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Abstract: - Recent research has shifted from merely identifying established inequities to focusing on actionable
solutions in gifted education, particularly for Black students. Researchers have offered insights into equitable
access for Black students, while others have emphasized the need for diversification and culturally relevant
improvements in gifted programs. With a practical approach, this Qualitative Evidence Synthesis integrates
findings to propose strategies for fostering equity in gifted education underscoring the necessity for a
collaborative, functional guide to improve gifted education. Addressing this need, the study draws on prior
research findings to present five specific recommendations for school districts aiming to design inclusive and
equitable gifted programs. These recommendations focus on comprehensive policy changes, professional
development, curriculum reform, identification processes, and community engagement.
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1 Introduction  
Spurred by differences in access and opportunity 

across America coupled with domain-wide 

inconsistencies, K-12 gifted education programs 

have consistently struggled to conquer 

disproportionate underrepresentation of students 

with diverse cultural backgrounds, limited English 

proficiency, and/or those who have a disability [1]. 

Varying definitions of giftedness, identification 

processes, service expectations, and assessment 

practices have perpetuated a flawed system for 

meeting gifted students' needs and gaining 

policymakers’ support in gifted education [2]. As 

such, researchers in the field have attempted to 

identify related inequities. Specifically examining 

gifted students from culturally diverse backgrounds 

who also experience a disability, Davis & 

Robertson [3] conceptualized the term “3e.” The 

corpus expanded with the intersectionality of race 

and gender, education, socio-economic status, 

geographical location, and living costs as barriers 

to academic achievement, gifted identification, and 

subsequent performance within gifted programs 

[4][5][6][7].  

2 Problem Formulation  
Answering Gentry et al.’s [8] call, and shifting 

from identifying established inequities, research 

efforts have aimed for solutions [5]. In doing so, 

ideas for providing Black students equitable access 

to gifted education [9][6][5], along with 

diversification and improvements in cultural 

relevance for gifted programs have emerged [10]. 

While these analyses are helpful in isolation, a 

collaborative and functional guide is needed for 

improvement. In the following Qualitative 

Evidence Synthesis (QES) prior research is 

precisely selected and scoured to generate five 

specific suggestions for school districts who desire 

to intentionally design their gifted programming 

and curriculum to be more inclusive and equitable 

for gifted students of color and suggest needed 

future research [11]. 

 

2.1 Methods  

Mirroring Ames et al. [12] approach, the researcher 

employed a Qualitative Evidence Synthesis (QES) 

selecting and configuratively synthesizing primary 

research articles, specifically addressing gifted 

Black students’ social and emotional needs in 

school 
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environments. With a purposive intensity sampling
frame [11], five articles [4] [13] [14] [10] [15], with
rich contextual details were selected from the
comprehensive search. QES exposed the consensus,
differences, and gaps remaining among this corpus
of literature [16] informing the generation of five
solutions for K-12 gifted education programs. To fill
the identified gaps of information on this facet of
gifted education, future research is suggested
(Appendix A).
Inclusion Criteria
Criteria used to determine which studies were
included in this synthesis were study date, research
design, participants, richness of details, and
outcomes measured. Specifically, included articles
were published from 2005 to 2020, utilized a
qualitative design using semi-structured interview
protocol, with participants identified as African
American or black and gifted or eligible for gifted
education programming, and conveying rich/thick
conceptual details. All included studies measured
participants’ social and emotional outcomes.
Exclusion Criteria
Studies were not included in this synthesis if they
did not meet all inclusion criteria, otherwise
confounded the outcomes measured with
intertwined data, or focused on participants with
varying characteristics (e.g., high achievers,
individuals with other racial/ethnic backgrounds).
2.1.1 Synthesizing the Studies
Participants across the studies ranged from
elementary children to adults in their forties
reflecting on their K-12 experiences. All studies
utilized qualitative research designs with similarities
in data collection methods. While methodologies
were similar, the philosophical orientations,
samples, methods, and overall quality of qualitative
research varied among the studies. The researchers
provided collectively similar suggestions for
improving educational experiences for gifted Black
students, yet varied approaches and samples resulted
in findings that were unique and worth noting from
each study (see summary and critique in Appendix
B). The following synthesis compares the
paradigms, research designs, sample populations,
and findings across the five critiqued research
studies to identify inclusive curriculum and direct
future research.

Paradigms
Qualitative researchers addressing social science
issues frequently adopt one of four paradigms (or
worldviews) as their philosophical orientation
toward knowledge. These assumptions undergird
one’s research inquiry and are important to share
with the reader as a way of bridging understanding.

Yet not all qualitative researchers report their
paradigms transparently, rather it must be inferred
from the written context. Much of the selected
research focused on the success factors and barriers
for students’ success in gifted programs
[13][14][10][15]. Anderson [4] was an exception to
this with its focus being on the impact of racism on
the students’ experiences. In this way, Anderson [4]
modeled the advocacy/participatory paradigm.
While Anderson’s [4] discussion does offer
suggestions for diversifying gifted programs,
improving the cultural relevance of gifted
curriculum, and increasing the intercultural
development of teachers, the discussion dwells
largely on connecting the experiences of the
participants with the intersectionality of gender and
race in gifted programming. Similarly, Andrews
[13] also investigated the experiences of gifted
Black students with racial microaggressions in
schools, yet Andrews, using a constructivist
paradigm, sought to reveal how the participants
experienced these events and generated a theory
from the analysis. Conversely, Reis et al., [14]
exhibited their beliefs of a more objective,
measurable reality by approaching the factors
associated with gifted Black students’ achievement
or underachievement and quantifying
determinations to convey reasonable predictions. In
this way, Reis et al., embodied the postpositivist
paradigm in their research [15]. With a different
paradigm still, Tomlinson and Jarvis [15]
approached their research from a pragmatic
worldview. Tomlinson and Jarvis observed what was
working effectively in a real-world,
practice-oriented, naturalistic setting and sought to
provide suggestions for others to be successful.
Differences also exist in how the researchers
presented students’ abilities to exhibit resilience,
overcome diversity, and sources of risk factors.
Data Analysis
Not all qualitative research employs a theoretical
framework or utilizes a framework when analyzing
data. For example, Andrews [13] used grounded
theory when analyzing how students perceived
microaggressions in school [17]. Andrews [13]
allowed the theory to emerge from the data and did
not enter the analysis with predetermined codes.
Andrews [13] reached the end of analysis by
exhausting the emergence of new findings thereby
arriving at theoretical saturation [17]. However,
Anderson [4] encased the research in CRT [18]
using a framework analysis to identify elements of
CRT within the participants’ narratives. With these
predetermined codes/themes in mind, Anderson [4]
identified them within the data. Conversely, Sewell
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& Goings [10], Tomlinson & Jarvis [15], and Reis et
al., [14], employed thematic analyses. Their
approaches were more researcher-directed and
compared multiple qualitative accounts to discover
themes. All the critiqued studies were similar in
that they each conducted forms of step-wise coding
processes in their data analyses. Still, differences
were apparent in their lenses of interpretation.

Conceptual Interpretation
The studies exhibited variance in researchers’
conceptual interpretations of data presented in
discussions. Reis and colleagues [14] explored the
protective factors that helped gifted, ethnically
diverse, urban, high school students, who were
achieving in school, overcome diversity/risks. Their
qualitative study focused on resilience theory, yet
the conclusions and discussion implied a deficit
perspective of the participants by focusing on
students’ risks originating from students’ home lives
and students lacking resilience. Tomlinson and
Jarvis [15] sampled high potential, urban,
elementary, middle, and high school students who
came from economically disadvantaged
backgrounds and were also racially or ethnically
diverse. Their qualitative investigation explored
how teachers and schools contributed to academic
success for the sampled students. Contrary to Reis
et al.’ s [14] work, Tomlinson and Jarvis’ (2014)
discussion challenged the deficit-perspective of the
participants by focusing on how schools create
environments that are not conducive to the needs of
gifted Black students and offered suggestions for
teachers and schools to assist in overcoming these
barriers. Similarly, Andrews’ [13] challenges deficit
perspective by offering a theory for how gifted
Black high school students engage resilience and
enact resistance strategies to confront
microaggressions in school settings. Sewell and
Goings [10] furthered this line of research,
challenging the deficit perspective, by noting how
participants utilized positive peer support and
enacted stereotype management strategies to
continue to achieve. While the critiqued studies
differ in presentation from a deficit perspective or
resilience perspective, they provide important
insights into the students’ experiences.

Findings
Perhaps most importantly, it is critical to consider
the findings offered by the examined studies and
how these contribute to the body of research on
gifted Black education. Anderson’s [4] findings
revealed how gifted Black girls face invisibility and
marginalization in school. Gifted Black girls’ access
to education is sometimes limited by teachers’
deficit views or racist perceptions [4]. Similarly,

Andrews’ [13] findings highlighted gifted Black
students’ experiences of racial ignoring and racial
spotlighting in schools. For example, students
perceived teachers’ lowered expectations when
receiving praise for their performance on an
assignment when White students received no praise
for the same level of performance on the assignment
[13]. Students shared how instances of racial
microaggressions led them to engage their resilience
and use resistance strategies such as being silent or
verbally challenging assumptions [13]. Conversely,
Sewell & Goings shared stories of thriving gifted
Black students who had navigated school transitions
with stereotype management by leaning on
supportive relationships and community
partnerships [10]. Reis et al.’s, findings also pointed
to factors influencing the achievement of gifted
Black students [14]. Like Sewell & Goings, Reis et
al., found supportive relationships and community
partnerships were protective factors toward gifted
Black student achievement [10] [14]. Additionally,
Reis et al., noted that being involved in
extracurricular activities, gifted programming, and
having a strong sense of self were protective factors
[14]. Within this sector of the literature, Tomlinson
and Jarvis explored characteristics of schools and
teachers that were nurturing gifted potential [15].
Their findings highlighted how participants were
nurtured by teachers who challenged deficit
perspectives, embraced a strengths-based model
with adaptive programming, and provided
environments with expectations for success. While
all the studies acknowledged racial
microaggressions or racist perceptions negatively
influenced participants’ experiences in school
environments, the findings suggest there are ways
schools and teachers can change to improve
experiences for gifted Black students.
Implications
Tomlinson and Jarvis stress the need for schools to
share schoolwide definitions of success and to
strategies that challenge deficit perspectives [15].
They purport the importance of offering flexible and
responsive programming that can adjust to
individuals and groups of students. Similarly, Sewell
& Goings urge educators and schools to implement
culturally relevant and responsive curriculum that
accounts for identity affirmation and considers the
school environment, and they further recommend
that gifted educators support gifted black students
early and during transitions [10]. Anderson also
challenges educators to take action to ensure
equitable access, assessment, and adaptations that
will promote success, but also stresses that
educators must reframe the way they interpret gifted
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Black girls’ behaviors [4]. Reis et al., suggest
schools offer counseling programs for gifted
students to assess students’ needs and mitigate
factors of maladjustment by recommending
appropriate classes, activities, and offering guidance
lessons [14]. Across the critiqued studies, it is
evident that what is taught is important but the
perspective of those teaching the material is also
critical. However, little focus was placed on
sampling certain types of teachers or exploring the
specific beliefs of the teachers across the critiqued
studies.

Samples
Although the sampled groups from the critiqued
research ranged from elementary urban students to
adults in their forties, they shared commonalities.
All sampled groups across the studies involved
students who were identified as having high
potential, being high achieving at one point in time,
or gifted by some measure relevant to the
participants’ school environments. Additionally, all
studies involved majority participants who
self-identified as African American or Black (while
some studies also included other students of color)
and had been or were currently receiving some form
of gifted or high ability programming or were
enrolled in Advanced Placement (AP) courses in a
K-12 urban school setting in the United States.
Although Tomlinson and Jarvis did conduct
observations and interviews involving teachers
within the three sites of their multiple case study, the
focus of their research remained on the
characteristics and behaviors of teachers who took
steps to nurture potential, the nature of their
classrooms, and the experiences of the gifted Black
students in those schools [15]. Of the synthesized
studies, none specifically interviewed teachers of
gifted Black students to explore teachers’ cultural
competence. Additionally, none of the studies
specifically examined gifted SES disadvantaged
Black students living in suburban areas attending
mostly White schools. Finally, the critiqued studies
offered majority perspectives from adolescent or
adult age participants, with only Tomlinson and
Jarvis involving younger students in a portion of
their sample. Across the studies, little effort was
shown to sample from suburban and poor
communities or to involve participants who were
White teachers in suburban schools [15]. Still, these
critiqued studies provide helpful insight about the
sampled groups and create new pathways to explore
in future research.
Inclusive Curriculum and Programmatic Options

The body of literature on gifted education
suggests that the effects of depriving gifted students

the opportunities to progress through curriculum at
appropriate pace and challenge levels is equivalent
to the negative effects of retaining students in the
same grade level for a repeated year [19]. School
districts seeking to intentionally design their gifted
programming and curriculum to be more inclusive
and equitable for gifted students of color should
consider factors affecting students in their
educational environments such as negative peer
pressure, self-views, bias curriculum, teacher bias,
rigid programming structures, and social pressures.
Gifted students of color may face difficulties
navigating social dilemmas and negative peer
pressures, even being accused of “acting white,”
when they are displaying academic language [20].
School personnel can support students and parents
by instilling scholar identity, strong racial pride,
positive feelings of self-efficacy, internal pride [21]
and resilience [10]. Educators can ensure their
abilities to provide inclusive educational
experiences by improving their cultural competence
[22], and seeking professional development for
administering relevant curriculum and strategies
[23].

3 Problem Solution
The following section elaborates on these
recommendations for program and curricular
improvements.
1. Scholar identity
African American gifted students often face
resistance to achieve from unsupportive peers and
an anti-achievement ethic that permeates their
environments [24] [25]. Schools can assist gifted
students to adopt a scholar identity by setting a
standard for high expectations and adopting a
supportive approach to assisting students who face
unsupportive peers or negative peer pressure to
underachieve. If left to persist with no interventions,
“acting white” peer pressure may contribute to
gifted African American students’
underachievement [25]. Counselors, teachers, and
other school personnel who understand the
race-specific negative peer pressures facing African
American gifted students can better assist them by
offering training on conflict-resolution,
problem-solving, and anger management techniques
[25]. Additionally, administrators, teachers, and
counselors can encourage students to lean on
positive peer relationships for support. Sewell &
Goings reported gifted Black students employed
stereotype management in school through
supportive peer relationships [10]. Teachers can also
nurture scholar identity by sharing their own stories
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of perseverance toward success. Tomlinson & Jarvis
reported that teachers’ personal stories of tenacity
and grit were perceived as uplifting by the student
participants [15].
2. Develop racial pride/racial identity
Positive self-perceptions have been associated with
students’ academic performance [26] [27] [28].
African American students must develop healthy
racial identities as part of their positive
self-perceptions. When students hold positive
self-perceptions including healthy racial identities,
as with the internalization exemplar offered by
Cross and Vandiver, they are more likely to engage
in positive relationships and display positive social
skills [27] [11] [29]. These individuals can cope
with negative emotions or beliefs and uphold
positive beliefs about being African American.
Conversely, African American students with
maladaptive racial identities may exhibit elements
of self-hatred and behaviors of disassociation with
their African American communities to avoid
perceived racial barriers. Individuals who have
undergone racial assaults or insults may become
overtly anti-white and avoid participation in
activities they perceive as white activities. Gifted
African American students will be more likely to
remain in gifted programming if they can develop
internalized racial identities because they will have a
bicultural identity with high racial salience, inner
peace, racial pride, and a sense of justice. Racial
identity development acts as a protective factor for
African American students against acts of racial
discrimination, positively impacts academic
achievement [30], and is correlated with positive
self-esteem [31]. Ford et al. suggest gifted
underachievement among ethnically diverse
students begins early, therefore, interventions should
be stressed with early childhood educators [29].
Educators will be more equipped to develop and
provide appropriately engaging curriculum and
instruction for gifted ethnically diverse students
when they have “culturally relevant and accurate
information and nuanced knowledge about their
languages, literacies, cultural practices, and
histories,” [29] (p.50). Providing this nuanced
curriculum and instruction, informed by culturally
responsive pedagogy and Cross and Vandiver’s
racial identity development, early childhood
educators can guide gifted students to develop
self-knowledge, positive self-identities, and
subsequently perform better academically and
socially in schools [27] [29].
3. Strengths-based Approach
Educators can make a difference in students’ lives
[32]. However, individuals’ beliefs, values, and

assumptions about culture can shape their
professional practices [33]. When educators do not
provide challenging rigor and high expectations,
student learning ceases [33]. Cochran-Smith and
colleagues reported that most preservice teachers are
White, females from middle-class socioeconomic
backgrounds and have limited experiences teaching
in diverse settings [34]. Levels of white racial
awareness may predict racism [35]. The more aware
you are of your white identity, the less likely you are
to exhibit acts of racism. Understanding that
educators may unknowingly be lowering
expectations or removing challenges from students
as ill-conceived acts of mercy, it is even more
imperative that educators receive training for
culturally competent practices that will positively
promote learning and resilience for gifted students
of color.

One way school districts can create positive
educational experiences for gifted students of color
is to adopt a strengths-based approach [36].
Educators with underdeveloped cultural competence
may hold deficit views of diverse students.
Ladson-Billings explains that deficit perspectives
result in lowered teacher expectations for students of
color and those who live in poverty [37]. This
deficit perspective contributes to the achievement
gap and opportunity gap. For example, educators
may assume students of color lack cognitive abilities
or face difficult external circumstances therefore,
they withhold challenging learning opportunities.
Some educators may assume differences in culture
equate to deficiencies in intellect [33]. Instead,
teachers should embrace a strengths-based approach
to education [36]. Educators with the
strengths-based approach believe that all students
have potential and seek ways to foster that potential.
Several strategies teachers can use to enact a
strengths-based approach is to empower students
with choice in the classroom environment and
involve students in curricular and assessment
decisions. For example, teachers focused on
student-centered strengths-based orientations might
provide students’ choices for assignments [36],
affirm students’ contributions to academic
discussions [38], involve students in assessing their
own learning and setting their own learning goals,
and structure a collaborative, relational, classroom
environment [39].

A strengths-based approach can increase student
engagement & achievement [36]. This approach is
integral to a nurturing educational environment in
which educators notice students’ patterns of coping
and encourage students’ self-efficacy and build from
the skills and abilities students have thereby valuing
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students’ contributions and knowledge [39]. Kitano
and Lewis identified self-efficacy and opening
opportunities as two of four factors related to
fostering resilience in youths [40]. Rather than
focusing on perceived deficits or problems, the
strengths-based approach places emphasis on what
students can do/know and values potentials
therefore fostering students’ beliefs in themselves
and their own resilience [39].
Resiliency contributes to students’ abilities to enact
coping skills when faced with microaggressions and
other forms of racism/discrimination in schools [13].
When students are able to engage resilience, they
can utilize strategies to resist microaggressions and
hostile climates within their schools [13] [10].
Resiliency can be encouraged for African American
gifted students by forming positive relationships
with like-minded peers who can act as supportive
role models and positively influence goal-oriented
motivation [13], nurturing school environments
[41], and supportive strategies targeting transitions
through gifted programming [10]. When educators
fully understand cultural competence and embody
the strengths-based approach, they can offer a
supportive and protecting educational environment
in which gifted students of color can flourish.
4. Family Interactions
Culturally, linguistically, and ethnically diverse
(CLED) students have been shown to thrive in
gifted programs that make concerted efforts to
involve parental participation [42]. Family
interactions include involving parents as classroom
volunteers, involving parents as program
leadership/advisory board members, making family
and cultural connections in curriculum, and
providing families access to program/educational
information. Family and community involvement
have been evidenced to positively influence
academic achievement and engagement across
cultural groups [43] [44]. Further, gifted African
American students’ academic achievement and
motivation toward success has been associated with
their sense of connectedness/belonging in the
educational environment [45]. Goudelock stresses
that parents of gifted minority students should
embrace their roles as advocates and collaborators in
gifted education for their children’s success [46].
Similarly, Ford and colleagues suggest that family
and community orientations are indicative of
culturally responsive and psychologically
appropriate educational environments for African
American students [45]. Rather than adopting deficit
views of students’ family socioeconomic
backgrounds, educators can encourage
communication and therefore trust with parents by

inviting them to take part in the gifted programs
with their students. Parents of African American
gifted students from lower income families may face
barriers in connecting with schools/teachers due to
work schedules or lack of communication with
teachers [47]. One way schools can address this
barrier is to offer programs outside of regular school
hours. By offering after school, Saturday, or summer
gifted programs, schools can provide economically
disadvantaged minority students more access to
advanced learning opportunities and access for
parents to interact with teachers outside of
traditional school hours. Another way schools can
engage parent involvement is to develop parent
networks [42]. Regular communication between
gifted program administrators/teachers and the
parent groups will assist with relationship
development and the sharing of important
information about educational opportunities and
choices. Parents may also be involved by serving as
members of an advisory board for the gifted
program of a school. Teachers can promote parental
involvement by inviting parents to be guest
speakers, classroom volunteers, cultural leadership
group facilitators, and by integrating family and
culture into curriculum. When family/parental
participation is a priority in gifted education
programs, Diverse gifted students can enjoy a
greater sense of connectedness with their
educational environments.
5. Relevant curriculum
Excelling above the expectation that teachers should
have the appropriate knowledge for multiple
identification methods (not just testing) and the
awareness of their own bias, means supporting the
necessity for all school personnel to enact culturally
responsive teaching with multicultural content [48].
Gifted students from minority backgrounds should
not be expected to adapt to predetermined rigid
curriculum or gifted programs in schools. Tomlinson
& Jarvis noted that nurturing teachers of high
potential ethnically diverse students exhibited
flexibility in program structure to meet students’
needs and fill educational gaps [15]. Prior studies
have demonstrated that mismatches in
curriculum/programs can be barriers to academic
success or participation for students from diverse
backgrounds [49] [50]. Instead, schools should seek
to make their curriculum relevant, flexible, and
engaging for students. One way schools can address
this need is by understanding how to provide
culturally responsive strategies and resources, along
with social justice ideologies in programs steeped
with academic rigor appropriate to meet the needs of
gifted students [51].
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To guide the use of culturally responsive
strategies and materials, schools could utilize the
multicultural curriculum model “Approaches to
Integrating Multicultural Content,” to integrate
culturally responsive curriculum into their plans
[52] [53]. Banks’ multicultural curriculum model
consists of four levels which infuse multicultural
content into the curriculum – contributions level,
additive level, transformation level, and social
action level [52] [53] [29]. From this model
educators can learn how to make their curriculum
more culturally inclusive to gifted minority students
while recognizing students’ cultural differences
[45]. This awareness assists educators when
preparing or considering the use of literature, tests,
media, and other educational materials and
strategies to ensure they are accepting of cultural
differences, allowing for diverse students to feel safe
in their environments and positively influencing
their academic and social outcomes in school.
Culturally responsive pedagogy includes practices
of identity affirmation and providing successful role
models for students with whom they can identify
“Classroom teachers, educators of gifted learners,
and others who are charged with identifying talent
must make pointed efforts to provide role models in
science that reflect students’ ethnic and culture
backgrounds, inspire and motivate students, and
educate and value all,” [54], (p.13).

Davis and colleagues also suggest the
interweaving of social justice ideologies for relevant
curricula [3]. Selecting and utilizing multicultural
literature and other resources to affirm the value of
gifted students of color within society can further
assist them in visualizing the differences and
similarities between and among people, facilitate
their understanding of social justice issues, provide
deeper insight into their own cultures, and help them
become acquainted with various perspectives [29]
(p.53). To do this, Ford and colleagues suggest
educators reference Keifer and Tyson’s literature
guide to evaluate whether a children’s book is
appropriately portraying a cultural group [29] [55].

To address the needs of gifted students living in
rural areas, critical place-based education has been
suggested as an integral pedagogy [56]. Place-based
education goes beyond concepts of race/ethnicity to
include the intersectionality of gifted diverse
students living in rural areas. It views place as a
strength that contextualizes the learning in the
community [56]. Place-based education can be
integrated by engaging critical reflection on
realities, student identities, hands-on lived
experiences, and providing opportunities for

students to envision success within their rural places
[56].
Five suggestions have been offered for school
districts desiring to intentionally design their gifted
programming and curriculum to be more inclusive
and equitable for gifted students of color. These
suggestions include instilling scholar identity,
encouraging the development of racial pride,
enacting a strengths-based educational approach,
encouraging family interactions, and providing a
culturally relevant curriculum. Additionally, school
districts can support gifted programs for all types of
students by becoming informed and trained within
the field of gifted education concerning the
socio-emotional, psychological, and cultural needs
of gifted Diverse learners and by making concerted
efforts to enact necessary changes.

4 Future Research

Through careful synthesis of this research,
information was gained regarding the influence of
microaggressions and racist misperceptions of
behaviors on gifted Black students in urban schools
(Anderson, 2020; [13]. Several studies shared
factors that were perceived as positively
contributing to the success of gifted Black students
(Sewell & Goings, 2019; Tomlinson & Jarvis,
2014). Consistent with Hattie (2003), findings
suggest teachers have an impact on students’
achievement despite students’ surrounding
environments (Anderson, 2012; Sewell & Goings,
2019; Tomlinson & Jarvis, 2014). Still, the ability to
display resilience in school settings may be limited
by risk factors and the absence of protective factors
(Reis et al., 2005). While these studies emphasized
the realities of gifted Black students’ experiences in
urban settings, none provided details regarding the
conceptual views (i.e., deficit perspective or
strengths-based perspectives, or cultural competence
levels) held by students’ teachers. We need to better
understand the beliefs and experiences of teachers of
gifted diverse students. Not only would this research
address unanswered questions among the presently
reviewed studies, but it would also answer a call to
action for research on this topic incited by prior
studies [57] [58]. Further, the sampled research
explored samples from urban areas and urban
schools. Consistent with the need in extant literature
and displayed in the current sampling of studies,
future research must explore the attitudes and beliefs
of educators in suburban impoverished settings [59].
Addressing this issue could reveal information
approaching the root of experiences perceived by
gifted Black students who have been identified and
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are receiving services for gifted education. Prior
studies of teacher candidates suggest tendencies for
deficit views toward students who differ
racially/ethnically from the teacher candidate [60],
yet research exploring the attitudes and
beliefs/cultural competence of in-service teachers
serving impoverished, gifted Black students in
suburban areas is scant.
To explore this phenomenon with rich description
and compare the perceptions of teachers and gifted
students living in impoverished suburban
environments, future researchers may study the
beliefs and perceived experiences of suburban
White elementary educators teaching gifted Black
4th-5th grade elementary students who come from
economically disadvantaged backgrounds.
Additionally, researchers may offer differing
perspectives within this context by including gifted
Black 4th-5th grade elementary students who come
from economically disadvantaged backgrounds as
participants. The suburban lower socioeconomic
setting is appropriate because little is known about
the gifted diverse students or teachers in this
environment [59]. These methods will provide rich
descriptions of the participants’ natural
setting/context, give voice to participants who may
be underrepresented in the literature as well as
different perspectives to be highlighted, and allow
the flexibility for participants’ subjective realities to
be shared, and a study that adds to the body of
literature on the topic of gifted African American
education. For detailed future research study design
see Appendix A.

Appendix A
Future Research Study Design

Future Research Study Design: Exploratory
Instrumental Case Study

RQ1: What are the beliefs and perceived
experiences of suburban White elementary teachers
toward teaching gifted Black 4th-5th grade
elementary students who come from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds?
RQ2: What are the perceived experiences of gifted
Black students who come from economically
disadvantaged backgrounds in a suburban
elementary school?
Study design rationale: To explore the beliefs and
attitudes of White teachers working in a suburban
elementary school teaching impoverished, suburban,
gifted African American students, I selected a
qualitative research design because there is a

possibility that participants in the study are silenced
voices. Qualitative research designs can allow
researchers the flexibility to explore social issues
without the constraints of predetermined variables
[61]. I also selected the case study design because I
want to collect detailed information about the
context of a particular issue and the experiences of
the participants within the context dealing with that
issue, therefore the instrumental case study fits my
purpose [61]. The exploratory instrumental case
study design will allow me the ability to
communicate directly with participants, to spend
time in their natural settings, and to gather details
without reliance on predeterminations or what has
been published in prior literature [61] [62]. Further,
the qualitative aspect of the case study design will
empower participants to collaborate with researchers
on data analysis and interpretations of data thereby
reducing potential power relationships that may
otherwise stifle participants’ realities. More
specifically, the qualitative case study design is
fitting because the research is focusing on the
beliefs and experiences of White teachers and
African American gifted students in poverty that
may involve issues of cultural competence or
Critical Race Theory, and it is important to
understand the context of their settings when
interpreting these politically-charged issues [61].
Sampling Procedure: The principal researcher will
utilize purposive sampling to identify a case study
site meeting the inclusion criteria for the study [61].
The principal researcher will access her professional
network to elicit suggestions for potential suburban
elementary school sites and more closely examine
potential sites to determine inclusion for the study
using the inclusion criteria and in-person visits to
the potential sites. The principal researcher will
contact potential site administration to confirm
willingness for participation and access to the site,
teachers, and students for the study purposes.
Within the selected site, the researcher will conduct
purposive maximal sampling to identify participants
that meet the specific inclusion criteria for the
study’s purposes. By employing purposive maximal
sampling, the researcher will be able to include
different perspectives on a similar issue [61].
Inclusion criteria for the study: public elementary
school in the United States, located in a suburban
setting, majority teaching staff White, and the
student population must include high
achieving/gifted Black students who receive
free/reduced lunch and live in the suburban area
Sites not included in the study: any site that is not a
public elementary school in the United States, or is
not located in a suburban area, or a school that does
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not have students who can be identified as high
achieving/gifted Black students who receive
free/reduced lunch and live in the suburban area
Participants:
Teachers who self-identify as White, from a mostly
White-populated, suburban, elementary school who
teach gifted/talented Black students who live at or
below the poverty level in a suburban setting.
Gifted 4th-5th grade elementary students who
self-identify as Black/African American and who
live at or below the poverty level in a suburban
setting (as indicated by qualification for
free/reduced lunch benefits) and attend a mostly
White, suburban, elementary school.
“Watch list” participants: to reduce
underrepresentation the sample may include
Black/African American students who live in
poverty that are considered “high potential” and
were on the cusp of being identified or “watch list”
for gifted services however, they did not meet all the
school’s academic/behavioral criteria according to
the school’s identification plan. “Watch list”
participants’ criteria will be clearly described and
defined if included in the sample
To improve inclusivity, prior research has included
students from diverse ethnic and socioeconomically
disadvantaged backgrounds who were considered
“high potential” [10].
Instruments/Measures:

Semi-structured interview protocol for teacher
interviews with open-ended demographics questions
(gender, educational degree, teaching experience,
grade level, certification, and ethnicity) and
open-ended questions adapted from the Cultural
Awareness and Beliefs Inventory (CABI) along with
concepts from the Center for Culturally Proficient
Educational Practice [63] will guide interviews with
teachers [64] (see Semi-structured interview
protocol, below). Questions will be structured to
encourage discourse around cultural awareness and
teacher beliefs. These types of questions are being
asked to learn more about the teachers’ attitudes and
beliefs around culture and students’ deficits or
resiliencies. Teachers’ cultural competence
influences their professional decisions and actions
and can counteract or compound barriers to
students’ learning [63].

Semi-structured interview protocol for focus group
with probes to encourage discussion around
students’ experiences as gifted Black students,
issues of racial microaggressions, how students
perceive microaggressions in the school setting and
how students perceive factors that influence their

success in the school setting will guide focus group
discussion with gifted Black students.

Unstructured observations (shadowing of gifted
Black students)

Researchers will keep field notes and reflexive
journals
Procedures
Data collection will be multi-modal and will include
the following methods [62].
Individual, in-person, audio recorded and
transcribed, 60 min., semi-structured interviews
with each teacher-participant in a private room in
the school
One 60 min., in-person, audio recorded and
transcribed, focus group interview with a purposive
sample of gifted Black students in a private room in
the school
Student-Participant observations, (researcher will
observe while spending 2 days of shadowing each
gifted Black student in the school)
Data will include:
Researcher field notes conducted during interviews,
focus group, and participant observations
Transcribed interviews and transcribed focus group
data
Audio recordings of individual interviews
Audio recording of focus group
coding analysis recorded in researcher
notes/reflexive journal
Coding chart with exemplars and examples of raw
data

Appendices will include:
protocol for teacher semi-structured interviews
protocol for student focus group
transcribed interviews
transcribed focus group

Addressing Potential Internal Validity Threats:
History: The threat of history is controlled by
selecting a cluster of all 4th-5th grade students, who
will likely have experienced the same historical
events and be impacted similarly.
Selection bias: Selection bias could be an issue with
this research study since the participants will need to
willingly consent to participate. This could create a
sample of individuals with more outgoing or
motivational characteristics, more optimism toward
the research topic, or more openness. In this study,
the participants’ demographic details will be
transparently reported along with multiple samples
of participants’ responses. Additionally, the
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researcher will note the possibility of selection bias
as a limitation to the study.
Instrumentation: Training for the researchers will
assist in reducing validity threats of instrumentation.
Also, interviews and the focus group meeting will
occur on consistently concurrent days and times to
reduce this threat. Further, all teacher-participants
will be interviewed using the same semi-structured
interview protocol associated with their group (i.e.,
teachers’ interview protocol) and procedures, in the
same room of the school individually. All
student-participants will be interviewed using the
semi-structured interview protocol for students in
one focus group meeting, in the same room of the
school. Researchers will be trained on the use of the
semi-structured interview protocol as a guide for
interviews and the focus group. Therefore,
instrumentation will be similar among all
participants and between teachers and students.
Researcher Bias: To reduce the threat of researcher
bias, the principal researcher will transparently
report her positionality, background,
orientation/assumptions, and potential bias at the
outset of the study [65]. The principal researcher
will report details regarding the backgrounds,
orientations, and experiences and potential bias of
the other research members involved in data
collection and data analysis processes of the study.
Regression: The current study is not collecting
assessment scores or conducting testing for
performance that could be impacted by regression
effects.
Testing effect: The testing effect is not a threat to
the current study. No repeated testing or tests
measuring participant performance will be
conducted.
Maturation: The study (interviews, focus group, and
observations) will be conducted within a reasonable
amount of time (approximately one academic
semester), and therefore, maturation of participants
should not impact the participants’ responses to
questions. All participants will be experiencing the
focus group at the same point in time therefore the
process of maturation and development will affect
participants in the focus group at similar rates.
Experimental Mortality: Given this is an
uncontrollable event, if there should be an event
occurring which leads to additional sessions, new
participants, or involvement that may skew the
results of the study, the event and all impacted
details will be transparently reported.
External Validity Threats
Transferability: The researcher will take steps to
ensure that the research results transfer to situations
with similar populations and characteristics by

providing rich thick descriptions about the
participants, setting, and procedures of the study
[66].
Under coverage of population: Under coverage of
population will be reduced by including students in
the focus groups and observations who were on the
cusp of being identified by the school for gifted
services.
Attrition: Attrition rates will be discouraged by
providing buy-in by expressing the importance and
purpose of the study to participants, convenient
scheduling of interviews/focus groups/observations,
and by conducting a cross-sectional rather than a
longitudinal study.
Other quality strategies
To improve trustworthiness and thwart concerns that
the study lacks credibility and confirmability, the
researcher will conduct member checks, collect
referential materials, and engage in peer
consultation [65].
Member Checks: During the process of data
analysis, the researcher will initiate and maintain
corroboration with the participants (i.e., member
checks) regarding the interpretation of interview and
focus group data [66]. The researcher will meet with
participants to review transcripts and initial coding
of information to allow participants opportunities to
clarify, elaborate, and provide accurate
interpretations of events.
Peer Review/Debriefing: During data analysis and
prior to composing the final draft of the research
report, the researcher will engage in consultation
with expert colleague(s) who has
background/experience in gifted education,
qualitative research, and the topic of racial
microaggressions and/or cultural competence in
education. This process will help to establish
validity in the reported material.
Substantive Validity: The principal researcher will
draw upon CRT when conducting data analysis and
interpreting data for coding and themes. Messick
refers to substantive validity as a “theoretical
rationale for the observed consistencies in the test
responses” [67] (p. 745). By cross-checking the
responses of questions to the expected answers as
guided by literature on CRT [18], and common
knowledge, the researcher will improve the
substantive validity of the data analysis process.
Additionally, the principal researcher will
complement the collected data from the case study
with peer-reviewed research and extant literature
support (referential materials). For example, the
researcher will refer to published empirical research
on the topics of deficit paradigm in education,
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discontinuity paradigm in education, and strengths
perspectives in education.
Intercoder Reliability: During the analyses of
transcript data, the researchers will conduct
intercoder agreement checks. These intercoder
agreement checks will establish the stability within
the ways researchers assign codes to passages in the
transcribed data sets. This process will involve
creating an initial codebook, then independently
coding a set number of additional transcripts, and
comparing coders’ results on passages that all
coders coded to see if they have coded them in the
same way. As Miles & Huberman recommend, the
goal will be to reach a minimum of 80% intercoder
agreement [68].
Ethical Precautions:
The researcher will take actions and adhere to the
principles of ethical research involving human
subjects. Application of these principles will be
displayed by the following actions:
To assure that participants’ rights and welfare are
protected, this research project will be reviewed and
approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB).
Informed Consent: Participants will be required to
give informed consent prior to participating in the
study. The researcher will be required to inform all
participants regarding the following items prior to
receiving informed consent:
The researcher will inform the participants of the
study's purpose, content, duration, and potential
risks and benefits.
The researcher will inform the participants that they
can stop participating in the study at any point.
The researcher will inform the participants that they
do not have to answer all the interview or focus
group questions.
The researcher will seek consent from the legal
parents/guardians for all children-participants under
legal age.
Confidentiality: No participants' identifiers will be
linked to their interview/focus group responses.
Pseudonyms will be used in place of participants’
actual names for reporting to protect the identities of
all participants. Raw data with any identifying
information (i.e., actual participants’ names on
consent forms) will be kept in a password protected,
university-maintained digital file storage.
Paradigm: Social Constructivism will be the
underlying philosophical orientation of the
researcher’s approach toward the study. The
researcher will remain open to the possible
relationships and the multiple, subjective realities
shared through participants’ data [61].
Data Analysis: Thematic Analysis

Data will be analyzed through an iterative process of
reviewing and analyzing multiple qualitative
accounts (answers to interview questions, answers to
focus group questions, and observations). The
researchers will reflexively review their analyses
and compare with one another’s analyses seeking
80% or higher intercoder agreement during the
analysis of data to improve validity of findings [61]
[68]. The coding will have two main stages yet will
remain an iterative process and will continue until
data saturation is met [62].
Stage 1: Initial Coding- The purpose of this stage
will be to define, understand and explain what is
happening in the data. The analysis team will
number each line in the transcribed data, and code
every new concept by summarizing key points of a
concept briefly in one-two word phrases.
Stage 2: Focused Coding- The purpose of this stage
will be to synthesize the most significant or
frequently used codes across cases/data to create
categories/themes. In this stage, the analysis moves
from initial descriptive codes to generating groups
of codes. The data is then compared to see if the
same codes are appearing.

Data Saturation: The coding and analysis process
will continue until there are no new findings
emerging and the research analysis team has
determined they’ve reached the point of data
saturation.

Semi-Structured Interview Protocol: Teacher
Interviews
1. Demographics questions: Please describe yourself
in terms of age, gender, race/ethnicity, and years
spent teaching.
2. Tell me about the gifted students who perform
well in school.
3. What does the term “acting White” mean to you?
4. Tell me about the gifted students who are most
eager to learn.
5. In your observations, do students that are referred
for gifted services usually qualify for gifted services
in your school? Who deserves to receive gifted
services? Tell me more about this process.
6. What strengths do you see African American
gifted students bringing to the classroom? How do
these compare with the strengths White gifted
students bring?
7. Tell me about the weakness or at-risk factors for
African American gifted students. How do these
compare with the weakness or at-risk factors for
White gifted students?
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8. How do you feel when working with students and
parents whose cultures are similar to yours?
Different than yours?
9. Tell me about your approaches to getting families
from African American communities involved in the
education of their students. How is this effort
compared with involving families from White
communities? Tell me about the difficulties or
successes in either of these situations.
10. Tell me how you handle academic engagement
with African American gifted students. What has
worked? What has not worked?

Appendix B
Critique of Selected Studies

While quantitative research can be critiqued
by empirical research standards and the familiar
tenants of validity, generalizability, objectivity, and
reliability for quality purposes [69], qualitative
research can be similarly evaluated based on its
trustworthiness [66] and by comparing it with
standards for empirical research as established by
professional organizations and experts in the field
[70] [71] [72] [73] [74] [75]. Yet, as qualitative
research is a creative body arriving in multiple
forms, it is paired with a plethora of potential
criteria and standards of goodness [75]. Perhaps a
most tried and true resource stems from the four
components that work together in establishing
trustworthiness: credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability as established by
Lincoln and Guba [66]. Creswell suggests
qualitative research can be considered quality work
if it upholds certain criteria [73]. These criteria
include rigorous data collection, framing the study
within the principles and characteristics of
qualitative research (e.g., evolving design,
presenting multiple realities, focused on
participants’ views), ensuring that a qualitative
approach to inquiry is used, including detailed
methods, the researcher analyzing the data multiple
times to reflect deeper thinking, the researcher
writer persuasively, the study reflecting the personal
and cultural experiences of the researcher (i.e.,
discussing the researcher’s role, how the
researcher’s experiences shape aspects of the study),
and the study being ethical (addressing ethical issues
throughout all study phases) [73]. Bogdan and
Biklen proport that qualitative research should
contribute either to the body of literature, the
research tradition, a general understanding, or a

particular field of study [72], (p.217). And the
American Educational Research Association
(AERA) provides empirical research standards
specific to the domains of social sciences and
humanities-oriented research [70] [71]. More
recently, Tracy developed eight broad criteria for
goodness in qualitative research moving away from
specificity of paradigm [75]. It is important to note
that quality empirical research must not meet every
single criterion of each standard or professional
checklist to be considered acceptable. However,
these standards and quality checklists are helpful in
identifying the nature of the research and the
importance of the research results [70], (p.33).
While I acknowledge the benefits of focusing on
one set of overarching quality standards, as argued
by Tracy [75], I also value the area-specific criteria
offered by others as a relatively new researcher to
this field. Therefore, as I critique the following
qualitative research articles, I will oscillate between
multiple references while identifying quality or
deficits throughout the reports.
Qualitative Study 1

Tomlinson and Jarvis brought the case
study research design to focus on the work being
done in three seemingly successful schools, while
investigating how teachers and schools contribute to
the academic success of minority students of high
potential from economically disadvantaged and
ethnically diverse backgrounds [15]. This multiple
case study provides some insight into the
researchers’ observed successes for teaching
strategies and school-wide philosophies toward
educating students of high potential who come from
ethnically diverse and economically disadvantaged
backgrounds. In the following paragraphs I
summarize the study as indicated by the researchers’
published report and offer a critique of the research
methodology.
Sample

To identify the sample schools, researchers
conducted purposive sampling and followed
recommendations from colleagues and others about
schools who may fit their criteria for inclusion.
Researchers then reviewed assessment performances
of these schools and visited potential sites before
selecting the three sites for the study. The sample
consisted of teachers and students from three
schools given pseudonyms, (Sunnydale High School
with grades 9-12, Flagstaff grades PreK-8, and
Lionel Elementary grades PreK-6) within urban
settings and different regions of the United States.
The sample varied widely on student population
with Sunnydale servicing the most students
(n=1400). In comparison, Flagstaff serviced
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approximately 800 students and Lionel Elementary
serviced 350 students. Student demographics within
the schools also varied widely. Many Sunnydale
students were white (n=69%) with a small portion
being African American (n=16%), while Flagstaff
students were mostly African American (n=95%).
Lionel Elementary students were reportedly
Hispanic (n=51%), African American (n=33%), or
White/Other with many of the White/Other students
also being English Language Learners (n=16%).
Teacher race/ethnicity was also different among the
schools. Most of the teachers at Sunnydale were
reportedly White (80% of 129 teachers), and
researchers indicated almost all of the teachers at
Flagstaff were African American. The focus of the
study was on three teachers and their students from
Sunnydale High School, with whole school focuses
for Flagstaff and Lionel Elementary.
Methodology

Tomlinson and Jarvis selected a multiple
case study design. The methodology involved
qualitative research approaches to data collection
including semi-structured interviews, observations,
and focus groups [15]. Instrumentation included
researcher-developed semi-structured interview
protocol. Researchers kept field notes and reflexive
journals that later became part of each site’s case
record data. Data collection at each site involved
approximately 80 hours on-site and occurred across
a period of four years with at least two on-site
researchers collecting data and collaborating over
data at a given site across two years during the
four-year time period. Data analysis involved
on-site researchers organizing and cleaning data
during and after collection while applying codes to
identify the sources for all data pieces. Field notes,
researcher journals, observations, interview
transcripts, and focus group transcripts became part
of each site’s case record. On-site researchers
collaborated with the principal researcher during the
data collection process to review initial findings,
reformulate questions, and discuss emerging themes.
The principal researcher identified and finalized
emerging themes after data collection was complete
from all three case records.
Critique

Tomlinson and Jarvis bring some valuable
strategies to light that may guide teachers and
school administrators in forming educational
opportunities for minority students of potential who
come from economically diverse backgrounds [15].
The researchers support emerged themes by
corroborating them with similar findings in extant
literature. However, there are several flaws and
inconsistencies within the written presentation of

this study that result in limited transferability,
dependability, and confirmability. The following
section serves to critique important issues from the
research report regarding the sample, overall
methodology, and conclusions the researchers
provide.

Tomlinson and Jarvis provided a research
citation as well as a rationale for selecting the
multiple case study design [15]. The researchers
explained that the case study design allowed them
the ability to investigate phenomena within a natural
setting and address the why and how questions
in-depth [15]. Their rationale aligns with Creswell
who suggests case studies are useful when
researchers seek in-depth understanding of the cases
or a comparison of several cases [61]. The
researchers’ choice of purposive sampling for a
multiple case study also aligns with expert
recommendations for qualitative research [61].
However, concerns arose as I attempted to
comprehend the sampling as reported by the
researchers.

Dependability is limited by the way
processes for sampling and work with focus groups
were reported. Tomlinson and Jarvis stated their
sampling approach was purposive and shared
several ways they located potential schools for the
sample, however, the specific inclusion criteria or
reasoning for not including certain schools in the
study, as well as the number of schools considered
were not clearly detailed in the report [15]. The
information provided about the schools in the
sample lacked demographic information to allow for
comparisons between the schools. Information
regarding teacher race/ethnicity or quantity
employed was not provided for Flagstaff or Lionel
Elementary. While researchers did provide more
details for the staff of Sunnydale High School, it is
important to note that the study focused on three
teachers from this site rather than the entire school
faculty, yet the researchers did not report the
race/ethnicity of those three teachers. AERA
standards for social science research provide sources
of evidence, such as the relevant characteristics of
units of study, as well as judgments through which
they were selected, be clearly reported [70] [71].

Further, the researchers mention focus
groups, suggesting more than one focus group
existed, as part of the data collected, yet they
explain a singular focus group of eleven students
was formed by inviting eleven African American
AVID students from Sunnydale High School to join.
The formation of other focus groups or those group
demographics were not reported. The frequency of
focus group meetings or how many researchers
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facilitated the focus groups were also not provided.
Additionally, the researchers do not describe the
reasoning for selecting the eleven students from
Sunnydale for the focus group. Bogdan and Biklen
advise planning focus groups with intentional
strategies to allow participants to feel valued and
know that their opinions will remain confidential
[72]. Further, focus groups should be structured to
provide diverse perspectives rather than being
dominated by a singular type of people with similar
skin color [72]. The focus group described at
Sunnydale included only African American students
of potential. This structure is inconsistent with
recommendations for fostering diverse perspectives
in focus groups. If Tomlinson and Jarvis promised
confidentiality to focus group members, emphasized
students’ ideas being important, or utilized certain
scripts for the focus groups, they neglected to share
those details in the research report [15]. Not only do
these lacking details limit dependability, replication
of the study, particularly the formation of focus
groups and role of the facilitator(s) becomes
increasingly difficult. Researchers should be
transparent in their rationale for selection of units of
analysis and provide descriptions of the processes in
data collection which would enable another
researcher to replicate the data collection processes
[70].

Further complicating transferability and
clarity of the study is the researchers’ definition, or
lack of defining, key terms in the study. Each site
within the sample measured student success
differently and placed students in classes with
advanced/special programming for different reasons.
The researchers also identified special programming
inconsistently across sites. At one site they
considered the curricula for English language
learners as fitting criteria for high potential learners
while at another site they considered enrollment in
advanced placement (AP) courses fitting criteria.
Further, researchers did not provide detailed
information about the students and teachers they
observed at each site. Making comparisons of
students’ experiences across these sites is difficult
because the students do not fit a distinct or
consistent criteria as being identified as gifted or
having high potential. This makes it challenging to
transfer or apply the findings of this study to similar
populations, particularly when information about the
students being quoted within the study at each site is
scant. Furthermore, comparisons between sites
cannot reasonably be made given the differences in
students sampled, lack of information about those
students, and lack of information about the teachers
and programs.

Tomlinson and Jarvis explained the on-site
researchers met regularly with the principal
researcher and larger research team to discuss
emerging patterns, future data collection, and to
refine questions to improve the credibility and
confirmability of their findings [15], (p.200). This
collaboration may have contributed to ensuring the
perspectives were consistent with those of the
participants’ rather than the researchers’ views
thereby positively impacting confirmability and may
also be interpreted as improving credibility since
several researchers would have witnessed the
events. To further ensure confirmability, Lincoln and
Guba suggest using member checks to verify that
data analysis is consistent with participants’ views
[66]. Another method of improving confirmability
would be to include details of participants’
perspectives and raw data from transcripts or field
notes in the report [76]. Tomlinson and Jarvis do cite
multiple quotations from raw data throughout the
report and offer codes to describe the sources for
each selection.

Additionally, the principal investigator is
described as having experience teaching at the
school and university levels as well as experience
conducting research within the field of education for
diverse students; while the other researchers
involved hold advanced degrees in education and
are familiar with qualitative research [15]. While
listing that other on-site researchers also have
advanced degrees in education and “familiarity” of
qualitative research may provide some surface
credibility, the term lacks clarity and does little to
incite a specific degree of rigor within the field of
qualitative research. Although the researchers
briefly describe the educational background,
research experience, and professional experience of
the principal researcher there is no effort to describe
potential researcher bias or to convey the
researcher’s role or paradigm. It can be assumed the
paradigm is advocacy perspective, however more is
needed regarding the researchers’ experiences or
views shaped specific aspects of this study.
Specifically, the report lacks information about the
principal researcher’s and on-site researchers’
demographics, personal backgrounds, experiences,
and potential views coming into this study and
neglects to overtly discuss a research paradigm.

Still, Tomlinson and Jarvis took steps to
instill trustworthiness in their work through data
collection. Data were collected from multiple
sources in multiple forms to “triangulate” the data
and ensure trustworthiness of findings [15]. For
example, each researcher kept individual field notes
and reflexive journals which became part of each
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case record. These records created a suitable audit
trail which increases the confirmability of findings.
However, Bogdan and Biklen suggest researchers
avoid the use of the term triangulation completely
[72]. They propose it is overused and misused
imprecise language [72]. Aside from controversy
regarding the use of the term triangulation,
Tomlinson and Jarvis conducted adequate data
collection to provide dependable and confirmable
results in their study [15]. However, concerns
remain regarding the analysis of data.

Notwithstanding lacking details in sampling
information, dependability is limited due to the way
Tomlinson and Jarvis reported aspects of data
analysis regarding coding. Specifically, Tomlinson
and Jarvis concisely explain the data analysis
process sharing few details and no examples of how
participants’ statements or researchers’ observations
were coded into themes [15]. To increase
dependability, the researchers could have detailed
the coding process more explicitly and provided a
table with exemplars and examples from transcripts
displaying their methods for ascribing codes to
certain types of statements. Further, a rationale
and/or research citation to support Tomlinson and
Jarvis’ choice of coding process for analysis would
have added to the dependability of the data analysis
and provided confidence that they ensured
qualitative approaches were utilized.

Regardless of concerns, many scholars
focus directly on results and discussion sections of
research articles when conducting reviews of
relevant literature. It is important to recognize there
are strengths within some aspects of Tomlinson and
Jarvis’ interpretation of the findings, yet I take issue
with their methodology in arriving at these
conclusions and suggest alternate explanations may
exist [15].

The culminating discussion provided
multiple strategies consistent with existing literature
for improving academic success for students of
potential who come from minority or economically
diverse backgrounds. The championed strategies are
reasonable and make sense for students fitting the
criteria of gifted or high potential with minority or
economically diverse backgrounds. Further, the
researchers’ hypothesized that teachers/schools with
successful minority students of potential would be
implementing these types of strategies. Their
reporting of the results seems tailored to fit their
hypothesis. From the outset of the report, it was
evident the researchers were purposefully seeking
these strategies within each site rather than
observing what was occurring. With careful
dissection of the results, I question the conclusions

drawn from the case studies. For example, Flagstaff
is celebrated throughout the report as a model for
implementing appropriate gifted instruction and
curriculum to students from diverse backgrounds.
Yet, I conclude Flagstaff’s approach was consistent
with recommendations for teaching students with a
trauma-informed approach and this highly structured
routine setting may have been beneficial for the
population of students within those classrooms due
to their individual experiences. It does not indicate
this approach is particularly beneficial for all gifted
students from minority backgrounds. Additionally,
Flagstaff shared a school-wide vision for student
success, but it appeared to be focused on
achievement. The teachers were observed teaching
academic language consistent with the standards and
preparing students with test-taking skills. These are
helpful skills for academic success to be sure,
however they are not considered as curriculum or
skills one would teach specifically for gifted
students. Instead, these skills are required by all
students. They did not provide intentional
differentiation but did offer individual instruction as
needed. My conclusion regarding Flagstaff is that
researcher bias may have clouded some of the
interpretation of these observations. What is
provided in the results appears to be teaching that
promotes academic achievement, but I question if
any of these students were challenged to be more
creative or innovative.

Regarding the interpretation of Lionel, it
seems the researchers overlooked or discounted
some of the observations. Lionel was depicted as a
failure that did not meet the researchers’ criteria by
their second year of observation. However, careful
examination of the results made me wonder why the
researchers did not offer a perspective from the new
principal or interview a wider variety of teachers or
students. Instead they shared information from
“administration,” regarding a goal of having
awareness of differentiation [15], (p.212). Is it
possible the teachers who were interviewed had a
conflict with the new principal? Quotes from the
reading specialist suggested negative feelings
toward the change in administration. This seemed to
be the focus of the Lionel case study rather than
perspectives from students or positive quotes from
any teachers. Perhaps interviews with other teachers
or students would have offered more information
than what was provided. What was observed and
reported suggested Lionel was implementing
push-in support programs for differentiated groups.
They were intentionally differentiating students by
grouping, and the researchers saw posters with
information about Gardner’s Multiple Intelligences

International Journal of Applied Sciences & Development 
DOI: 10.37394/232029.2024.3.24 Mistie L. Potts

E-ISSN: 2945-0454 255 Volume 3, 2024



[15]. Although the researchers stated, “…little
evidence of differentiation was observed once
students were in groups or classes,” I propose
alternate interpretations for Lionel’s data [15],
(p.212). It is evident some positive strategies were
in place. It is unclear how many groups were
observed or the variety of teachers that were
observed teaching in those groups. Lionel offered
grouping for a multitude of reasons, and researchers
do not specify which type of group or grade level
they observed. Additionally, the teachers who were
interviewed seemed smitten by the first principal
and biased against the new principal, as did the
on-site researchers. This conflict may have tarnished
the presentation of results for the Lionel site.

Finally, Tomlinson and Jarvis proport the
importance of offering gifted students from minority
or economically diverse backgrounds flexible and
responsive programming that can adjust to
individuals and groups of students [15]. Yet,
throughout the report, they hail the structure and
routine of Flagstaff. I agree with the conclusion that
gifted students of diversity benefit from flexibility
rather than expectations to fit within a rigid
pre-established gifted program, as this concept is
consistent with well-established research findings in
the field [29]. However, Tomlinson and Jarvis seem
to fluctuate their message about program structure
by acclaiming the teacher-led, militant style of
Flagstaff.
Qualitative Study 2

Across a three-year comparative case study,
Reis et al. qualitatively examined ways in which
academically talented high school students from
economically disadvantaged and ethnically diverse
backgrounds develop and utilize strategies of
resilience to reach high levels of achievement [14].
Findings from this cross-case study provide insight
into protective factors that may assist academically
talented students in reaching high achievement
levels.
Sample
The sample population was obtained through
purposive sampling processes. Reis et al. explained
their rationale for this strategy was due to their
desire to make generalizable comparisons and to
identify participants that met specifically defined
criteria for the study [14]. The sample consisted of
thirty-five high school students who had been
identified as high ability students (N=35). All
students were either freshman or sophomore in
academic standing at the start of the study and were
recommended for the study by their high school
guidance counselors or administrators. Eighteen
students meeting all four of the following criteria

were considered as high achieving participants in
the study: 1) identified/enrolled in academic gifted
elementary or middle school program, 2) evidence
of superior academic achievement as indicated by
grades, 3) nominated by teacher/counselor, and 4)
received various academic awards and honors
(n=18) [14]. Seventeen students meeting the
following four criteria were considered as
underachieving participants in the study: 1)
identified/enrolled in academic gifted elementary or
middle school program and had previously achieved
superior levels academically according to
grades/teacher observations/awards/honors, 2)
previously displayed consistent and strong academic
performance (grades of B or higher in elementary
and junior high), 3) currently maintaining a GPA of
2.0 or lower, and 4) enrolled in non-college-bound
or general classes, and 5) were no longer attending
school, had dropped-out, or were truant (n=17) [14].
Methodology
Reis et al. examined the resilience strategies
developed and used by gifted high school students
from economically disadvantaged and ethnically
diverse backgrounds by employing a mixture of
comparative case study and ethnographic research
methods [14]. Data collection included unstructured
observations in a variety of settings and
semi-structured interviews. Instrumentation
involved a researcher-developed semi-structured
interview protocol with open-ended “grand tour”
questions [14], (p.6) for which there was no sample
provided. These qualitative approaches were
coupled with the framework of Resilience theory
situating the researchers’ interpretation of findings
within an existing theoretical framework. Reis et al.,
stated they selected the comparative cross-case
study design to increase generalizability, provide
“sophisticated descriptions” and provide “powerful
explanations” [14] (p.5). They further explained and
provided research citations to support their rationale
for selecting this study design. Reis et al., explained
that their research was led by prior theory and since
they were attempting to describe and account for the
context of a specific situation, the case study design
was fitting [14].
Critique
Reis et al. meticulously addressed Lincoln and
Guba’s degrees of quality for qualitative research in
their report [14] [66]. They expressly described how
they approached their study with qualitative
methods and supported their choices for design with
research citations and reasonable rationales.
Dependability was established by their clear
descriptions of the entire research process including
sampling, collecting data from the participants, and
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the process of analyzing the data was also fully
detailed. To establish transferability, Reis et al.,
provided detailed criteria for participant inclusion
and clearly defined terms in the study [14]. A
weakness in this area was noted as they did not offer
details about the participants’ ages, gender, or
specific ethnic/racial backgrounds. Additionally, few
details were reported regarding the high school
research site. Credibility, the internal validity of the
study, could be considered established as Reis et al.
consistently addressed the research questions as they
introduced the purpose of the study, reported
findings, and provided discussion [14]. In addition
to this, credibility was ensured through frequent
research partner checks on the data and
interpretations, debriefing and critical questioning,
testing rival hypotheses, and conducting a data audit
[14]. According to Reis et al., participants can be
certain the study reports their views/perceptions
rather than those of the researchers, increasing the
study’s confirmability, because Reis and colleagues
documented the data through multiple media (video,
field notes, photographs, audio recordings), utilized
triangulation of methods, and practiced frequent
cross-checking to be sure their findings were
accurately reported [14]. However, one aspect of
this could be strengthened. The researchers offer no
personal or cultural information about their own
backgrounds or potential bias in the report. Creswell
suggests good qualitative research includes studies
that reflect the personal and cultural experiences of
the researchers [73]. By not clearly addressing
potential bias on the part of the researchers, this is
left as an area of concern. Tracy stresses the
importance of researchers showing self-reflexivity
and honest transparency [75]. In these contexts, Reis
et al. lack sincerity in their report [14]. However,
consistent with expectations presented by AERA
[71] for ethical implications, Reis et al. do provide a
statement about the funding received to conduct this
study at the end of the report, but they do not
mention any potential conflicts of interest or provide
a disclosure statement [14]. Further, the amount of
raw data from participant interviews/transcripts is
scant within the body of the report yet can be found
in the appendices to support the formation of
emerging themes. Reis et al. have adequately
provided detailed descriptions of their research
processes and rationales for their methodology, and
clearly took steps to ensure dependability and
credibility, their study could be improved in the
areas of transferability and confirmability by
including more details for participants, the research
site, and by involving more raw data within the
body of the report and possibly including member

checks for verification [14]. Additionally, the
research is lacking several hallmarks of goodness
established by traditional qualitative research such
as researcher positionality, and sincerity in
reporting. Measuring trustworthiness, according to
standards established by Lincoln and Guba [66],
Reis et al., have provided a trustworthy research
report with few areas of concern [14]. However, by
most professional standards for goodness in
qualitative research, Reis et al., should have
elaborated more on their own positions as
researchers coming into this study and address their
own bias potentials [71] [73] [75]. Further,
qualitative researchers utilize iterative questioning
and deeper levels of thinking as they conduct data
analyses. These items are not clearly communicated
through Reis et al.’s report [14]. Still, they do meet
the criteria set forth by Creswell regarding rigorous
data collection, use of a qualitative approach,
detailed methods, and persuasive writing within an
apparently ethical study [73]. Aside from these
measures of quality in qualitative research, it is also
important to note the findings and interpretations
provided by the researchers.

Reis and colleagues sought to explore what
factors high achieving students in an urban high
school identify as contributing to their resilience
[14]. Findings indicated certain protective factors
emerged across the study of high achieving
participants that positively influenced their
implementation of resilience and resulting high
levels of achievement. These factors included
having belief in self, positive personal
characteristics, support systems (e.g., supportive
families, peers and adults who could serve as
positive role models, caring teachers and
counselors), and actively participating in special
programs (e.g., summer enrichment, challenging
classes, gifted programs, extracurricular activities)
[14].
Reis and colleagues also explored what factors may
contribute to the inability to display resilience in
underachieving students placed at risk in an urban
high school [14]. Findings indicated the risk factors
reported by the underachieving gifted students were
like those reported by the achieving gifted students,
and included family challenges (e.g., parental
divorce, abuse, absent parenting, lack of parental
monitoring) and school-related issues (e.g.,
mismatch of academic opportunities with abilities,
negative interactions with teachers, lack of
challenge, questionable counseling) [14]. Individual
and contextual risks included negative outcomes for
students such as: students who had few peers who
were achieving in school, students who had

International Journal of Applied Sciences & Development 
DOI: 10.37394/232029.2024.3.24 Mistie L. Potts

E-ISSN: 2945-0454 257 Volume 3, 2024



relatively few positive adult role models, students
who participated in few after-school or summer
activities, and students with siblings who had
dropped-out of school or had drug problems [14].
Although the gifted students who were achieving at
high levels reported similar risk factors to those
gifted students who were underachieving, Reis et al.
posited it was the lack of protective factors in
conjunction with the risk factors that separated the
two groups of students by outcomes [14].

The implications of Reis and colleagues’
work are beneficial to the body of literature on
gifted education because they provide a path
forward for educators and school counselors that
may prevent more gifted students from
economically disadvantaged and ethnically diverse
backgrounds from underachieving [14]. Yet, there is
cause for concern when considering the final
decision of factors affecting underachieving gifted
students as provided by Reis and colleagues. The
authors’ implications are that risks impacting
underachieving gifted students are largely sourced
from students’ home environments. This assumption
seems to close-off the possibility that
underachieving gifted students may be encountering
racial microaggressions or other race-related
assaults within their school environments which
may have perpetuated/hindered abilities to develop
resilience strategies [58]. Reis et al.’s findings could
have been strengthened by exploring this option as
well, rather than focusing on a deficit-perspective
that embraces the idea of risk factors and resilience
being associated with students’ home lives [14].
Still, Reis et al. provide some insights into potential
approaches schools can employ for building
resilience within underachieving gifted students
from ethnically diverse and economically
disadvantaged backgrounds [14]. For example, Reis
et al., suggest proactive counseling services be
provided to at-risk gifted students in high school and
an alternate school schedule that encompasses a
longer duration of the school day and incorporates
mandatory participation in activities such as sports,
extracurricular activities and counseling services
[14]. To continually facilitate growth and resilience
among gifted students of diversity Reis et al. further
suggest gifted coordinators or school counselors
consider the implementation of summer programs,
after-school programs, more challenging classes,
time with additional adult counselors and positive
role models, gifted programs, and peer-support
programs (p.14). These suggestions are practical and
actionable in ways that focus on improving the
learning environments to be more responsive to the
cultural needs of gifted students of color and are

derived from the credible and dependable research
of Reis et al.’s work [14].
Qualitative Study 3

Pulled from the participant pool of a larger
study, Anderson interviewed three gifted black
females working in higher education between
2018-2019, to explore their counternarratives and
identify ways to improve the experiences in
education for future adolescent gifted black females
[4]. Anderson explains this topic as necessary
because it fills an important gap in current literature
on gifted education. While the number of black
females attaining higher educational goals has
increased through the years, the little research that
exists has focused on their deficits [4].
Sample

The purposive sample for this study was
drawn from a larger convenience sample involving
fifteen participants collected by the researcher for a
prior research study. The convenience sample had
been gathered by establishing inclusion criteria for
the study and connecting with individuals through
the researcher’s professional networking
connections. The present study consisted of three
gifted African American females (N=3) employed in
higher education institutions during the 2018-2019
years. Participants’ ages ranged between 30- 40
years. Inclusion criteria for the present sample were
participants identified as a Black female, has
obtained a doctoral degree, has been identified for
gifted services/programming in K-12, and/or was
accelerated at any time during the K-12 education.
Anderson (2000) noted the three cases selected for
this study from the larger fifteen data set were
selected because these participants specifically
commented about their academic experiences as
gifted black adolescent females.
Methodology

Anderson employed a single case study
design approach with counternarratives of three
high-achieving Black women [4]. To gather
participant’s discourse around the following topics
in academics: gifted programming, familial
socialization and involvement, social supports, and
social-emotional development Anderson conducted
semi-structured interviews with each participant that
lasted approximately 90-120 minutes each [4].
Anderson encouraged participants to share their
perceptions and descriptions of events in a process
described as narrative inquiry [4]. Instrumentation
included a researcher-designed semi-structured
interview protocol which was provided in the report
appendices. Data were analyzed through inductive
and process coding. Anderson identified emerging
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themes and reported these in the findings as the
experiences of the adolescent gifted black girls [4].
Critique

Research Paradigm and Positionality.
Placing herself at the center of the research and
analysis, Anderson transparently positioned herself
as the researcher in this autoethnographic approach
by openly sharing her personal experiences as a
gifted black female in rich description. While
autoethnographies may risk overemphasis on the
author’s personal narration or personal memories as
sources of data [77], Anderson efficiently linked her
personal tale with the accounts of participants and
related these to the larger
societal/educational/cultural issue at the heart of her
research purpose.

Anderson’s work clearly falls into the
advocacy/participatory worldview; Anderson
executes a Black feminism worldview and seeks to
bring about change in educational environments,
contains suggestions for action, advocates for a
specific group of oppressed people, and was
completed with participants rather than to
participants by allowing them to tell their stories as
they desire which are hallmarks of
advocacy/participatory paradigms [61]. AERA
shares this hallmark of quality in humanities-based
research purporting it should clearly state the
researcher’s position and potential bias or impact on
analysis [71]. Anderson approached this study from
the lens of Critical Race Theory (CRT) [4],
specifically utilizing counternarratives and
intersectionality and applying CRT in the data
analysis process [18]. In keeping with her goal to
use qualitative research as a voice for the
discriminated/oppressed, Anderson allowed
participants to tell their stories in detail around
academic events. Use of the CRT methodology
indicates Anderson considered race and racism
pervasively throughout the entire research processes
[4]. AERA stresses the importance of framing
humanities-based qualitative research with strong
conceptual facets [71]. But can Anderson’s study be
considered quality research?

Lincoln and Guba express trustworthiness is
the key feature of a research study in evaluating its
worth [66]. To determine trustworthiness, you must
consider credibility (the truth of the findings),
transferability (the applicability of the findings in
other contexts), dependability (consistency and
ability for the findings to be repeated), and
confirmability (neutrality of findings or the extent
that the findings are shaped by the respondents
rather than the researcher’s bias) [66]. Anderson
established credibility by using triangulation and

member-checking. She established transferability by
using thick description which was largely provided
by respondents’ stories. Based on the research
report, there is no evidence of an inquiry or external
audit during the research process, therefore it is
unclear whether or not this means to dependability
was established. However, Anderson did report
details of her research process throughout the
sampling and data collection sections of her report.
To establish confirmability, Anderson utilized
triangulation in data collection. She offered multiple
details about the research steps taken from the start
to reporting the findings, however she did not offer
information about field notes, data reduction and
analysis products, data reconstruction and synthesis
products, or many process notes. Confirmability
would have been stronger if several of these aspects
had been employed in the study and reporting
process. Still, Anderson’s study is framed within the
principles of qualitative research and clearly reflects
her personal and cultural experiences as a gifted
black female as well as the principal researcher for
the study [4]. This aligns with several elements of
Creswell’s [73] description for quality in qualitative
research as well as AERA [71] standards for
humanities-based research and Tracy’s [75]
reflexivity and transparency in terms of sincerity in
quality qualitative research. In summary, I conclude
Anderson’s study meets most criteria for quality in
the field of qualitative research and positively
contributes to the body of literature on gifted
education [4].

Anderson’s work provides insights into the
perspectives of gifted African American female
students that should incite educator awareness and
action [4]. Through narrative inquiry, and analysis
using inductive coding, Anderson identified
important themes involving talent identification and
development, support from educators, and social
support relevant to academic experiences for
adolescent female African American gifted students
[4]. These themes include barriers to identifying
gifted black girls (with teachers focusing on bias
perceptions of behavior or attitude), gifted black
girls feeling marginalized due to gender and race
(the intersectionality of their struggle), and gifted
black girls feeling discouraged by teachers’
expectations or comments. Anderson suggests
educators employ the four A’s toward gifted black
females in schools. These include attitude (reflecting
on the stakeholder’s bias toward negatively
perceived behavior), access (taking action such as
professional development to ensure bias views are
not limiting students’ opportunities/referrals),
assessment (utilizing multiple criteria and
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strengths-based lens to assess eligibility), and
adaptations (creating equitable opportunities
through culturally relevant pedagogy to ensure
programs are appropriate and meeting needs) [4].
Anderson further suggests educators use Frasier’s
Traits, Aptitudes and Behaviors (TABS) assessment
for the gifted to also identify the interests of gifted
students and build curriculum that will continually
spark their engagement [4]. The insights offered by
Anderson’s study are critical to improving
educational experiences for gifted female African
American students and shine light on deficit views
and microaggressions toward gifted female African
American students [4]. The findings offered are
corroborated by prior research findings which
indicate teachers do impact student achievement
regardless of students’ external circumstances [78]
and low teacher expectations negatively influence
minority gifted students’ achievement [79]. The
implications and suggestions offered are supported
by and congruent with the statements offered by the
participants in the study. This article offers credible,
practical and actionable suggestions for educators.
Qualitative Study 4
Sewell and Goings explored the reflections of gifted
Black adults regarding their transitioning through
and experiences in gifted programming in New York
City schools as children [10]. The qualitative study
resulted in interviews and demographic data that
were analyzed under the lens of framework of
Schlossberg’s transition model through coding and
thematic generation processes [80]. Findings
include four salient themes representing the
experiences of participants as they transitioned
through gifted programs. Sewell and Goings offer
four suggestions for schools/teachers to improve the
experiences of gifted Black students in schools and
specifically during transitions to higher grade level
buildings or schools with differing demographic
majorities [10].
Sample
The purposive snowball sample of seventeen Black
gifted adults (N=17), was derived from the sample
group of a larger study initiated by the authors.
Potential participants were harvested via personal
networking by the researchers and snowball
sampling methods wherein the researchers asked
current participants to contact others who fit the
criteria. In total, seven females and ten males joined
the study who met the following inclusion criteria:
1) self-identified as African American or Black, 2)
had been identified as gifted at some point during
K-12 New York City schooling, and 3) attended the
gifted and talented programming prior to the testing
and placement shift in 2007. Participants were

vetted for criteria fit through initial conversations
with researchers prior to beginning the study and
data collection [10].
Methodology

Under the umbrella of the Schlossberg
transition model as a theoretical framework, the data
collected in this qualitative case study involved
45–90-minute semi-structured phone interviews
with each participant and a demographic survey
[80]. The semi-structured interview protocol
contained questions specific to each gender of
participant and the development of probes was
guided by the Schlossberg [80] transition model
framework with questions exploring participants’
experiences and the influence of the experiences on
their lives [10]. The full protocol was provided in
the appendix of the report [10]. Audio recordings of
the phone interviews were transcribed for analysis
using Dedoose data management software followed
by coding and thematic analysis. Participants
engaged in member checking of the transcribed
interviews [10]. Sewell and Goings also collected
and compared their own reflective notes during data
analysis and engaged in cross-checking and
eventually peer debriefing with an experienced
gifted education expert [10]. Final codes were
combined into four themes that Sewell and Goings
stated represented the lived experiences of the
participants [10].
Critique

Focusing on the experiences of Black gifted
students during their time in gifted programming
and transitions through educational programs Sewell
and Goings shed light on the consequences of
certain educational practices that reportedly affected
the participants [10]. This type of advocacy research
and its findings give rise to alternative suggestions
that could improve educational experiences for
gifted Black students in future situations. Given the
nature of the Sewell and Goings’ research and its
implications on educational practice, critiquing the
work by humanities-oriented standards seems fitting
[10]. Therefore, I consider the AERA standards of
quality including significance, methods,
conceptualization, substantiation, coherence, quality
of communication, and ethics as I critique this report
[71]. In addition to these standards, I refer to
familiar hallmarks for eminence in qualitative
research as noted by other experts of the field.

Sewell and Goings cited the trustworthiness
of their report as akin to the expectations of [10]
[75]. Although Tracy does not list specifically list
trustworthiness as a one of the eight criteria for
quality, Sewell and Goings were accurate in
mentioning the importance Tracy placed on

International Journal of Applied Sciences & Development 
DOI: 10.37394/232029.2024.3.24 Mistie L. Potts

E-ISSN: 2945-0454 260 Volume 3, 2024



transparency and honesty in revealing the
researchers’ own biases and research decisions [75]
[10]. To this effect, Sewell and Goings provided
thick descriptions of their own positionalities as
researchers [10]. According to Tracy, quality
research shows sincerity by providing this type of
self-reflexivity where authors recognize and
question their own subjective feelings and impact on
the scene [75]. To this effect, Sewell and Goings
admitted the possible impacts of their own biases on
data analyses and described what they did to ensure
trustworthiness in their research [10]. Not only did
Sewell and Goings address potential researcher bias,
but the researchers also provided a disclosure
statement consistent with quality in the ethics of
research [71]. Consequently, Sewell and Goings did
not cite a conflict of interest, report outside funding
nor do their author biographies indicate any areas
for concern with these matters [10]. Tracy also
highlights the importance of a worthy topic [75].
Along this line of thinking, I consider the AERA
expectation for significance in research [71].

The topic of gifted Black students and their
experiences in educational settings in general is
relevant in the zeitgeist of today’s world. AERA
states topics should be relevant, addressing a
neglected issue, filling a gap in the literature, or
raising a significant question [71]. Given the present
need for equity and racial harmony in the United
States, I believe research that provides insight into
these topics could be considered timely and
important. Additionally, few studies have focused
on the reflections from adults regarding their
transitions and time spent as gifted Black students
within gifted programs. Ford and Whiting stress the
importance of examining the quality of life for
gifted students and ensuring their sense of belonging
[81]. Sewell and Goings present a contribution to
the body of research on gifted education with
perspectives on the life trajectories of gifted Black
students that may provide guidance for gifted
programs or spark conversations around the topic of
improving social and emotional conditions for gifted
Black students [10]. In this way, Sewell and Goings
presented a significant topic for study. Following is
a closer examination of the methodology behind this
work.

The qualitative methodology of Sewell and
Goings is framed in the principles and
characteristics of qualitative research as seen in their
approaches to data collection and analysis [10]. The
researchers identified their method, explained the
study design, and applied the design consistently
with a qualitative approach. Methods should be
identified, appropriate for the aim and

conceptualization of the study, and executed in a
manner consistent with and effective for the criteria
applying to those methods [71]. Creswell also cites
the importance of conducting qualitative research
that is framed within the principles and
characteristics of qualitative research [73]. The
researchers ensured the reader of qualitative
methodology by providing their positionality,
detailed and thick descriptions, context of the study,
framing the analysis in a theoretical framework, and
giving voice to an underrepresented group of
individuals by utilizing qualitative data collection
and qualitative analysis processes. Quality in the
qualitative research is also demonstrated by the
transparent rational Sewell and Goings offered for
selecting the participants [10].

Sewell and Goings detailed their rationale
for selecting the adult participants and conducting
reflective interviews as a focus of the study while
prior studies have explored the perceptions of
children currently living the gifted educational
experiences [10]. Tracy explains the importance of
self-reflexivity where authors are honest about the
research process and their decisions [75]. Further,
Sewell and Goings supported their choice of
sampling from an adult population with
Schlossberg’s model for adapting to transitions
which includes consideration for whether
individuals lose or gain from transitions [10] [80].
The adults were able to provide perspectives on
long-term outcomes having lived these experiences
of transition years ago.
Not only were the adults a suitable group for the
purposes of this study’s aims, but the report of
participant characteristics also included participants’
first names, gender, age, racial predominance for
each school level attended, high school type (e.g.,
specialized public, gifted and talented, private day
school), and current occupations [10]. The
researchers also provide specific details explaining
how the sample was gathered and vetted to meet
their criteria for inclusion. Lincoln and Guba state
the importance of providing sufficient details such
as these to allow for transferability [66]. By
specifying the rationale for this sample, and how the
perspectives could be applied to a gap in the
literature surrounding transitions within K-12 gifted
programs for Black students, Sewell and Goings
provided sufficient conceptualization for the scope
and limits to their inquiry [71]. The researchers also
took steps to establish the adequacy of their
portrayals.

It is well-established in extant literature that
gifted Black students encounter roadblocks to
success and continued aspirations for achievement
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[57]. A dominant view has been that stereotype
threat results in lowered achievement for these
students. Sewell and Goings made use of scholarly
literature to establish the credibility of their
argument that participants may share life stories
about managing these stereotypes (stereotype
management) and experiencing academic success
[10]. By using empirical data, appropriate examples,
and relating to scholarly literature, the researchers
effectively substantiated their argument [71].

While aspects of Sewell and Goings’
findings are counter to some literature suggesting
gifted Black students are less likely to receive gifted
services [10], the researchers maintained quality
with their approach by addressing anticipated
questions. Did Sewell and Goings’ participants
experience identification due to their environments
being predominantly Black or racially diverse? Or
were their teachers also Black or racially diverse?
Sewell and Goings openly posit that findings could
be swayed because of these unknowns [10].
Additionally, they confessed no data were collected
regarding the demographics of participants’
teachers. Again, I evaluated the research as
transparent given Sewell and Goings’ honest and
vulnerable admissions of possible conclusions.
Although, it would be interesting to explore if
relationships existed between race of teacher and
referral to gifted programming for these participants.
Still, Sewell and Goings provided clarity with the
research they chose to explore [10].

AERA stresses the value of quality
communication in research to promote clarity [71].
Similarly, Lincoln and Guba provide that
documenting processes for data collection and
analysis specifically and clearly yields more
dependable research [66]. Sewell and Goings’
descriptions for data collection included details
regarding the manner, duration, aim, and instrument
used for the semi-structured phone interviews [10].
By providing the protocol in the appendix, the
researchers ensured other researchers could replicate
similar interviews using their instrument.
Additionally, Sewell and Goings explicitly
described the iterative process of coding and
finalizing themes from their data [10]. Creswell
stresses the value of researchers analyzing data
multiple times to reflect deeper levels of thinking
[73]. These details ensured clarity and dependability
in their study. There were few steps in their
processes lacking clarity. One issue I noticed was
when the researchers explained participants were
engaged in member checking with the transcribed
data [10]. The researchers did not provide details on
how or when the participants received the transcripts

or provided feedback. Aside from this single lapse
in clarity, the report presents with effective
communication. While describing these processes,
Sewell and Goings also reported their use of
cross-checking and peer debriefing. Following, I
will explain how these practices, along with member
checking, improve the quality of the research.

Sewell and Goings provided the transcribed
phone interviews to participants for member
checking so participants could check the accuracy
and add context as needed [10]. Lincoln and Guba
explain member checking can be an approach to
verify data analysis with participants and improve
the confirmability of research [66]. Other practices
Sewell and Goings employed like cross-checking
their individual understandings of the codes with
one another and peer debriefing, by consulting a
gifted education expert to evaluate their findings,
further add to the confirmability of their study and
ensure its rich rigor [10].

Overall, the research presented by Sewell
and Goings upholds criteria for goodness in
qualitative research across multiple checklists and
sets of standards in the professional community
[10]. The findings consist of four themes describing
how gifted Black students recalled their
identification for gifted programming, experiences
during, transitions between gifted programs and
implications for the field of gifted education. Some
of the experiences shared in Sewell and Goings are
counter to deficit perspectives and stereotype threat.
Instead, participants offered unique insights about
the powerful influence of positive experiences early
in elementary school gifted programs that assisted
them in developing voices and positive
self-perceptions as scholars who grew in asset-based
learning environments [10]. An important finding
came from the discussion of transitioning from
elementary school to middle school or from middle
to high school when some participants shared
experiences of struggling with shifts in their identity
ranking and seeing themselves as Black but gifted
[10]. The participants explained they utilized
supportive peer relationships to overcome these
difficult transitions and manage the stereotype.
Other important implications for education included
the necessity of providing culturally relevant and
responsive classrooms that affirm racial identity and
the student’s intersection with one’s academic
environment, targeted efforts to ease transitions
between school levels, communication and
partnerships with families and organizations to
ensure Black students are supported and represented
in gifted programs, and flexible expanded
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opportunities to provide programming opportunities
and encourage retainment in programs [10].
Qualitative Study 5

Utilizing a Grounded Theory case-study
research method to examine, how high-achieving,
high school, Black students’ perceived experiences
with racism in school environments and how they
manage those experiences through use of resilient
strategies, Andrews, provided insights into racial
spotlighting and ignoring. Findings revealed high
school students enacted resiliency strategies within
the school environment when encountered by
microaggressions or racism behaviors [13].
Andrews offers suggestions for improving the
educational environments of Black high-achieving
students by promoting cultures of achievement,
preparing teachers with the framework of Critical
Race Theory (CRT), educating in-service teachers
through Professional Learning Communities (PLCs)
structured with CRT, and making classrooms
identity-affirming constructivist environments [13].
Sample

To secure the target sample of African
American high-achieving students from within a
majority White high school environment, Andrews
utilized purposive sampling methods. Andrews
requested volunteers by recruiting from students
who met the study criteria of high achiever [13] .
Andrews determined high achievers to be those
enrolled in college prep or honors/advanced
placement (AP) courses, involved in at least one
extra-curricular activity, and meeting one of the
following additional criteria: GPA 2.8 or higher,
consistent honor roll status, and/or teacher
recommendation [13]. High achievers who
responded to Andrews’ request for volunteers were
interviewed to determine if they met the final
inclusion criteria which were: identifies as
Black/African American, is a high achiever, is a
METCO or non-METCO student, does or does not
perceive shifts in his/her behavior within the school
context [13]. METCO students are students who are
bussed to the suburban school location from other
neighborhoods, usual urban, as part of a district
initiative to provide opportunities to desegregate
urban/suburban students and schools (Andrews,
2012, p.41). The resulting sample included nine
high school students (N=9), who were within the
age range of 15 to 18 years old between 2003-2004,
identifying as African American and meeting
criteria as high achievers according to the study
definition. Four of the students identified as female
(n=4 females, n=5 males) (Andrews, 2012,
p.10).The school research location is located in a

suburban upper-class, mostly white populated area
in eastern Massachusetts, United States [13].
Methodology

Andrews utilized a researcher-developed
semi-structured interview protocol for use during
the interview and focus group portions of data
collection in this grounded theory case study [13].
Data collection methods included three
semi-structured interviews with each participant,
two days of shadowing each participant in the
school, and a one-hour focus group involving five of
the participants who were available at that time [13].
Additional qualitative data included field notes, and
audio recordings of the interviews and the focus
group [13]. Data were analyzed with a grounded
theory approach using open and focused coding
followed with thematic and narrative analysis [13].
Andrews reported using cross-case matrices to
compare narrative summaries and participant
profiles when determining the themes and resilient
behaviors [13].

Critique

When considering the critique of Andrews’
study, the basic methodology of sample selection
and case study design can be evaluated under the
standards for social science research [70]. To better
support my critique of Andrews’ analysis regarding
the conceptual emphasis argued in the report around
the topics of racial microaggressions and
participants’ use of resilient strategies, I believe the
humanities-oriented research standards are most
fitting [71]. Therefore, my critique will include
references to multiple criteria for publication
standards as I convey strengths and weaknesses of
various aspects of the report.

To begin, it is important to consider the way
participants were selected for involvement in the
study and how this fits with the study design and
claims. Creswell suggests selecting cases that show
different perspectives “purposeful maximal
sampling” to provide varying perspectives on the
problem or event [61], (p.75). By selecting students
who were both METCO and non-METCO students
and also including students who perceived a shift in
their behavior within the school context and those
who did not during the initial inclusion screening,
Andrews displayed efforts to provide purposeful
maximal sampling and give voice to varying
perspectives within this targeted purposive sample
[13]. Specific details regarding students’
demographics and definitions for inclusion criteria
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in the study were provided. These elements of
careful description and transparency can improve
the transferability of research findings [66].
Although qualitative case study research is not
always intended to be generalizable to larger
populations, Andrews’ discussion of implications
implies the findings should be generalized to “other
Black students in predominantly White school
contexts,” and “other students of color,” [13], (p.39).
In this way, Andrews clearly specifies the group to
which the findings may be generalizable in a
broader context, however, to more effectively
prescribe this generalization, AERA suggests
authors connect case study findings to published
research on similar phenomena to establish the
plausibility of such inferences [70]. Herein, there is
room for improvement in the transferability of the
study. Additionally, case study design is often
selected because of its ability to provide rich
description or comparisons among cases. Clear
descriptions and careful documentation of processes
were not consistently observed throughout
Andrews’ (2012) report as I elaborate in the
following section.

Andrews provided specific details regarding
the small, private room within the school that was
used for interviews, yet Andrews neglected to
indicate the timing during the school year when the
interviews occurred, the duration of interviews, and
a sample of semi-structured interview protocol
probes [13]. Although the study is described as
occurring between 2003-2004 involving three
interviews for each participant, a focus group, and
two days of shadowing, it is unclear when any of
these events occurred during that time period.
Therefore, determinations regarding any influences
or non-influences of variables such as individual
maturation across time on the perceptions of the
participants are difficult to conclude. Given the
details of data collection processes are missing key
information, the dependability of the study’s
findings is weakened [66]. Further, the internal
coherence of Andrews’ findings may be questioned
given that readers are unable to confirm/disconfirm
events or re-experience educational events around
the data collection time periods [13] [71]. Still, it is
important to consider how the data were analyzed.

Grounded theory guided the analysis of data
for Andrews [13]. Cresswell describes several
embedded structures for approaching the
presentation of grounded theory research [61].
Andrews coherently offered an approach consistent
with these expectations when analyzing how
students perceived their experiences with

microaggressions in school and the purposes of the
research fit the grounded theory’s capabilities [13].
Through this inductive grounded theory analysis,
Andrews presented a model “Resistance behavioral
strategies for experiencing racial microaggressions,”
showing how students’ perceived microaggressions
and their proceeding resilient strategies [13], (p.15).
Grounded theory involves stepwise inductive
processes aimed at reaching conceptual
understandings [82]. Andrews’ implementation of
grounded theory brought forth a conceptualization
of the students’ experiences and a theory for how
they responded to these perceptions [13]. In
addition, Andrews connected the theory with
empirical research on the topic as suggested in
grounded theory reporting [82]. However, several
concerns remain regarding other processes of data
analysis and the integrity of Andrews’ work.

The American Educational Research
Association (AERA) standards for reporting on
empirical social science research suggest quality
research involving coding processes should provide
verification by the participants and transparency
regarding the level of agreement from participants
with the researchers’ classifications/codes/themes
identified [70]. Andrews reported focused coding
and thematic and narrative analysis however the
data analysis description lacks information
regarding the extent to which the participants agreed
with the classifications or identified themes (i.e.,
member checking) said to have emerged from the
data [13]. Reports lacking verification of
participants’ views through processes such as
member checks could call into question the
confirmability of findings [66]. Further, AERA [71]
standards suggest reports involving
humanities-oriented research, such as Andrews,
include explanations, whether in the text or in
footnotes, about the presentation of and analysis of
data to ensure participants’ voices and versions of
events are “respected and honored,” [13], (p.486).

Aside from the concerns with Andrews’
report, the findings offer relevant information and
serve to further advance conversations about gifted
African American students who may experience
racial spotlighting in school settings [13]. Findings
revealed the students employed resilience by using
their resistance strategies (i.e., being silent, making
verbal challenges to assumptions, using
problem-solving approaches) when they were
confronted by microaggressions in school settings
[13]. These findings contribute to the body of
literature for gifted education and can be used to
inform and instruct preservice and in-service
teachers in ways that may improve the educational
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experiences of gifted Black students. Specifically,
Andrews suggests teachers nurture cultures of
achievement and undergo training in CRT. Other
actionable suggestions are provided for in-service
teachers and schools. Andrews clearly identified the
study’s aims and substantiated findings by citing
scholarly literature and providing numerous
examples of raw data, and thereby giving voice to
gifted Black individuals within a predominantly
White school context [13]. While the external
coherence of the study could have been improved by
providing discussion of competing cultural/political
perspectives [71], and the confirmability of the
study lacked inclusion of participant verification, the
overall portrayal meets many criteria for quality in
this type of research and offers valuable insights for
gifted education.
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