform the field of education on the state of current identification practices 

and be a call to find and implement other representational methods for ELLs in other educational 

programs (such as AP classes at the secondary level). 

The scope of this analysis is to address what variables exist within school districts, 

including demographics and identification practices of giftedness and other observational and 

assessment tools used that might lead to ELLs being underrepresented in elementary GT 

programs. Furthermore, this investigation will provide a framework for how a public educational 

system might address and eliminate the disparities in their state’s GT programs.  
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To explain variables that lead to lower enrollment of ELLs in GT programs versus non-

ELLs in GT programs at the elementary level, some key terms will be highlighted and discussed 

such as giftedness, identification, achievement testing, and differentiation.   

One of the most significant developments in identifying special programming for gifted 

students was the first definition of giftedness offered by the federal government. It proposed that 

giftedness was manifested in six distinct areas—general intellectual ability, specific academic 

aptitude, creative or productive thinking, leadership ability, visual and performing arts, and 

psychomotor ability (Marland, 1971) and was directly related to a need for specialized 

programming in schools. Twenty years later, Callahan et al. (1995) found that nearly 50% of 

surveyed school districts based their gifted education identification procedures on this definition, 

making it the most popular definition at the time. Since this survey in 1995, standardized 

achievement tests and nonverbal assessments have also frequently been used as identification 

practices for enrollment in GT programs at the elementary level. Providing more equal access 

begins with acknowledging all students’ cognitive abilities, including non-language-based 

abilities.  

In Minnesota elementary schools where the percentage of ELLs in GT programs is higher 

than the national average (1.5%) and between the 5% - 7% recommendation, (5.7%), the process 

of identifying GT learners relies on the use of the CogAT achievement test that is often given in 

2nd grade (Coronado & Lewis, 2017). According to the National Association for Gifted Children 

(2021), achievement tests should be used in conjunction with subjective assessment tools. Some 

school districts in Minnesota use observational tools along with ability, performance, and growth 

data. According to the Waconia Schools definition of gifted learners in their schools, some 

common characteristics that many gifted individuals share outside of test scores are unusual 
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alertness, even in infancy; learning rapidly, putting thoughts together quickly; excellent memory; 

an unusually large vocabulary; and abstract, complex, logical, and insightful thinking (Waconia 

Schools, 2024). School districts in the U.S. are beginning to see the value in establishing local 

norms, even at the building level, to determine who their gifted and talented students are, rather 

than using national or state comparisons (Arundel, 2021). 

 Are gifted and talented programs accessible to English language learners under current 

identification practices across the United States at the elementary level and what supports exist 

for ELLs once they are in GT programs to promote success? To explain how public education 

can help eliminate barriers for ELLs in accessing GT programs at the elementary level, this work 

will outline what research has been done to increase ELLs in GT programs, as well as how 

previous policies or practices have already been and might be further revised. Finally, this work 

will highlight research on how differentiation strategies allow for higher enrollment and retention 

of ELL students in GT programs across elementary schools nationwide (Arundel, 2021).  
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Chapter Two: Literature Review 

 The underrepresentation of English Language Learners in Gifted and Talented services in 

schools across the U.S. is the focus of a variety of research. This work will present quantitative 

(e.g. reports, test scores) and qualitative (e.g. interviews, grounded theories of identification 

practices) research in the field of gifted education to highlight the status and trends of equitable 

access to gifted services in public education, specifically for ELLs in elementary grades.  

The National Association of Gifted Children (2018, 2022) published survey research 

including state practice data and feedback for many local, state, and federal educational systems 

on the status of gifted services in public education. Their findings include an analysis of how 

mandates and accountability (or the lack thereof) play a role in the access to gifted services 

across the U.S.  Literature on gifted education acknowledges that advanced programming for 

students is not consistently mandated or reported in the U.S. and demonstrates awareness of the 

disparities in minority student representation.  

The shift in the literature on gifted education is now focused on discovering what student 

groups are underrepresented in GT and why they are underrepresented. Additionally, researchers 

are examining what variables exist within school districts, demographics, and identification 

practices in GT programs while also analyzing practices that may result in closing the disparity 

gaps between non-ELs and ELs (Card & Guilani, 2016 & Carmen et. al., 2018).   

Identification Practices in Gifted and Talented Programs 

According to the National Association of Gifted Children (NAGC) (2022), there is no 

federal mandate to identify or serve gifted students in the United States, so it is up to states and 

local education agencies (LEAs) to determine and provide gifted education services in public 

schools across the nation. The lack of mandates at the federal level leads to state education 
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agencies (SEAs) often defining general giftedness and the identification practices for GT 

programs at the elementary level for their schools. However, the NAGC (2022) reported in their 

2020-2021 State of the States Report that 10 states did not have any sort of state mandate for GT 

identification. By contrast, several states such as Minnesota established state standards for GT 

identification practices. According to the Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA, 2021), 

Minnesota ranks in the top 5 states in ELL representation in GT programs nationwide, with 5.7% 

of ELLs in GT. The 2023 Minnesota Statute 120B.15 Gifted and Talented Student Programs and 

Services states: School districts must adopt guidelines for assessing and identifying students for 

participation in gifted and talented programs. These guidelines should include the use of 

assessments and procedures that are valid, reliable, fair, and based on current theory and 

research. Assessments and procedures should be sensitive to underrepresented groups, including, 

but not limited to, low-income, minority, twice-exceptional, and English learners (Minnesota 

Legislature, 2023). Minnesota is an example of a state where mandated guidelines for GT 

services, screened assessments for fairness and reliability, and initiatives targeting access for 

underrepresented groups have contributed to an increase in ELLs in GT programs across school 

districts in the state.  

Defining Giftedness  

The No Child Left Behind Act (NCLB) (2002) provides the federal definition of gifted 

and talented:  

The term ‘gifted and talented,’ when used concerning students, children, or youth, means 

students, children, or youth who give evidence of high achievement capability in such 

areas as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, or specific academic fields, 
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and who need services or activities not ordinarily provided by the school to fully develop 

those capabilities. 

The NAGC published its 2020-2021 State of the States Report as a qualitative report to “provide 

consistency and continuity” due to variables in how each U.S. state identifies and serves GT 

learners (p. 11).  The report’s findings show that more than half of U.S. states have SEAs that put 

forth mandates or strong recommendations for identifying gifted learners. Most U.S. states 

(except for 10 states) also publish a list of approved assessments and evaluative tools to use for 

the referral and screening process. Their findings also show that only seven states required a 

universal screening process for referral for identification, 23 states indicated a universal 

screening process is not required, and 30 states indicated that their LEAs determine if there is a 

universal screening process. The universal screening process is often designed by LEAs such as 

school districts or even independent schools that involve all students in one or more regular 

classes or grades, often using local norms established in the process. Local norms help educators 

compare what students know and can do with the work of other students who have had similar 

learning opportunities (Card & Giuliani, 2016). Universal screenings and local norms for GT 

identification have become more widespread pathways in identifying GT learners.  These newer 

pathways counter the traditional models of “picking and choosing” students through exclusive 

referral systems or standardized test score comparisons at a national level. However, LEAs who 

establish norms for identifying gifted learners are not always held accountable for meeting what 

the SEA mandates or federal guidelines are. For example, some local districts may recommend 

or mandate new pathways that include screening all underrepresented groups to expand the 

identification and enrollment of these students in GT programs while other local districts within 

the same state may not have the same accountability with fewer or no guidelines to follow.   
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Accountability 

 The NAGC’s 2020-2021 State of the States Report details the percentage of identified 

gifted students who were also English Learners. Their report findings show that Kansas ranked 

the lowest among U.S. states with 0% of ELLs in GT programs and New Mexico ranked the 

highest with 15.61%. These varying ranges of ELL representation in GT programs are due to the 

limited accountability in reporting student identification data and a lack of screening guidelines 

in over one-third of U.S. states (NAGC, 2022).  

The 2015 Every Student Succeeds Act (ESSA) mandated that states collect, and report 

achievement data disaggregated by student sub-group at each achievement level, including 

advanced levels. The 2015 ESSA also ensured Title II funds to address the learning needs of all 

students including GT (NAGC, 2015). However, 14 U.S. states responded that they did not 

collect this type of data despite the existence of such a federal mandate. The lack of data about 

student subgroups does not allow education leaders at the local, state, and federal levels to 

receive accurate information and to take necessary steps to eliminate the underrepresentation of 

student groups in GT programming.  

 According to the Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA) (2021), there has been 

a decrease of 2% in non-ELL students in GT programs while ELLs in GT programs have 

dropped by 17%. This rate of decrease was the highest among all subgroups of students, 

followed by Black and Indigenous students (OELA, 2021). The OELA is a subdivision of the 

U.S. Department of Education’s Office of Civil Rights, established in 1968. The quantitative 

survey research conducted by the OELA collects data on key education and civil rights issues in 

the nation’s public schools. Most student data are disaggregated by race/ethnicity, sex, English 

learner (EL) status, and disability status. One explanation for the downward trend in the data of 



 13 

ELL underrepresentation in GT programs is the (lack of) accountability provided by local, state, 

and federal education agencies. Of the 51 states (including the District of Columbia) surveyed, 

only 31 respondents reported that their SEAs or LEAs required reporting on gifted and talented 

education programs and services in their schools (NAGC, 2022). A lack of accountability across 

state and federal agencies combined with narrow conceptions of giftedness and biased human 

decision-making processes present barriers to placing ELLs in gifted programs (Gubbins et. al., 

2020).   

Although identification practices vary by state, many states and local districts are 

transparent about their practices in screening their students in public elementary schools. Often, 

local districts will publish on their websites information about how they identify gifted learners 

and then implement or embed advanced curricula or services (Card & Giuliani, 2016). One 

common tool for the identification of gifted learners is achievement testing. Achievement tests 

determine what the students already have learned and if they are more advanced than their grade 

level. In the Gubbins et. al. (2020) mixed method study, researchers examined how district-level 

identification procedures can include a variety of instruments and tools to gather student 

information, including achievement tests, aptitude tests, and group testing.  

Achievement Tests as Assessment Tools for GT Program Selection 
   

The Cognitive Abilities Test (CogAT) achievement test is one of the two most common 

identification screening assessments used among U.S. states in identifying students as gifted 

(Coronado & Lewis, 2017 & Carmen et. al., 2018).  According to Lohman (2011), the CogAT7 

test was designed to reduce group differences among diverse student populations. It contains 

three subtests: Matrices, Figure Classification, and Paper Folding at the kindergarten level 

(Lohman, 2011). A quantitative study by Carman et al. (2018) examined the relationship 
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between demographic variables and performance on the CogAT achievement test. Specifically, 

this study analyzed a subtest of the CogAT screening test known as the CogAT7, a nonverbal 

battery test administered to students in Kindergarten - 1st grade, that measures cognitive ability. 

The National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) (2015) calls for the use of nonverbal tests 

as part of their standards for student identification to ensure each student is assessed with “non-

biased and equitable approaches” (p. 10).  Achievement tests such as the CogAT7 are not 

universally provided to elementary schools across the U.S., but research suggests that it is a more 

reliable measurement of student intelligence, not directly assessing language or cultural 

assimilation.   

Researchers in the Carman et al. (2018) study performed a quantitative data analysis on 

CogAT 7 scores of kindergarten students from a very large urban school district in Texas with a 

high ELL population. They measured four variables in their demographic study: % of students 

on free/reduced lunch, % of students who are ELLs, % of students who are a minority group, and 

% of students who meet or exceed satisfactory scores on standardized tests (Carman et al., 2018, 

p. 4). This study aimed to examine the variance in how underrepresented groups are identified 

for gifted services starting in kindergarten using the CogAT7 as a statistical source.   

 Participants of the Carman et. al. (2018) study were assigned because they were 

kindergarten students of the local district chosen based on its diverse demographics, across 173 

elementary schools, for 15,724 students. Finally, the researchers of this study describe the 

limitations of their study beginning with the sample population used. The use of only one school 

district as a sample group, despite its diverse demographics, may not correspond with other 

districts across the state that have different demographics and use other screening assessments 

for gifted programming. Another limitation the researchers describe in the article is the reliability 
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of the screening assessment CogAT7 at the kindergarten level. Older age groups tend to have 

more reliable scores so measuring younger age groups may produce less reliable scores to 

analyze (Carman et al., 2018). Despite these limitations, this research provides evidence that 

school districts that use comprehensive assessment tools such as the CogAT7 can get more 

specific data on how to appropriately provide challenging programs to develop the talents of 

students who exceed the cognitive and academic development of their peers. Additionally, 

schools at the local level can ensure greater equity by being more accurate as to who students’ 

peers are and who may or may not have the same opportunities.   

  Based on the Carman et. al. (2018) study, measuring the fairness of an assessment tool is 

a common research inquiry in gifted identification research. Analyzing the validity, reliability, 

and equitable access to these screening tools such as the CogAT7, is how SEAs and LEAs can 

determine test bias or lack of opportunity for some students. Testing students in elementary 

school for gifted services is not consistently done or reliable in some U.S. states where mandates 

are not clear or don’t exist. Some efforts by education researchers go beyond mitigating 

opportunity gaps and, instead, are focused on improving identification systems such as reducing 

assessment error and bias. According to Peters (2022), a fair test will yield essentially equal 

observed scores and the same valid inferences in the presence of equal true scores. This means 

that regardless of gender, race, ethnicity, or other factors in a student population, the outcomes 

should be proportionate. Peters (2022) argued that one cause of disproportionality in test scores 

reported from achievement tests, specifically standardized tests, was assessment bias or that 

some children do not have the opportunity to develop their talents at the same rate due to 

discrimination and language deficits.  
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The abundance of assessment tools (and their validity) and differing identification 

practices for gifted programming nationwide complicates how students are measured on talent 

and academic and cognitive skills and whether they even get the chance to show their 

capabilities beyond a test score. While assessments that rely on scoring students can indicate 

some measures of intelligence and cognitive skill, research findings prove that many 

underrepresented students are asked to take a test but do not receive the learning experiences or 

do not receive them at the same rate as their peers.  

Underrepresentation in Gifted and Talented Programs 

Students served through English language learner programs and students who are from 

low-income households are disproportionately underrepresented in GT programs (Peters, 2022). 

Peters suggested a few factors for this underrepresentation in his qualitative study on the 

challenges of achieving equity in gifted programs. First, poorly designed identification systems 

in education combined with larger issues of societal inequality create bias and fewer 

opportunities to be represented. Second, diverse populations exist in schools today, however, 

these diverse populations live in different places where gifted education services are not always 

widely available, or their programs do not place an evident focus on or even show an awareness 

of an underrepresentation of ELLS in GT nationwide. Furthermore, the intersectionality of 

ethnicity/race, education, family income, geography and the degree to which an individual feels 

welcome and represented in a particular community are factors that contribute to both academic 

achievement outcomes and gifted identification.  

Advocacy and Cultural Capital 
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Cultural and linguistic differences can affect social integration. Advocacy for equitable 

educational opportunities is challenging for students and their families who do not “have” 

cultural capital, often those from low-income and minority families (Mikus et. al., 2020).  The 

term cultural capital coined by Bourdieu (1986) is when people use their consumption and 

knowledge of culture (e.g. visiting the theatre, classical concerts, or museum) to advocate for 

themselves or promote their success or influence. According to Mikus et. al. (2020), cultural 

capital is also the ability and frequency with which parents or families promote and advocate for 

their child’s education by exposing them to cultural activities and a middle-class perspective of 

education. Mikkus et. al (2020) argue that students can convert that cultural capital gained from 

their parents’ advocacy and exposure to cultural activities into academic success and recognition, 

including GT program selection. While cultural capital is the consumption and knowledge of 

culture, Mikkus et. al shows it is less likely to contribute to children’s skill development than 

productive cultural activities (e.g. reading, taking lessons in visual or performing arts). In any 

case, providing the opportunity for acquiring cultural knowledge to children, specifically in K-5 

grades, has shown an effect on academic recognition in school. The 2014-2015 State of the 

States Report (NAGC, 2015) indicated that the most common time for gifted identification to 

occur was following a parent or teacher referral, confirming that parental advocacy plays a role 

in the selection of student populations in GT programs. This influence is even more evident at 

the elementary grade levels where students are more likely to be recommended by parents and 

teachers, relying on more subjective methods of assessing their giftedness, as well as their 

academic potential and skills. Hispanic students, including ELLs, are “underreferred” in the 

traditional parent/teacher referral system (Card & Giuliano, 2016).   
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Differential rates of achievement occur when students do not experience or learn at the 

same rate or at the same time. As a result of larger, systemic issues in American society, learning 

experiences outside of the classroom create differences in opportunities to develop skills in 

science and reading (Peters, 2022). In a quantitative analysis, Card and Giuliano (2016) found 

that a system in which all students are screened or considered for gifted identification would 

remove parental advocacy as a component in the identification process, resulting in a far more 

equitable selection of students. Limitations in the Peters (2022) and Card and Giuliano (2016) 

studies are the scale of the sample sizes. The two studies consider the gifted identification 

process only at the school district level and do not reflect on how their findings can be expanded 

to SEAs and how student advocacy can be propelled to close the gap at a federal level.  

Finally, English Language Learners experience dilemmas with the use of labels and 

socio-political influences in a school setting. ELLs, including those identified as gifted learners, 

face pressures to assimilate into a language and/or culture. According to a narrative research 

study by Lopez-Kershen (2016), cultural assimilation and academic giftedness have opposing 

definitions or labels of “becoming similar” and “different than normal”, respectively. Students 

who are measured “against” their peers for how well they integrate but how they also might 

differ academically create a dichotomy that many students from diverse backgrounds face in 

education today. Lopez-Kershen also suggested that education should embrace the capacities of 

all children. A limitation of her study is the familiar narrative style that does not include enough 

citations of sources on how cultural assimilation pressures impact education. Nevertheless, her 

narrative as an educator and a parent shows how educators and parents can change what they do 

to offer all students entrance into the content that is taught and offered in advanced 

programming.  



 19 

Differentiated Strategies for GT Program Selection and Retention 
 

Universal Screening 
 

According to a mixed method study by Gubbins et. al. (2020), the underrepresentation of 

ELs in Gifted and Talented can be addressed using universal screening and other inclusive local 

and state-wide pathways for identifying diverse gifted learners. The use of educator interviews 

and focus group data allowed the study’s research team to find emergent themes to examine and 

compare for their findings.  The elementary schools selected in this study represented three 

different states from different regions in the U.S. (Southeast, South, and Midwest). All schools 

selected had a “proportionate ratio of ELLs in GT programs (.9 or higher)” (p. 344). The total 

number of schools in this study was 16 schools within nine districts. All students identified for 

GT programs in these 16 schools were identified by Grade 5, including ELLs.  

The goal of the research team was to show how an established universal screening 

process (across multiple states) led to proportional numbers of ELLs in GT programs. The 

established universal screening process included three categories: Cognitive Ability/Intelligence 

Tests, Achievement Tests, and Rating Scales (p. 348). Advocacy, proactive searches for students 

of promise, and flexibility in applying criteria were important components of the process to 

ensure districts did not overlook students.  

 Some limitations of the Gubbins et al. (2020) study noted by the researchers included the 

small sample size used, the small size of the research team, and the oral design and 

implementation of interviews and focus groups. Also, variables among the schools, including 

why some districts in the same region or state did not follow the same universal screening 

practices were not fully explained. Despite some limitations, this study explained how universal 

screening has brought success in the identification of ELLs in GT programs in some districts 
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across the U.S. but does not provide significant action steps for promoting these findings across 

all states, including rural areas and states such as Ohio that rank lowest in the ratio of 

proportionality of ELLs in GT programs (0.1%).  

 A quantitative study by Card & Giuliano (2016) examined how universal screening also 

increased the representation of low-income, minority students, ELLs, and girls who are all 

disproportionally represented in gifted education. An explanation for the underrepresentation of 

these population groups in GT programs is that standard processes for identifying gifted students 

are based largely on the referral of parents and teachers, which tends to miss qualified students 

who are from underrepresented groups.  Their study compared the fraction of students identified 

as gifted by the end of 3rd grade in one large urban school district spanning seven years, from 

2004 – 2011. The student demographics compared in the diverse Florida school district included 

Females, Whites, Black, Hispanic, Asian, ELLs, FRL (Free/Reduced Lunch), and Parents Who 

Speak English (PWSE). Two main groups were identified Plan A students (non-ELLs, non-FRL) 

and Plan B students (ELLs, FRL). The study found that after implementing universal screening, 

the impact for Black, Hispanic, and ELLs (many labeled as Plan B students) was very large. The 

odds rose by 118% for Plan B students to be identified as gifted, while the impact for Whites was 

relatively small at 12%. These findings show that universal screening aids in closing the 

persistent gap between ELLs and non-ELLs in GT programs.  

Before universal screening recommendations, some states such as Florida had state laws 

in the early 2000s mandated that students must achieve a minimum of 130 points on a standard 

IQ test to qualify for testing or screening for gifted services. Universal screening in some Florida 

school districts was introduced in spring 2005 as discussed in the Card & Giuliano (2016) study. 

In the last 10 years, other large Florida school districts such as Miami-Dade County Public 
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Schools, have added flexible and inclusive identification practices for underrepresented students 

that do not simply rely on IQ tests in English or parent referrals. In Miami-Dade County Public 

Schools, Limited English Proficiency (LEP) students that have achieved a grade of A or B in 

English for Speakers of Other Languages (ESOL) or home language arts (i.e., Spanish language 

arts, Haitian-Creole language arts) and mathematics are screened for gifted automatically. This 

method of referring ELLs to GT programs eliminates language barriers by recognizing the 

academic achievement of those students in other content areas such as mathematics and content 

knowledge assessed in their home language or at their English proficiency level.  However, the 

percentage of ELLs in GT programs since 2018 in Florida is only 0.5%, less than the national 

average of 1.5% (OELA, 2021). One hypothesis is that Florida does not require all its school 

districts to use a universal screening process for identifying GT learners. Only seven states are 

required to use the universal screening process for referral for identification, nine states require it 

for identification, and 23 states, including Florida, indicated that a universal screening process is 

not required (Rinn et. al., 2022). The proportionality rates of ELLs in GT programs are 

negatively impacted by a low number of states requiring the implementation of more favorable 

identification practices such as universal screening.  

Universal screening, otherwise known as universal consideration, has been used in many 

academic program selection processes including for college admissions. Harradine et al. (2014) 

described through a mixed methods study, how teacher observations impact the selection of 

students in an admissions process. The study explores using universal teacher observations and 

rating scales such as Using Science, Talents, and Abilities to Recognize Students—Promoting 

Learning for Under-Represented Students (USTARS-PLUS) and Teacher Observation of 

Potential in Students (TOPS) and its role in providing equitable access in the college admission 
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process. Similarly, in gifted education, having teachers rate all students using these 

comprehensive observational tools, can help avoid the errors that result from selective teacher 

ratings (when only some students are rated) and reduce some potential rater bias through the 

inclusion of a structured rubric (Peters, 2022).  It is important to note that the Harradine et. al. 

(2014) study focuses primarily on a college admissions process rather than on GT programs in 

elementary public schools. However, both Peters (2022) and Harradine et. al. (2014) suggest that 

teachers play a significant role in the gifted identification process and that using comprehensive 

and unbiased tools such as rating scales, rubrics, and universal screenings, can result in more 

underrepresented students being selected rather than overlooked. 

Dual-Language Programming 

In the field of gifted education, there is a growing myth that gifted kids will make it on 

their own or “achieve above their peers” despite not receiving GT programming or continuous 

support throughout their GT curriculum (Peters, 2022).  Too often, cutting gifted services is seen 

as an equitable approach to reducing the achievement gap between majority and minority groups 

in public education. School district officials may think they are mitigating inequalities by 

reducing their advanced course offerings when they are more likely to have the opposite effect 

(Peters, 2022). Increasing equity within gifted and talented programs should start with reframing 

what it means to be gifted and then screening all students who might benefit from advanced 

learning opportunities.  

Local norms such as establishing dual-language programs are solutions to providing more 

inclusiveness in a school or throughout an entire school district. This inclusiveness in each 

school building sends “a powerful message that there are gifted kids in every school, not just in 

wealthy schools in the suburbs” (Peters, 2022). Using building norms may represent an easier 
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path to improving equity though it may not yet lead to the elimination of underrepresentation of 

minority groups in public education.  

From pre-kindergarten to upper elementary grades (grades 5/6), the most common gifted 

program service delivery models were reported as differentiation in the general education 

classroom, pull-out programs, subject-matter acceleration, and cluster classrooms (NAGC, 

2022). Since 2020, several school districts in Illinois expanded their GT services (rather than 

limiting or cutting them) in their elementary school in a culturally responsive manner. Due to 

larger ELL populations, one major district in Illinois now offers dual-language gifted services. 

Although dual-language gifted services are not a common offering across U.S. schools, the 

recognition that the ELL population is on the rise and all students deserve equal access to 

educational services, dual-language offerings can provide schools with a newer GT curriculum 

and perspective.  

Frontloading 

Schools and educators face challenges in resources, staffing, and funding across 

elementary schools in the U.S., including in GT programming. According to Peters (2022), only 

27 percent of school districts in Illinois offered gifted programs since 2016. This means that 

more than 30,000 high-ability students in Illinois lack access to the educational programming 

that they need to reach their potential. Illinois does not mandate gifted and talented services at 

the state level. However, some schools are exploring new ways to help combat the gaps in GT 

services from urban to rural to suburban. The Illinois school district in the Peters (2022) study 

implemented an Access to Inquiry and Meaning (AIM) program in targeted buildings (more 

percentage of ELLs) to develop the potential in students who have not yet had opportunities to 

do so. The AIM program consists of weekly thinking skills lessons in targeted second and third-
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grade classrooms to develop student potential through “frontloading” so that more students will 

benefit from advanced coursework later. Frontloading involves gifted and talented resource 

specialists challenging students who, often because of a privileged upbringing, are under-

challenged while at the same time, developing the potential of less-privileged students to close 

equity gaps (Peters, 2022).   

As an asset-based approach, frontloading moves educators away from deficit thinking 

and focuses on proactively teaching skills that will challenge all students through a rigorous and 

scaffolded curriculum. Frontloading allows educators to support equity and excellence in 

academic contexts by giving students the opportunities to learn that their home life or 

socioeconomic status doesn’t permit them to experience (Meyer et. al., 2024). Carmen et. al. 

(2018) discussed the importance of ensuring students’ gaps in the opportunity to learn would not 

predetermine student success once enrolled in their GT programs. Front loading is a form of 

intensive coaching and support to improve an underrepresented student’s academic skills and 

achievement before being entered into gifted programming. This form of targeted teaching can 

result in alleviating some of the lack of opportunity to learn for students who are underserved in 

gifted programs.   

Several pathways to eliminating barriers or opportunity gaps have been identified in 

research studies related to GT programs in the U.S. However, asset-based thinking and strategies 

such as frontloading have lacked a significant presence in professional development for teachers. 

The Meyer et. al. (2024) qualitative study does an empirical review of the literature on reducing 

excellence gaps. Her team concluded that in-service teacher training that focuses only on 

strategies to bring students up to grade-level standards neglects the needs of students who have 

the potential to perform at advanced levels and only partially prepares teachers for their job 
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duties. Despite needing more professional development to reduce excellence gaps (e.g. the 

underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs), several school districts have implemented local 

initiatives such as Project Excite in Illinois. The program was an example of frontloading 

because it offered early acceleration opportunities and enriched supplemental programming to 

prepare 14 cohorts of high-potential third through eighth-grade students from diverse 

backgrounds for advanced learning opportunities in high school and beyond. After completing 

the program, Project Excite participants also had higher rates of advanced math course 

placement, enrollment in 4-year colleges (84.5%), and admission to selective colleges (27.6%). 

These findings highlight the fact that frontloading can pave the way for secondary and 

postsecondary talent development opportunities. However, retention and success in GT programs 

and accelerated coursework require multiple facets, including early intervention (third grade), 

sustained support (through eighth grade), and consideration of nonacademic factors (parent 

engagement).  

One limitation of the Meyer et. al. (2024) study included the use of only one online 

database of journals and published works for the synthesis of the literature on reducing 

excellence gaps. This review explored pathways to reducing excellence gaps and showed a shift 

in the research toward more effective professional development for teachers and using asset-

based thinking and frontloading strategies in screening and retaining underrepresented groups in 

GT programs.   

Flexible Ability Grouping 

Flexible ability grouping is a differentiation strategy implemented in many classrooms 

across elementary schools in the U.S. This type of grouping differs from “tracking” in that the 

across-class or within-class grouping configurations are based on students’ current academic 
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needs and placement can be changed as student needs change (Meyer et. al., 2024). Simply 

placing students in advanced courses does not reduce excellence gaps unless students also 

experience individualized instruction and responsive support. One way to differentiate and 

ensure the retainment and growth of ELLs in GT programs is to provide monitoring and ongoing 

formative assessment to evaluate progress and adjust through grouping configurations, in-class 

supports, or course placements as student needs change.  

A limitation of the Meyer et. al. (2024) study related to its findings on flexible ability 

grouping was the use of their key terms. In some of the literature reviewed, flexible ability 

grouping was referred to as ability grouping and was equated with “tracking”, with some 

negative connotations in its use of the word. Other researchers mentioned in this study used key 

terms that equated flexible ability grouping with education strategies such as “differentiation” 

and “tier” grouping. With conflicting viewpoints on how to group students to reduce excellence 

gaps, the research team does not clarify how the research can better distinguish between 

“tracking” and flexible ability groupings. 

Conclusion 

 Several factors have contributed to the underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs 

across U.S. elementary schools. A shift in the literature on gifted education in the last 10 years 

shows that not only are GT offerings a service that all students are entitled to in public education, 

but that GT programs lack accountability at the federal level (and in numerous states too). Many 

studies now focus on excellence gaps and how to create more equitable access to GT programs. 

As shown in several studies (e.g. Carman et. al., 2018; Peters, 2022) successful GT programs 

eliminated barriers for underrepresented student groups, including ELLs, by using local norms 

and MDPs for screening and selection. Successful GT programs also implemented asset-based 
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strategies to build numerous supports for underrepresented students before and during their 

participation in GT programs.  
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Chapter Three: Insights, Application, and Future Studies  

Pursuing the goals of equity in education includes a discussion of identification gaps 

between ELLs and non-ELLs in GT education. The last portion of this analysis will summarize 

how overall trends in public education have contributed to an underrepresentation of ELLs in 

GT. It will also discuss insights gained from recent studies that aim to eliminate barriers for 

ELLs. To conclude, this work will propose research-based strategies for application in schools 

across the U.S. and highlight future areas of study in the field of GT education that provide a 

path toward equity.  

Insights 

To ensure access and success for all students in GT programs at the elementary level, 

including for ELLs, a variety of factors must be examined including the need for more 

accountability, flexibility, and sustainability in GT programming. Several U.S. states with a 

rapidly increasing percentage of ELLs in elementary schools have implemented strong rules and 

regulations regarding funding, policies, identification, and services for educators (Coronado & 

Lewis, 2017). However, not every state has SEAs or LEAs that regulate GT programs across 

schools and area districts. Despite having some accountability at the state level, some regions, 

school districts, and individual schools within their states (e.g. Texas and California) still 

struggle to meet the target rate of 5-7% of ELLs in GT programs. The continuous lack of 

accountability at the federal level is one reason that states with local regulations lack funds and 

resources for professional development, staffing, and screening and preparation tools for students 

(Meyer et. al., 2024). While funding and accountability may exist for some areas of a state, rural 

schools in smaller districts encounter more challenges in identifying ELLs as gifted students due 

to outdated or limited testing methods.  
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Another reason that states and school districts across the U.S. are not able to meet the 

target rate for ELLs in GT programs is the screening and referral process whose methods and 

assessments may exclude underrepresented groups. One common way to identify gifted students 

at the elementary level is through parent or teacher referral. This method requires advocating for 

all students to be an equitable practice. Teacher referrals are commonly used to identify gifted 

students at the elementary level of schooling but not every student is usually considered. 

Research studies show that having a rubric or similar tool that teachers can use to measure 

advanced cognitive skills and abilities reduces bias in the referral and assessment process. 

Universal screening or consideration of all students for GT programs is a promising 

practice reviewed in the current literature on gifted education. With no other significant changes 

in the minimum standards for gifted status, implementing a universal screening program led to a 

174% increase in the odds of being identified as gifted among all disadvantaged students, with a 

118% increase for Hispanic students, the majority who were ELLs (Card & Giuliano, 2016).         

In addition to considering all students for GT services, alternative methods for assessing 

giftedness that are less reliant on standard IQ tests can eliminate barriers to educational 

opportunities. Another promising educational practice guided by research includes adopting 

different thresholds for minorities and economically disadvantaged groups due to limited 

schooling experiences or language abilities (Carman et. al., 2018).  Over the past 30 years, states 

and school districts have introduced new criteria for determining giftedness (e.g., grids using a 

combination of IQ and achievement). This new criterion has been used to identify more students 

previously overlooked by more traditional referral or IQ-based GT identification practices. 

According to De Brey et. al. (2019), although universal consideration for students in GT 

programs may remove teacher bias from identification practices, diversifying the teacher 
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workforce can also help provide culturally responsive assessments and learning for 

underrepresented students in public schools. 

The need to increase flexibility and sustainability in GT programming is highlighted in a 

variety of studies focused on the gifted identification process. To continue offering more 

flexibility and sustainability in GT education in elementary schools in the U.S., education leaders 

should recognize the importance of consistent reflection on bias in assessment tools and use 

intentional preparation and monitoring of underrepresented students once they are selected for 

advanced programming.  

Application 

Based on research and trends in student representation, a goal for schools and GT 

programs nationwide is to help students find success in advanced coursework and to create more 

opportunities to expand the reach of GT to underrepresented populations. Asset-based 

instructional practices, including differentiating for various student groups, are important tools 

that can be used to help all students feel confident and well-equipped in their educational 

journey. According to Lopez-Kershen (2015), differentiating instruction can create flexibility in 

student learning for gifted students. Teacher planning should include flexible ability groupings 

where students learn best and explore content without limitations based on students’ language 

ability. An application of this research is flexible ability grouping. Grouping students based on 

their cultural, linguistic, and academic skills is a culturally responsive strategy that creates 

opportunities for a myriad of investigations into one lesson or topic at the same time (Gay, 

2018). When group size and structure are carefully planned, flexible groups often lead to 

improved learning gains (Hunter et. al., 2023). Flexible ability groups are also referred to in the 

literature as flexible learning groups.  
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The strategy of grouping students, especially in homogenous, sheltered instruction, is a 

contended perspective, as shown by research (Hunter et. al., 2023 & Meyer et. al., 2014). 

Tracking students is generally viewed with negative connotations because it does not allow 

students to show growth due to low rigor standards or because it locks students into a level of 

instruction for a significant period without much flexibility for change. Heterogenous grouping 

such as flexible ability groups differs from tracking because it offers diverse perspectives and 

new collaborations for ELLs in GT programs (Hunter et. al., 2023). Flexible student groups are 

most effective for differentiating instruction for ELLs in GT classrooms when the teacher creates 

groups based on the intersection between student performance data and the actual lesson content 

(Maheady et al., 2020). In a GT classroom, ELLs grouped heterogeneously may provide a forum 

for peer interactions, opportunities for positive and corrective feedback, and support of student 

learning.  Heterogenous grouping may also promote racial and cultural integration, while 

accommodating learning styles that incorporate multicultural education (Friend & Bursuck, 

2009).  

Another strategy to expand the reach of the GT curriculum to ELLs is a practice known 

as frontloading. Frontloading is a form of intensive instruction that targets underrepresented 

students by giving them additional opportunities to learn curriculum and skills that develop the 

potential of less-privileged students (Peters, 2022). Elementary teachers (and gifted learning 

specialists) should incorporate frontloading strategies with ELLs in their classrooms to provide 

frequent exposure to advanced cognitive thinking, content, and assessments. Typically, students 

who are English learners are not afforded equitable support in the first language, but they are 

required to demonstrate mastery of content through standardized assessments in English (Cuba, 

2020). Frontloading is sometimes referred to in pedagogical literature as previewing new 
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academic terms. There are many methods where frontloading can be used to enhance the 

learning of ELLs. Frontloading can take the form of before-reading instructional activities that 

support comprehension of complex texts and content (Cuba, 2020). Gearing this strategy for 

potentially gifted learners, frontloading is also providing intensive programming through cohorts. 

Potentially gifted learners who show promise but have other academic needs (i.e. linguistic 

ability) are selected for learning cohorts that focus on eliminating academic gaps for 

underprivileged students.  

Future Studies 

Future research in GT education for U.S. elementary schools should focus on 

understanding the variables influencing disproportionality in the identification process for GT 

services. Three areas of future study in the underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs should 

be accountability and retention, family engagement and advocacy, and expanding dual 

immersion GT programs.  

Previous research on the underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs has shown a need 

to do future studies on accountability at the state and local levels and how stricter policies and 

mandates can positively influence the percentage rates of ELLs in GT programs. Future 

quantitative studies might focus on examining which U.S. states are meeting the target rate of 5-

7% of ELLs in their schools being identified for GT services after implementing stricter policies 

and mandates locally and regionally.  

Family engagement and advocacy are other factors that influence which students are 

identified for GT services. A future area of study might focus on how community advocacy for 
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ELLs as gifted learners can influence accountability for school leaders in increasing the 

participation of underrepresented students in GT programs and influencing (Mikkus et. al., 

2020). Parent engagement could also be examined as a factor in the retention and success of 

ELLS in GT programs in later years, grades 4-5, and even middle school.  

Finally, expanding resources and curriculum for GT students can include expanding dual 

language course offerings to include advanced programs in English and students’ home 

language(s). Some states such as Minnesota have been on the leading edge of expanding their 

course offerings to include K-12 advanced or accelerated courses for Spanish-speaking ELLs in 

Spanish and English (NAGC, 2015). Future research could investigate how enrollment in dual 

language accelerated courses affects the retention and success of ELLs in GT programs.  

Conclusion 

The underrepresentation of ELLs in GT programs in U.S. elementary schools is a concern 

because many students are missing out on an academically challenging education.  Combatting 

inequity in gifted education requires mitigating both access gaps and opportunity gaps (Peters et. 

al., 2021). Research studies have identified factors influencing the disproportionality of ELLs 

versus non-ELLs in GT education. First, certain referral practices may exclude less-privileged 

students from the process or be biased towards privileged students. Second, the accountability 

and funding of schools, districts, and states in public education impact the reach and success of 

GT programs for underrepresented students. Asset-based strategies and differentiated instruction 

are tools that educators can use to identify and support ELLs as gifted learners. These strategies 

involve a shift in understanding and measuring student potential and giftedness that are inclusive 

of linguistic and cultural differences. A future endeavor in GT education is preparing 
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multilingual students through rigorous content and academic language teaching in the early years 

of elementary school to ensure access to and success in gifted education.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 35 

References 

Arundel, K. (2021, November 4). Gifted education’s future requires more diversity, inclusion 

and access. K-12 Dive. https://www.k12dive.com/news/the-struggles-and-success-of-

diversifying-gifted-education/609200/ 

Bourdieu, P. (1986). The Forms of Capital. Handbook of Theory and Research for the Sociology 

of Education, 241–258. New York: Greenwood Press.  

Card, D., & Giuliano, L. (2016). Universal screening increases the representation of low-income 

and minority students in gifted education. Proceedings of the National Academy of 

Sciences, 113(48), 13678-13683. https://doi.org/10.1073/ pnas.1605043113  

Carman, C., Walther, C., Bartsch, R. (2018). Using the cognitive abilities test (CogAT) 7 

nonverbal battery to identify the gifted/talented: an investigation of demographic effects 

and norming plans. Gifted Child Quarterly, 62(2), 193–209. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0016986217752097 

Coronado, J. M., & Lewis, K. D. (2017). The disproportional representation of English language 

learners in gifted and talented programs in Texas. Gifted Child Today Magazine, 40(4), 

238–244. https://doi.org/10.1177/1076217517722181 

de Brey, C., Musu, L., McFarland, J., Wilkinson-Flicker, S., Diliberti, M., Zhang, A., 

Branstetter, C., and Wang, X. (2019). Status trends in the education of racial and ethnic 

groups 2018. U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics. 

https://nces.ed.gov/pubs2019/2019038.pdf 



 36 

Dwyer, J. & Welch, C. (2016). Every Student Succeeds Act. Gifted Education Policy Brief. 

https://www.iagcgifted.org/resources/Documents/advocacy/ESSA%20IL%20Gifted%20

Education%20Policy%20Brief%20Final.pdf 

Friend, M., & Bursuck, W. D. (2009). Including students with special needs: A practical guide or 

classroom teachers (5th ed.). Boston, MA: Pearson.  

Gay, G. (2018). Culturally responsive teaching: Theory, research, and practice (3rd ed.). New 

York, NY: Teachers College Press.  

Gubbins, E. J., Siegle, D., Peters, P. M., Carpenter, A. Y., Hamilton, R., McCoach, D. B., 

Puryear, J. S., Langley, S. D., & Long, D. (2020). Promising Practices for Improving 

Identification of English Learners for Gifted and Talented Programs. Journal for the 

Education of the Gifted, 43(4), 336-369. https://doi.org/10.1177/0162353220955241 

Harradine, C. C., Coleman, M. R. B., & Winn, D.-M. C. (2014). Recognizing Academic 

Potential in Students of Color: Findings of USTARS-PLUS. Gifted Child Quarterly, 

58(1), 24–34. DOI: 10.1177/0016986213506040 gcq.sagepub.com  

Hunter, W., Barnes, K., Taylor, A., Rush, C. & Banks, T. (2023). Using flexible grouping 

instruction to create culturally relevant PK-12 learning communities for culturally and 

linguistically diverse learners with exceptionalities. Multicultural Learning and 

Teaching, 18(2), 307-320. https://doi.org/10.1515/mlt-2021-0007 

Kershen, J. E. L. (2015). Teaching, giftedness, and differentiation: a reflection. The English 

Journal, 105(1), 69–74. http://www.jstor.org/stable/24484488 



 37 

Lambert, M. (Ed.). (2019). Practical Research Methods in Education: An Early Researcher's 

Critical Guide (1st ed.). Routledge. https://doi.org/10.4324/9781351188395 

Lohman, D.F. (2011). Cognitive Abilities Test, Form 7 (CogAT7). Rolling Meadows: Riverside 

Publishing. 

Lopez-Kershen J. (2015). Teaching, Giftedness, and Differentiation: A Reflection. English 

Journal, 105(1), 69-74. https://www.proquest.com/scholarly-journals/teaching-

giftedness-differentiation-reflection/docview/1708146423/se-2 

Maheady, L. et. al. (2020). Recommendations for integrating instruction high-leverage practices 

in special education teacher learning. Teacher education division of the council for 

exceptional children. https://tedcec.org/sites/default/files/2020-12/TED-Brief-2-HLP-

Instruction- 2-PDF.pdf.  

Marland, S.P. (1971). Education of the gifted and talented: report to the Congress of the United 

States by the U.S. Commissioner of Education. U.S Government Printing Office: 

Washington, 1971.  

Meyer, M. S., Shen, Y., & Plucker, J. A. (2024). Reducing Excellence Gaps: A Systematic 

Review of Research on Equity in Advanced Education. Review of Educational Research, 

94(1), 33–72. https://doi.org/10.3102/00346543221148461 

Miami-Dade County Public Schools (n.d). Department of Advanced Academic Programs. 

http://briefings.dadeschools.net/files/91310_Att_1__Frequently_Asked_Questions_relate

d_to_Gifted_Education.pdf 

Mikus, K., Tieben, N., & Schober, P. S. (2020). Children’s conversion of cultural capital into 

educational success: the symbolic and skill-generating functions of cultural capital. 



 38 

British Journal of Sociology of Education, 41(2), 197–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/01425692.2019.1677454 

Minnesota Legislature. (2023). Office of the revisor of statutes. 120B.15- MN Rules 

Part.https://www.revisor.mn.gov/statutes/cite/120B.15#:~:text=15%20GIFTED%20AND

%20TALENTED%20STUDENTS,challenging%20and%20appropriate%20educational%

20programs. 

National Association for Gifted Children (NAGC) (2015, November). 2014-2015 State of the 

states in gifted education. 

https://cdn.ymaws.com/nagc.org/resource/resmgr/state_of_the_states_report/2014-

2015_state_of_the_state.pdf 

No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act of 2001, Pub. L. No. 107-110, § 101, Stat. 1425 (2002). 

Office of English Language Acquisition (OELA) (2021). English learners in gifted and talented 

programs. https://files.eric.ed.gov/fulltext/ED613131.pdf 

Peters, S. J. (2022). The Challenges of Achieving Equity Within Public School Gifted and 

Talented Programs. The Gifted Child Quarterly, 66(2), 82–94. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/00169862211002535 

Plucker, J. A., & Callahan, C. M. (2014). Research on giftedness and gifted education: status of 

the field and considerations for the future. Exceptional Children, 80(4), 390–406. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0014402914527244 

Rinn, A. N., Mun, R. U., & Hodges, J. (2022). 2020-2021 State of the states in gifted education. 

National Association for Gifted Children and the Council of State Directors of Programs 

for the Gifted. https://cdn.ymaws.com/nagc.org/resource/resmgr/2020-

21_state_of_the_states_.pdf 



 39 

Waconia Schools (2024). Gifted education services. https://isd110.org/departments/teaching-

learning/gifted-education-services 

 


	Eliminating Barriers for English Language Learners in Gifted and Talented Programs in the U.S.
	Recommended Citation

	tmp.1722349911.pdf.tspYQ

