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ABSTRACT 

CHILD, FAMILY, AND SCHOOL FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH GIFTED 

EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME, 

ETHNICALLY DIVERSE CHILDREN IN MIAMI: WHICH STUDENTS ARE 

BREAKING THE BARRIERS? 

Allison R. Haag, M.A. 

George Mason University, 2016 

Thesis Director: Dr. Adam J. Winsler 

 

It is important to identify gifted students early to provide them with the 

appropriate instruction they need to succeed, and yet access to gifted education programs 

is unequal. Under-representation of students of color in gifted programs is well known, 

however, most of the research has focused on Black students, with less attention paid to 

Latino/a gifted identification. Little is known about the low-income, ethnically diverse 

children who do actually break the barriers and receive gifted educational services. This 

project used data from the large-scale (n = 39,213) Miami School Readiness Project to 

assess a variety of child, family, and school factors (i.e., gender, ethnicity, school 

readiness, skipping a grade or being retained, early achievement, test scores, ELL status, 

poverty, and immigration status, type of preschool program attended) associated with 

receiving gifted educational services in elementary school.  Overall, 14.2% of students 
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were identified as gifted at some point during elementary school, with most (67%) 

identified by second grade. About 30% of students identified as gifted did not appear to 

take any self-contained gifted courses. T-Test, Chi-Square, and multivariate logistic 

regression analyses revealed that White/Other and Hispanic/Latino students were 

significantly more likely to get identified as gifted than Black students, even controlling 

for poverty status, and child academic performance. Other variables uniquely associated 

with increased likelihood of gifted placement included attendance at a public school pre-

K program, child school readiness at age 4, and early academic performance in school. 

Quality early childhood education programs and enhanced school readiness help young 

children in poverty get identified for gifted programs, yet access is still unequal across 

ethnic groups. 
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CHILD, FAMILY, AND SCHOOL FACTORS ASSOCIATED WITH GIFTED 

EDUCATIONAL PLACEMENT AND SERVICES FOR LOW-INCOME, 

ETHNICALLY DIVERSE CHILDREN IN MIAMI: WHICH STUDNETS ARE 

BREAKING THE BARRIERS? 

Gifted individuals are those who show evidence of high achievement or capability 

in areas such as intellectual, creative, artistic, or leadership capacity, and who need 

services and activities not ordinarily provided by the school in order to fully develop 

those abilities (National Association for the Gifted, n.d.). Gifted children often fail to 

achieve their potential and are at risk for poor academic performance if they do not 

receive carefully constructed gifted educational programs (Subotnik et al., 2011). 

Therefore, it is important to identify gifted students as soon as possible in order to 

provide them with appropriate instruction. Access to gifted education programs, however, 

is not equal. There are numerous barriers to being selected into gifted educational 

programs for members of certain under-represented groups based on socioeconomic 

status, ethnicity, home language, and gender (Olszewski-Kubilius, 2003).  Giftedness and 

gifted identification, then, has become a growing concern for researchers (Carman, 

2013).  

 It is the duty of the education system to prepare young people to reach their 

highest potential. Some students need extra support in the classroom while others need 

more challenge than their peers. Due to the responsibility of public education and its 
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impact on children, the utmost importance needs to be placed on making sure every child 

gets the quality education they need. Subotnik et al. (2011) highlight the detrimental 

effects that result from education that does not challenge gifted learners, stating that if 

they do not get special services, then they often fail to achieve at all, regardless of their 

initial potential.  Identification is only part of the issue with gifted education; there are 

also problems with accessibility to gifted programs for children as well. One current 

problem is the disproportionality, or lack, of students of color in gifted and talented 

programs compared to the distribution of students of color in the school system, or what 

if referred to as underrepresentation (Belleza, 2012; Ford, 1998; Subotnik et al., 2011). 

This lack of diversity can be viewed as a civil rights issue which has multiple 

implications for education. Civil rights issues are still being debated within the education 

system specifically dealing with access to all forms of education (Anguiano, 2003; Ford, 

2003; Mazie, 2009).  

Statistics from the National Center for Education Statistics show that Black 

children account for 17% of the overall population of school children but only 3.6% of 

gifted students are Black. Overall, 9% of children are identified as gifted nationwide in 

schools (Snyder & Dillow, 2012). Although 54.1% and 5.1% of the general population of 

students are white and Asian respectively, the gifted population is made of 67.7% white 

and 9.4% Asian. These statistics suggests that there are many Black youngsters who are 

gifted but are not getting the services they need to succeed (NCES, 2011). Similarly, 

Latino children are also underrepresented in gifted education programs.  Although the 

number of students who identified as Hispanic in Pre-K through 12th grade is 23.9% of 
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the population, only 4.2% were identified as gifted in 2006 (National Center for 

Education Statistics, 2010). A number of social or cultural or institutional factors likely 

contribute to the discrepancy in the representation of these students. 

Standardized Tests 
There is one major pathway, via standardized IQ tests, to gifted identification.  

Students are typically identified through rigorous testing involving standardized tests, IQ 

scores and a review of student work (Pfeiffer, Petscher, & Kumtepe, 2008). IQ scores 

must be very high to warrant further investigation into gifted status. The typical cut off is 

an IQ score of 140. This first and most prevalent step to identify students based on their 

IQ score, has been questioned for over 40 years (Gallagher & Kinney, 1974, as cited in 

Coleman & Shah-Coltrane, 2015). Reliance on exceptionally high scores on standardized 

IQ tests still remains the standard, and is typically the first step in the identification 

process. IQ tests are known to disadvantage Black children who often do not have the 

income, parental education, cultural or language background, home activities, and set of 

early educational experiences that lead children to do well on such tests that tend to 

privilege certain definitions of cognitive competence over others (Fagan & Holland, 

2007; Ford, 2008; Jensen, 2000). Although researchers and test developers work hard to 

ensure that these tests are not biased psychometrically in terms of content, students who 

are identified through standardized tests are overwhelmingly white, middle or upper class 

(Ford, 1998) and the use of these tests for identification is under continual investigation 

and critique (Jackson, 2013). It is important to note that there are always sources of error 
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to take into account when testing occurs including the state of mind and/or body of the 

child, testing conditions, and environmental factors (Jackson, 2013).  

Teacher Referral 
Some schools rely on teacher reports of students’ possible giftedness either before 

or after testing (Pfeiffer et al., 2008), but it still remains secondary to the IQ score. The 

Gifted Rating Scale-School Form (GRS-S) is a widely used and valid teacher-report scale 

that shows less racial differences in ratings than IQ tests to assess giftedness (Pfeiffer et 

al., 2008). These findings are promising, that there are options that do not solely rely on a 

standardized test to measure intelligence and do so with high consistency. Identification 

procedures that use a composite score or those that use multiple measures can capture 

more of the full student and can provide a clearer picture of the student’s abilities 

(Jackson, 2013).  

However, teacher reports are subjective and can have a great impact based on 

implicit thoughts and feelings of the teachers and administrators (Pfeiffer et al., 2008). 

Olszewski-Kubilius (2003) explained the many barriers, including socioeconomic status 

and racism, that students face in selection for and participating in gifted and talented 

programs. Negative perceptions of Black children by teachers and administrators exist, 

and implicit and explicit discrimination/bias is present in the teacher referral and 

recommendation process. Given that teacher referral is the second major step in gifted 

student identification, this process has also been identified as a concern (Ford, 2014; Ford 

& Harris, 1994; Ford & Moore, 2013; Ford & Whiting, 2010; Tomlinson, Callahan, and 

Lelli, 1997). Teachers can be influenced by implicit and explicit racial stereotypes and 
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biases that hinder the student-teacher relationship and lead to lower expectations of 

minority students (Shaunessy et al., 2007). 

Race/Ethnicity 
There may be cultural factors that contribute to students of color being under-

represented in gifted educational programs. Black and Latino students have different 

cultural and social values which can make gifted education seem less attractive and less 

possible (Rowley & Moore, 2002). The culture in which Black and Latino students may 

have in the home is often one that values expressiveness and communalism, whereas the 

classroom may represent the predominant culture or individualism and foster 

competition. This difference is felt by the student, and they may show less desire to be a 

part of gifted and talented classrooms. It has been shown that Black students are better 

adjusted when they have a positive racial identity (Rowley & Moore, 2002). This identity 

is mixed with social cues and internalized stereotypes (Rowley & Moore, 2002).  

Black students, especially males, express less interest in, and report a cultural 

disconnect with, gifted educational programs because of the stigma often associated with 

high achievement among blacks (i.e., high performing Black students being teased for 

“acting white” or not “being Black enough”) (Graham & Anderson, 2008; Rowley & 

Moore, 2002; Winsler, Gupta Karkhanis, Kim, & Levitt, 2013). For Black students, 

ethnic identity and living up to a standard of ‘blackness’ does not generally coincide with 

being gifted and the stereotypes with which giftedness is associated. Rowley and Moore 

(2002, p.64) state that much of the research has been built on the idea that students have a 

false dichotomous choice between having a “pro-Black, anti-achievement identity” or the 
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opposite, “pro-White, pro-achievement identity”. Graham and Anderson (2008) 

conducted research concerning Black students’ connection with their ethnic identity as 

well as how much they value educational attainment. They also identified people around 

the student who attempted to sway them toward their ethnic heritage and/or into 

academics. The researchers found through interviews and self-report measures, that 

connecting to their culture or ‘being black’ is important to some students’ identity. 

Students also demonstrate knowledge that academics are a key to social mobility and to 

future success, and are similarly important to their self-concept. Integrating both Black 

identity and the possibility for high academic achievement would provide the best 

possible outcomes on a personal and social level but this has proven challenging (Rowley 

& Moore, 2002).     

Latino students face similar cultural issues that diminish the opportunity to be 

identified as gifted. Along with cultural biases experienced by people of color, language-

based prejudices exist and can hold back gifted Latina students. For Latino students, 

especially those who have recently migrated to the United States, or those whose parents 

do not have the English language skills necessary to ask about the options their child has 

within the education system, the opportunity for entry into gifted and talented programs 

decreases (Anguiano, 2003).  English language learners (ELLs) are linguistically and 

culturally diverse students who score on the low end of an English proficiency exam, and 

they are also less likely to be identified as gifted (Shaunessy, McHatton, Hughes, Brice, 

& Ratliff, 2007). Some students may be overlooked for gifted and talented programs 

because teachers and administrators believe that command of the English language is a 
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prerequisite (U.S. Department of Education, 1998).  ELL students who have a strong 

connection with their culture may experience a disconnect between their home lives and 

their experiences at school, which may lead to a lack of interest in completing extra or 

more difficult school work or attending special programs (Shaunessy et al., 2007).  

Shaunessy et al. (2007) asked Latino/a students in gifted and talented programs to explain 

their perceptions of their education. Some gifted learners stated that they knew some of 

their peers would be identified as gifted if they could speak English well or if the test for 

giftedness was available in Spanish. The main issue with gifted and talented 

identification for Latino students who are also often ELLs, is that the IQ test that is used 

to determine giftedness is in English and has cultural, language-, and class-based 

references imbedded in the test that make it harder for ELLs to achieve high scores and to 

therefore be identified as gifted (Shaunessy et al., 2007).   

 Ford (2014) argues that the issue of underrepresentation is part of the overall 

achievement gap in education and school setting inequity that results in segregation. She 

argues that the amount of disparity between Caucasian and minority groups is not due to 

random chance and that prejudice makes its way into the selection process. Ford and 

Harris (1994) state that the negative perceptions of Black students create a higher wall 

between the student and achievement. The same can be said about stereotypes against 

Latinos and English language learners. Ford (2014) also notes factors like lack of 

advocacy, access, information, desire, etc. that can result in the underrepresentation of 

minority students.  
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Gender 
Gender has also historically been an issue in the identification of gifted students. 

A meta-analysis by Peterson (2013) shows that girls are not participating in gifted 

programs at the same rates as their male counterparts within or outside of school. 

Peterson (2013) looked at gifted summer programs for children such as the Duke 

Talented Identification Program and the John’s Hopkin’s Center for Talented Youth 

Program to see that females self-select out of such camps.  Bianco, Harris, Garrison-

Wade, and Leech (2011) show that teachers are less likely to refer fictional female 

students for gifted educational programs than their fictional male counterparts with the 

same descriptions. Petersen (2013) showed that boys are identified as gifted 1.19 times 

more often than girls, in other words for every six boys identified as gifted there are five 

girls. Due to the focus on the outcomes for gifted and talented students, it is important to 

make sure that all gifted students have access to gifted services. 

Pagnani (2013) claims that the gender gap in mathematics was officially closed by 

female students in 2008 citing that the test scores from standardized tests and No Child 

Left Behind produced no sign of a gender gap. The author mentions a new gender gap 

that may be emerging, one where male students trail their female counterparts in reading 

and language arts as much as “six times the gap once found in mathematics” (Pagnani, 

2013, pp. 27).  

Although many states now show equal representation of males and females in 

gifted and talented educational programs, and nationally, there is go gender gap in 

identification, there is regional variation with some states (e.g., Kentucky) showing a 



9 

 

gender disparity (NCES, 2010). Recent efforts to identify and retain girls in gifted and 

talented education have been reasonably effective but more work is still needed 

(Romanik & Blazer, 2006). Gender differences in gifted education also occur when 

gender is examined within particular ethnic groups. Black and Latino boys, for example, 

are particularly less likely to be in involved in gifted and talented educational programs 

(Ford, 2010; Winsler et al., 2013).  

Boys seem to have a stronger footing in the science, technology, engineering, and 

mathematics (STEM) fields after elementary school even though the relative performance 

in those classes for boys and girls are similar through eighth grade (Hargreaves, Homer, 

& Swinnerton, 2008). It is important to note here that STEM education is not the same as 

gifted and talented education, but that the two may be related. In an intervention study, 

gifted and talented students who were exposed early to high-quality STEM instruction 

show greater interest and engagement in the discipline (Robinson, Dailey, Hughes, and 

Cotabish, 2014). Robinson et al. (2014) started to implement interventions for teachers of 

gifted students to increase their preparation for STEM careers. This is done in elementary 

schools to increase the students’ skills and knowledge of science and increase the talents 

of the students. Research by Robinson, Lubienski, and Copur (2011) focused on gifted 

and talented children who perform the same on math tests regardless of their gender, and 

hypothesized that cultural factors such as the belief that mathematics is a masculine 

subject is what needs to be changed in order to bridge some of the gender gap in 

mathematics. The researchers argue that gender differences are only false or unrealistic 

perceptions of the true ability of the students (Robinson et al., 2011). In other words, 
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teachers see wider differences in boys and girls performance on a math test, for example 

then there really are. The authors also argue that teachers have gendered ideas about 

subject performance (Robinson et al., 2011). An example of this may be a teacher 

grading more or less harsh in a certain subject in relation to the gender of the student.  

Socioeconomic Status 
Socioeconomic status is also an important factor that has been looked at by many 

researchers. The highest income group produces 47% of those identified as gifted and the 

lowest income group produces 9% of the students identified as being gifted and talented 

(Hodgkinson, 2006). Children in poverty are less likely to get into gifted and talented 

education.  Burney and Beilke (2008) have continued to press the issue of poverty as an 

understudied variable in regards to gifted student identification. The authors argue that 

other variables like race and gender are discrete and can be easily identified, where 

socioeconomic status may not be so obvious. Furthermore, some schools do not have a 

lot of diversity and yet others are all boys or all girls schools, but almost all schools have 

students who deal with poverty or economic insecurity (Burney & Beilke, 2008). When 

race and ethnicity are controlled, children with low socioeconomic status are still 

underrepresented in gifted and talented programs (McBee, 2006). Similarly, when 

poverty status is controlled, children of color are still underrepresented (Burney & Beilke, 

2008; McBee, 2006).  Multiple ideas have been provided for why poverty has a high 

impact on gifted and talented student identification including: a) limited access to 

resources to build foundational skills, b) victim-blaming or identifying a culture of 

poverty in which poor students and families are seen as at fault for their poverty and lack 
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of achievement, c) overrepresentation of poor children in special education, and d) the 

social and cultural context of the child and school (Burney & Beilke, 2008). 

Gaps in the Literature 
Of the research that is out there on gifted identification, a lot focuses on the 

differences in racial representation between Caucasian and African American students 

(Ford & Harris, 1994; Ford & Moore 2013; Jess & Worrell, 2012; Winsler et al., 2013). 

Some researchers combine Latino students with the African American students as the 

minority population in a predominantly Caucasian city or county (Dulaney, Bethune, & 

Wake County Public Schools System, 1995). Few studies look at a predominantly 

African American and/or Latina population (Shaunessy et al., 2007; Winsler et al., 2013).  

There has been little to look at how students get into gifted and talented programs while 

using a population with a non-white majority and largely low-income. The current study 

also responds to calls by others for more longitudinal work in that I use a prospective, 6-

year longitudinal approach. This study is also one of few that examines predictors like 

children’s entering school readiness, considers English Language Learner status, and 

keeps track of children who may be ‘off track’ in their academic trajectory due to being 

retained or to skipping a grade (Winsler et al., 2013).  

The Current Study 
The current study identifies these sorts of child-, school-, and family-level factors 

that are associated with student gifted educational placement within the Miami School 

Readiness Project dataset.  The population within Miami-Dade County is special and is 

the fourth largest school district in the nation. The Miami School Readiness Project 
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consists of 5 cohorts of children, starting in academic year 2002-2003, when the children 

were in Pre-K at age 4 to assess their school readiness. The majority of students consider 

themselves Latino at 57%, with African American students at 35%, and about 7% claim 

to be ‘other’ including Caucasian. Miami-Dade County provides a culturally and 

linguistically diverse population and that can help answer questions about students of 

color being identified as gifted and talented and being placed in gifted programs at 

schools in a different cultural context. This population also has a high number of students 

in poverty who receive free and reduced lunch. The demographic variables in this 

population I will examine factors associated with getting into gifted educational programs 

in this low-income, ethnically diverse sample, a previously underrepresented and 

underserved population.  

Winsler, Karkhanis, Kim, and Levitt (2013), also using data from the Miami 

School Readiness Project, examined predictors of gifted placement among a smaller 

sample of specifically Black males (N = 6,926) who were identified as gifted. The authors 

specifically looked at male Black children and their preschool experience, school 

readiness measured in pre-K and Kindergarten, the different standardized tests used for 

gifted identification, and socioeconomic status. Higher scores on school readiness tests at 

age four in the beginning of the kindergarten year were correlated with increased gifted 

identification later in the academic career, as were better social skills and behavior (for 

Black male students). Winsler et al. (2013) found that Black males were underrepresented 

in Miami-Dade County gifted education programs; only 6.5% were identified although 

African American students make up 26% of students in the Miami School Readiness 
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Project. The timing of the identification, for the majority of students before third grade, 

was similar to other students who are identified as gifted. Another variable of interest in 

the Winsler et al. (2013) study was school readiness with focus on students who attended 

public school pre-K programs versus subsidized child care in the community at age four. 

The authors suggest that attending public school pre-K programs compared to 

community-based child care increased the identification of Black male students. Previous 

research reveals that students regardless of race, ethnicity, and gender in public school 

pre-K programs show better school readiness skills when they advance to kindergarten 

than those who are in community based care (Winsler et al., 2012).  Being involved in the 

school system a year earlier, in this case, allows for more opportunity for the Black male 

student to be identified as gifted. These findings may be helpful for other groups as well 

but this has not yet been studied. The current study is modeled after the Winsler et al. 

paper and will examine similar predictors of gifted identification among a larger and 

broader sample including both boys and girls and all ethnic groups.   

I evaluated which students are identified for gifted education by looking at 

longitudinal data from 40,603 students. The following research questions are addressed in 

this study: 1) What proportion of MSRP low-income, ethnically diverse children are 

identified for gifted educational programs, when do they get identified, and what type of 

gifted courses do they receive? 2) What are the child (ethnicity, gender, cognitive, 

language, motor, social and behavioral skills in preschool, ELL status, English 

proficiency, and early elementary school performance), family (free/reduced 

lunch/poverty status, parental education, immigration status, home language), and school 
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(preschool type – center-based, family childcare, public school pre-K) predictors of entry 

in gifted education programs for this predominantly low-income Black and Latino/a 

sample of children? Furthermore, are ethnic differences in gifted identification present 

after controlling for poverty status and children’s entering school readiness and academic 

performance? 3) Are predictors of gifted educational placement in elementary school the 

same for boys and girls, and for different ethnic groups?    
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METHOD 

Participants 
Participants included 40,603 students from the MSRP dataset, who attended either 

a public school pre-K program or community-based childcare with assistance of subsidies 

at age 4 in the years 2002-2006, and then continued their academic careers between the 

academic years of 2003 to 2013 in Miami-Dade County Public Schools (MDCPS) 

(Winsler et al., 2013). To be included in this study, students must have shown up and had 

data for at least one year in Kindergarten through grade 5. During their pre-K year, 66.5% 

of these children (n = 23,761) attended a public school pre-K program (70.1% at a Title-

1, high-poverty school where the pre-K program was free, and 29.9% who paid a fee for 

public school Pre-K), and the other 33.5% (n = 11,961) received subsidies to attend 

center-based or family-based childcare in the community.  

Parents identified the ethnicity/race of the children as African American or Black 

(n = 14,145, 35.3%), Latino/a or Hispanic (n = 23,059, 57.5%), or other (n = 2,905, 

7.2%) at some point according to preschool or Miami Dade County Public School 

(MDCPS) records. Child gender was also reported, a slight majority was identified as 

male (n = 20,973, 52.2%) versus female (n = 19,180, 47.8%). The vast majority of the 

children lived in poverty or near poverty, which is indicated by their qualification for free 

or reduced lunch in kindergarten (n = 28,311, 80.2%). Furthermore, 51% (n = 20,870) of 

the students were English language learners (ELLs) on the basis of a non-English 
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language reportedly being used at home. Students with disabilities are also included in 

this sample (n = 2,749, 8.39%). Students who ever skipped a grade (n = 190, .5%) and 

students who were ever retained in elementary school (n = 5,849, 14.46%) were also 

included. For some cohorts of children who attended childcare in the community, the 

following family background data were available at age four: of the children who have 

marital status information (n = 1,475) 91.4 % reported being a single parent (i.e., single, 

separated, divorced, widowed); mean annual family income was $17,086 (SD = 

$7,403.46, n = 3,683); mean parental education was 11.57 years (SD = 1.7, n = 3,966); 

and mean family size was 3.36 persons (SD = 1.2, n = 3,968).  This information is also 

displayed in Table 1.  

It is important to note that this sample does not represent all children in the public 

school system—it is only those children who either attended public school pre-K or 

received subsidies for low-income families to attend childcare at age four between the 

years of 2002-2006 and participated in the Miami School Readiness Project. Due to the 

cohort-sequential nature of the longitudinal project (5 academic year cohorts each labeled 

A through E of 4-year-olds followed over time, each year is a new bunch of 4-year-olds), 

all cohorts who are on time (not retained in a grade in cohort E) have reached grade 5 or 

higher at the end of data collection (in the year 2013). Missing data are from some 

children leaving the school system or some children not having data on one or more of 

the early child school readiness assessments. The dataset provides information on 

students who fail kindergarten up to two times, and grades one through five up to three 

times. Students that skip grades are also noted within the dataset with a separate column. 
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Students who skipped a grade, entered late into school, or failed one or more times were 

all included in the analyses to see the relationship between these various trajectories and 

identification as gifted. Although the data are nested (children nested within schools) I 

checked  for school-level variance in gifted educational placement and the intra-class 

correlations show that less than 4% of the variance depended on what school a child 

attends. Given this was so low, I did not use multi-level models (Woltman, Feldstain, 

MacKay, & Rocchi, 2012). 

Gifted Status 
The central dependent measures in this study were:  a) whether or not the child 

had gifted status as their primary exceptionality in elementary school ever, indicating that 

s/he has an IEP and is eligible to receive gifted educational services as their primary 

exceptionality, b) whether they were identified as gifted as their primary exceptionality in 

each particular grade (K, G1, G2, G3, G4, or G5), and c) which self-contained, full gifted 

courses/subjects the student received in a given year (i.e., gifted math, gifted social 

studies, gifted science…).  The exceptionality codes are provided by the administrative 

data given by Miami-Dade County Schools, and each student only has one code for each 

school year. Students with dual exceptionalities with gifted being their secondary 

exceptionality (i.e. autistic and gifted) would not show up as gifted. 

Identification Criteria 
Gifted student identification at MDCPS starts with the child displaying exceptionally 

high ability in the classroom or on standardized tests. The Exceptional Student Education 

Policies and Procedures handbook as agreed upon by the School Board of Miami-Dade 
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County, Florida (2013) states that a student is eligible for participation in gifted programs 

if the student meets the following criteria: 1. The student demonstrates the need for a 

special program, a majority of characteristics of gifted students according to a standard 

scale or checklist, or superior intellectual development as displayed by an intelligence 

quotient of  at least two standard deviations above the mean (a score of 130 or higher) on 

an individually administered standardized IQ test. There also exist alternative criteria if 

the student is a member of an underrepresented group, as approved by the school district 

plan for increasing the participation of underrepresented groups in programs for students 

who are gifted. “Underrepresented groups are defined in Rule 6A-6.03019, F.A.C. as 

students with limited English proficiency or students from low socio-economic status 

families” for Miami-Dade County Public School system (School Board of Miami-Dade 

County, Florida, 2013, pp. 133). The gifted identification process must include at least 

two of these standards: The student displays high academic achievement, as indicated by 

a standardized test score at the 89th percentile or higher or Florida Comprehensive 

Assessment Test 2.0, end of course assessments of Level 4 or 5, or course work grades of 

A or B, which are most common. Other standards that can be used to initiate the 

screening process are: above average creative work in artistic, literary, scientific, or 

mathematic accomplishments, and/or very rapid learning rate or unusually insightful 

conclusions, and/or multiple nominations from teachers and staff who observe unique 

talent. Still other criteria exist such as: parental reports of advanced developmental 

behavior, and/or outstanding academic, creative, or leadership abilities, as reported by the 

student or their peers. Miami-Dade County Public Schools also monitors and encourages 
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testing children who have achieved a grade of A or B in English for Speakers of Other 

Languages (ESOL) or home language arts (i.e., Spanish language arts, Haitian-Creole 

language arts) and mathematics (School Board of Miami-Dade County, Florida, 2013).  

Measures 

Preschool Data 
 

At age 4, during their pre-K year, children were individually assessed for school 

readiness with the Learning Accomplishment Profile-Diagnostic (LAP-D) (Nehring, 

Nehring, Bruni, & Randolph, 1992) and the Devereux Early Childhood Assessment 

(DECA) (LeBuffe, & Naglieri, 1999). The LAP-D is a standardized, norm-referenced 

direct assessment of children’s cognitive, language, and fine and gross motor skills and 

was administered in the child’s strongest language (English or Spanish) by well-trained 

bilingual assessors.  The internal consistency reliability for the LAP-D ranges from .92 - 

.95 within this ethnically diverse MSRP sample and does not vary as a function of 

language of assessment (Winsler et al., 2013). The validity of the LAP-D for diverse 

populations is also supported by the developers (Nehring et al., 1992). The DECA 

measures children’s socio-emotional skills and behavior by teacher and parent report in 

either Spanish or English (adult choice - about 35% completed in Spanish). The subscales 

for the DECA, initiative, self-control, and attachment create a total socio-emotional 

protective factors score with larger numbers showing greater strengths. The DECA 

behavior concerns scale was also used, with lower ratings indicating fewer behavior 

problems. Reliability within this ethnically diverse MSRP sample for teacher-reported 

total social skills is .94 and for behavior concerns it is .81 (Winsler et al., 2013). Parent-
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reported reliability for social skills is .91 and .72 for behavioral concerns (Winsler et al., 

2013). These pre-K measures are appropriate, valid, linguistically and culturally 

responsible, and reliable measures for this diverse sample. The child’s latest time point 

was used in analyses. 

Early Elementary School Performance 
School readiness is assessed in Kindergarten by Miami-Dade County Public 

Schools via the Early Screening Inventory-Kindergarten (ESI-K; Meisels, Marsden, 

Wiske, & Henderson, 1997), the Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener (FLKRS; 

Harcourt Assessment, 2006), and the Early Childhood Observation System (ECHOS; 

Pearson Education, 2005). Emergent English literacy skills are assessed in K with two 

subscales from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Good & 

Kaminski, 2003).  

Between the 2002-2006 school years, the state of Florida employed the School 

Readiness Uniform Screening System (SRUSS), to assess the school readiness of all 

kindergarten students within the first 30 days of the school year. The SRUSS is 

composed of two screening instruments including the Early Screening Inventory –

Kindergarten (ESI-K; Meisels, Marsden, Wiske, & Henderson, 1997) and two subscales 

from the Dynamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills (DIBELS; Kaminski & Good, 

1996). 

The ESI-K (used for Cohorts A-C) measured children’s visual-motor, language, 

cognition, and gross motor skills and was selected due to its high-reliability of identifying 

children who are deemed at-risk (α = .89; Meisels et al., 1997). In addition to a 
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continuous performance score, the ESI-K classifies children’s kindergarten readiness into 

one of three categories: 1) ‘not ready’, where the children may be at risk for delay, 2) 

‘getting ready’, where the scores are inconclusive, and 3) ‘ready now’, where the children 

appear to be developing normally for their age group.  

The DIBELS was used to measure children’s emergent English literacy. 

Specifically, Miami-Dade county used two subscales to assess children’s alphabet 

recognition (Letter Naming Fluency; Cohorts B-E) where children were asked to identify 

lower- and upper-case letters, and sound recognition (Initial Sound Fluency; Cohorts B-

E) where children were asked to identify the beginning sound of an orally presented 

word. The DIBELS provides a continuous standardized score. The DIBELS subscales 

have demonstrated adequate reliability among minority and non-English-speaking 

children (Goffreda & DiPerna, 2010). 

The kindergarten assessments have changed over time within the county. 

Specifically, during the 2005-2007 school years, the SRUSS was replaced with the 

Florida Kindergarten Readiness Screener (FLKRS) with the intent of enhancing 

screening for children’s readiness for kindergarten. Both of the DIBELS assessments 

were used but instead of the ESI-K, teachers provided information on children’s 

kindergarten readiness with 19 items from the Early Childhood Observation System 

(ECHOS; reliability information is not available, Harcourt Assessment, 2006). The 

ECHOS is an observational assessment measuring children’s literacy, mathematics, 

social skills, science/social studies, physical development and fitness, and creative arts. 

Teachers assign children one of three ratings: 1) ‘not yet demonstrating,’ where the child 
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was not ready for kindergarten 2) ‘emerging/progressing’, and 3) ‘consistently 

demonstrating’. In this study, we will use both the categories of readiness and the overall 

summed continuous score. 

The school district also administered the Work Sampling System (WSS) during 

the 2002-2003 school year (Cohort A), as a social-behavioral screener (α = .84-.95; 

Meisels, Liaw, Dorfman, & Nelson, 1995). Teachers provided ratings of children’s 

performance across five domains of school readiness (social skills, language/literacy, 

mathematics, arts/fine motor, and physical development/health) and children were 

measured on a continuous scale. 

End-of-the-year academic grades are collected for all subject areas. In 

kindergarten, grades of ‘Excellent’ were scored at 3, ‘Satisfactory’ a 2, and ‘Not 

Satisfactory’ a 1. Grade levels one through five are given letter grades in all eleven 

academic subjects, converted into numbers (A = 5, B = 4, C = 3, D = 2, F = 1) and 

averaged across subject areas. 

Standardized Tests 
All children in grades two through five are also assessed by the school district in 

math and reading via the Stanford Achievement Test (SAT-10; Harcourt Brace, 2003) 

which is a standardized measure of reading comprehension. This untimed, multiple-

choice test measures the understanding, interpretation, critical analysis, and awareness 

and use of reading strategies in response to reading literary and informational text 

(Winsler et al., 2013). Reliability was established for the SAT-10 on a nationally 

representative sample of children at .88, and validity was also established with other 
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standardized assessments (Harcourt Brace, 2003). The high-stakes Florida 

Comprehensive Achievement Test (FCAT; HumRRO and Harcourt Assessment, 2007) is 

given in third through fifth grade and measures math and reading on a continuous scale 

(ranging from 0 to 300). The FCAT has an internal consistency ranging from 0.88 to 

0.92. Criterion-related validity correlating the SAT math to the FCAT was r = 0.79 and 

SAT verbal to the FCAT is r = 0.71 (HumRRO and Harcourt Assessment, 2007).  

Variable Coding/Creation 
Although the exceptionality codes are provided in the MSRP dataset, it was 

necessary to recode the variables to better display who was identified as gifted and when. 

Children who did not receive an ESE code (those without a disability or exceptionality) 

but who attended school that year received a “0”. Missing data are coded with “.”. Gifted 

or other exceptionality code variables were created across all levels of every grade, for 

example, Grade 1 on time students received “1” for gifted, “2” for another exceptionality 

code, “0” for no code, or “.” Master variables were also created to show if a child was 

ever identified as gifted, regardless of the timing that the grade was attended. A single 

master ever-gifted variable was created to indicate if a student was ever identified as 

gifted for primary exceptionality based off of the master gifted variables for each grade 

(K - G5).  

A variable was created that identifies when a child was first identified as gifted. 

Thus, each gifted student had a single rating of a 1 through 6, where 1 means they were 

identified in Kindergarten, and a 6 means that a student was identified in grade 5.   
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 Kindergarten through grade 5 retention variables were also recoded to create a 

master ever-retained variable to code students who had at least one retention. Composite 

variables were created for standardized test scores, end of year grades, pre-k, 

kindergarten, and early elementary assessments. These composite variables take the most 

recent score for tests that are taken multiple times. The end of year grade composite 

variable takes the first available grade for each student, for example, if a student had data 

in the on time track then that grade was taken, if they do not have data in that column 

before they were held back, then their value for the first time they had an empty column 

for that grade in the next available grade from the skip or late/retained columns were 

used.  

ELL and Poverty Status 
English Language Learner (ELL) status also appears in the data from MDCPS. 

English for speakers of other languages (ESOL) services are first provided to 

kindergarteners who complete the Miami-Dade County Oral Language Proficiency Scale-

Revised (M-DCOLPS-R) assessment (Abella, Urrita, & Schneiderman, 2005). If parents 

answer “yes” to questions about the child’s non-English language use at home, upon 

entering Kindergarten, then the child is considered by the district as an ELL and is placed 

into one of five levels (Level 1 for beginners, Level 5 for fully proficient in English) 

according to the test. Students who are not considered proficient in English are required 

to take ESOL classes until their English proficiency is at a Level 5 (Winsler, Kim, & 

Richard, 2014). So, there are two numbers that are needed, a yes/no (1/0) for ELL 

placement and then a 1-5 rating depending on their proficiency and progression in the 
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ESOL program. Poverty status was indicated by whether the child qualified for free or 

reduced lunch in first grade.  

Retention and Grade Skipping 
Students can be on time, early, or late to school, can fail a grade and be retained, 

and/or skip a grade. Students who are in any of these categories are included in the 

present study. Students who show up on-time to school and remain on time have their 

information in the on time variable locations. Students who skip a grade have a specific 

column for what grade they skipped. Students who show up late to Kindergarten or 

students who are retained show up in a separate column which indicates if it was behind 

by one or two years from the cohort to which they belong. Separately, students who are 

retained have a dichotomous variable (“1” being “yes” the student was retained in that 

grade or “0” meaning “no” the student was not retained), but still may have data in an 

off-track column due to late entry or past retention. Students who skip a grade show up in 

the next grade level with “_skip” indicating that they skipped a previous grade and are 

now early in regards to the rest of their cohort.  
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RESULTS 

Research Question 1 
The first question was: What proportion of MSRP low-income, ethnically diverse 

children are identified for gifted educational programs, when do they get identified, and 

what type of gifted courses do they receive? Using a frequency count, there were 5,752 

students or 14.2% identified as gifted at some point in elementary school.  

As for timing of identification, the majority of students were identified by second 

grade. 9.2% were identified in Kindergarten, 31.9% were identified in first grade, and 

26% were identified in second grade, totaling 67.1% of the population of gifted kids, with 

the remaining 32.9% being identified in grades 3 through 5.  A breakdown of the timing 

of identification is given in Table 2.   

Gifted services received were measured by end of year grades that show if a 

student was in gifted courses. Table 3 reports the number and percentage of children in 

different types of gifted courses in the 2008-2009 academic year. This single year was 

chosen because it captures the most children in all grades, due to the cohort sequential 

nature of MSRP, this is the only year that had data for all grades 1 through 5. The top half 

of the table reveals how many students who were identified as gifted were actually 

receiving stand-alone gifted courses/classrooms. The total in the bottom right column 

reveals that 5,376 students were gifted in the academic year 2008-2009 in some grade. In 

the column furthest to the right, in the academic years 2008-2009, we see that 1,619 



27 

 

students (1,619/5,376 = 30.12%) who were identified as gifted by this year were not 

receiving full gifted courses this year. It is important to note they may have received 

other smaller pull-out services for giftedness but we do not have data on that. Thus, about 

70% of identified students were taking at least one gifted course.  

It was most common to be enrolled in all five available gifted courses, followed 

by only taking 3 courses as second most common. Students were most likely to enroll in 

gifted courses in fifth grade (n = 767 out of 809, 95%) and least likely in first grade (n = 

473 out of 1,193 gifted students, 39.6%). The largest group of total students (n = 1,536, 

28.6%) received gifted courses in all five subject areas (i.e. math, science, social studies, 

reading, and language arts) and the second largest group of total students enrolled in three 

gifted courses (n = 1,357, 25.2%). Therefore the majority of students take three or more 

subjects, for example, 78% of 5th graders take 3 or more courses. It is important to note 

that receiving gifted services in all five subject areas was most common in fourth and 

fifth grade (n = 338, 36.82% and n = 324, 40.05% respectively). In summary this slice in 

time of gifted students’ curriculum suggests that although there was a smaller number of 

gifted students in grade 5, the majority (94.81%) of the students who are gifted in grade 

five were receiving some kind of gifted education.   

The bottom portion of Table 3 lists the particular courses in which gifted children 

were taking part. In the academic year 2008-2009, the most common gifted course was 

language arts (n = 3,025, 56.27%), followed by reading (n = 2,984, 55.51%), then social 

studies (n = 2,854, 53.09%), science (n = 2,322, 43.19%), and finally math (n = 2,200, 

40.09%). It is important to note that the percentages above do not add up to 100% 
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because students commonly took more than one gifted course. Overall there is a trend for 

most students to take language arts and reading gifted courses. Math had the smallest 

enrollment consistently in every grade. Even math (with lowest enrollment) in grade 5 

shows that enrollment is above 56% for students who are identified as gifted. Even the 

least common course still had more than half of the population of gifted students 

enrolled.  

Research Question 2 
Question two was: What are the child, family, and school predictors of entry in 

gifted education programs in elementary school for this predominantly low-income, 

Black and Latino/a sample of children? Furthermore, are ethnic differences in gifted 

identification still present after controlling for poverty status and children’s entering 

school readiness and academic performance?  

For question two, I first examined each predictor/correlate of the dichotomous 

outcome of ever being identified as gifted (1=yes, 0=no) in a bivariate manner using Chi-

squares, T-tests and ANOVAs depending on whether the independent variable involved 

is either categorical (i.e., ethnicity, gender) or continuous (LAP-D scores, test scores, end 

of year grades). Table 4 displays all categorical demographic variables for those ever 

identified as gifted. Table 5 displays means for all of the continuous predictor variables 

for those ever identified as gifted and not. 

Table 4 starts with the most common predictors of gifted identification. Poverty 

status, as indicated by qualifying for free or reduced lunch in grade one, was a significant 

predictor of gifted identification. Almost 15% of those who were getting free or reduced 
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lunch cost were identified as gifted, compared to the 12.9% who did not get free or 

reduced lunch, χ2(1) = 13.849, p < .001. Second, ELL status was a significant predictor of 

gifted identification. 15% of students who were ELLs were identified as gifted compared 

to 13.8% of non-ELLs, χ2(1) = 12.124, p < .001. Ethnicity was strongly associated with 

gifted placement, χ2(2) = 688.466, p < .001 – for the White/other group almost 29% were 

identified as gifted (even though they are only 7% of the population). Whereas for 

Latino/a students the rate was15%. Of special note, Black were only identified 10% of 

the time. Gender was significantly associated with gifted identification, χ2(1) = 103.961, 

p < .001, where female students were identified more often than male students. Type of 

pre-school emerged as a significant predictor of gifted placement, χ2(2) =310.085, p < 

.001, where students who had been in public school pre-Kindergarten were identified at 

17.1%, compared to those in family childcare at 14%, and center-based care at only 10%. 

Of those who were in public school pre-K who went to a fee-supported school (i.e. had to 

pay for pre-K) 29% of those children were later identified as gifted, compared to only 

15% of those in public school pre-K who attended title one, high-poverty schools, χ2(1) = 

534.428, p < .001.  

Table 5 gives the mean scores for the DECA and LAP-D assessments that are 

given during preschool. Recall that lower scores on the behavior concerns subscale of the 

DECA is better as compared to the social skills scales where higher scores are desired. 

The DECA teacher reports for behavior concerns for those later identified as gifted were 

almost fourteen points lower than for their non-gifted peers, t (33,470) = 31.071, p < 

.001. Similarly, gifted students did better (got a lower score) on the behavior concerns 
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subscale as rated by their parents compared to parents’ ratings of their non-gifted 

children, t (31,134) = 20.069, p < .001. The subscales of initiative t (33,470) = -34.177, p 

< .001 for teachers and t (31,134) = -24.297, p < .001 for parents was significantly related 

to gifted placement. Self-control from teachers, t (33,470) = -23.745, p < .001, and 

parents, t (31,134) = -16.544, p < .001 was stronger for students identified later as gifted. 

Also, higher attachment scores were significantly related to gifted placement for both 

teacher t (33,470) = -22.109, p < .001 and parent reports t (31,134) = -18.526, p < .001.  

The combined total protective factors score as rated by teachers, t (33,470) = -31.949, p < 

.001 and parents, t (31,134) = -23.176, p < .001, was also significant in predicting gifted 

placement. For the LAP-D, higher scores on all the subscales were significant in regards 

to predicting giftedness (p < .01). On average, students who later went on be identified as 

gifted outperformed their non-gifted peers by 26.3 points on the cognitive subscale, t 

(23,757) = -49.315, p < .001. There was also a mean score difference on the language 

subscale of the LAP-D with gifted students averaging 25.4 percentile points more, t 

(23,657) = -46.606, p < .001. The fine and gross motor subscales also reveal differences 

in gifted and non-gifted students, with a difference on the average fine motor score of 

19.26 points, t (23,792) = -37.218, p < .001, and gross motor score of 3.17 points t 

(21,145) = -5.636, p < .001.  

Table 5 also shows how the early elementary performance variables were mostly 

associated with later gifted educational placement. The means for all scores on these tests 

reveal that students who are identified as gifted at any point in elementary school did 

better on most assessments. For example, the ESI-K assessment shows that gifted 
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students had a higher mean score of over 2.5 points compared to children who were not 

gifted, t (19,468) = -25.094, p < .001. The other tests, like ECHOS, DIBELS, and WSS 

had similar results, in which gifted students did better on those assessments overall. The 

gifted students' who took the ECHOS, t (12,666) = -26.593, p < .001, scored on average 

4.71 points higher compared to their non-gifted counterparts. The DIBELS subscales 

reveal that for letter naming fluency, t (26,203) = -55.211, p < .001, gifted students 

scored on average 15.65 points higher than their non-gifted peers. The other two 

subscales, initial sounds t (17,546) = -36.599, p < .001, showed gifted students earning 

around 7.2 points more on average. The WSS also showed later gifted students 

outperforming their non-gifted peers with significantly higher scores.  The total language 

t (5,383) = -14.854, p < .001, total math t (5,383) = -11.742, p < .001, total social t 

(5,383) = -13.447, p < .001, total art t (5,383) = -9.403, p < .001, and total health 

subscales t (5,383) = -7.881, p < .001 all showed significant results favoring those who 

would go on to be identified as gifted.  

Demographic continuous variables (only available for a small subsample) are also 

at the bottom of Table 5. Parent marital status was not significantly related to gifted 

identification, χ2(1) = .007, p = .935, with 1.6% of students being identified later who had 

a two-parent household and 1.5% later identified as gifted in single-parent households. 

The only significant predictor was parent’s education level, where gifted students’ 

parents had a longer academic career by half of a school year, t (3,965) = -3.765, p < 

.001. Total family income for gifted students’ families was slightly but not significantly 

higher than non-gifted students’ families, t (3,682) = -1.287, p = .198. Also, size of 
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family for gifted students was significantly smaller than their non-gifted peers’ families, t 

(3,967) = 2.782, p = .005.  

Standardized Test Results 
Standardized tests that were taken in every year, both the SAT-10 and the FCAT 

also showed that identified gifted students were achieving at a higher rate. It is important 

to note that the elementary standardized assessments included in Table 5 are of the 

year(s) before or concurrent with gifted identification. For example, if a child was 

identified in grade 3, the SAT-10 scores would be pulled from the same year (i.e. grade 

3) and the first assessment of the FCAT (in grade 3) was used. Then, that child would be 

excluded from the grade 4 and grade 5 analyses because the information is meant to be 

predictive of (occur before) the gifted identification. The means and standard deviations 

for these groups, displayed in Table 5, show that a student who took either the SAT-10 or 

the FCAT and is identified in that same year or a later grade, did better on those tests. In 

grade one, we see a large difference in the scores of gifted and non-gifted students on the 

SAT-10 math t (9,842) = -48.797 p < .001 and reading t (9,851) = -51.303, p < .001 

assessments. The means in Table 5 are percentiles, so for grade 1, the score on the SAT-

10 math test shows gifted students scoring near the 79th percentile whereas non-gifted 

students scored below the national average near the 43rd percentile. A similar pattern 

appears in second grade with the gifted students scoring near the 80th percentile on 

average while their non-gifted peers score in the 44th to 45th percentile on both the math, t 

(31,945) = -70.572, p < .001 and reading t (32,007) = -75.102, p < .001 subsections. In 

the later grades for gifted identification, both gifted and non-gifted students did better on 
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the SAT-10 with gifted students scoring at or above the 84th percentile on both reading 

(G3 t (9,182) = -32.401, p < .001, G4 t (3,131) = -15.280, p < .001) and math (G3 t 

(9,181) = -32.167, p < .001, G4 t (3,130) = -16.677, p < .001) during grades 3 and 4. 

Non-gifted students on average start to score above the 50th percentile in grade 3 and in 

grade 4 score on average, in the 63rd percentile. Differences were greatest for math 

percentiles in grades 3 and 4. Gifted students were scoring in the 87th percentile on 

average while their non-gifted counterparts were scoring around the national average, or 

the 54th percentile.  

The FCAT scores show similar relations with gifted identification. Starting in 

grade 3, students who took the FCAT and were identified as gifted in the same year or 

following years showed higher test scores compared to their non-gifted peers. 

Interestingly, all students did best on the FCAT in third grade. In grade 3 math, t (29,735) 

= -52.211, p < .001, gifted students scored 83.04 points higher than their non-gifted 

peers. Gifted students outperformed their non-gifted peers in reading in grade 3 as well, t 

(29,732) = -53.392, p < .001 scoring 79.52 more points on average. Scores on the math t 

(27,627) = -29.412, p < .001 and reading t(27,655) = -30.818, p < .001 subscales for the 

FCAT in grade 4 were also higher for gifted students, but that difference decreased in 

magnitude, with gifted students averaging 58 to 60 points more. It is important to note 

that both gifted and non-gifted students average scores dropped each year. The mean 

difference between gifted students and non-gifted students was small for reading in grade 

5, t (24,549) = -18.280, p < .001 and at its smallest for math t (24,508) = -14.198, p < 

.0001 in grade 5 where the scores where 48.49 points more were scored on average.  
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Similarly, Table 5 shows that GPA in every grade was higher for gifted students 

starting in Kindergarten (on the three-point scale), compared to their non-gifted 

counterparts, t (30,971) = -52.393, p < .001. GPA in grades 1 t (34,140) = -71.911, p < 

.001, 2 t (32,250) = -59.831, p < .001, 3 t (30,054) = -45.775, p < .001, 4 t (27,929) = -

34.314, p < .001, and 5 t (24,882) = -20.052, p < .001 had a minimum mean difference of 

.58, with gifted students getting a GPA more than half a letter grade higher than non-

gifted students. Comparatively, non-gifted students were getting GPAs near 4.0 on 

average for grades 1 through 5.   

Multivariate Analyses 
The bivariate analyses reported above show interesting relationships between 

each of the predictor variables and later gifted identification. Bivariate associations 

though can be misleading because the effects of one variable can be attributed to a third 

variable confound (i.e., it could be that the reason why Black students are less identified 

as gifted is because they are more often in poverty, and it is poverty status not ethnicity 

that is important.) Multivariate analyses, as reported below look at the unique predictive 

effects of each on gifted identification while controlling for the other variables. Each of 

the predictor variables were entered into a multivariate logistic regression analysis to see 

when all predictors are included, which have unique and combined predictive effects on 

later gifted identification.  

 Table 6 reports the results of the three-step, hierarchical, logistic regression model 

predicting ever-gifted status. The first step include demographic information only, the 

second step includes children’s school readiness scores at age 4, and step 3 takes into 
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account the kindergarten GPA as a predictor of later gifted identification. This model was 

significant in predicting students’ gifted placement χ2(1) = 283.811, p < .001. The main 

model of interest is model/step 3 (the right most column of Table 6) with all predictors 

included. The second part of question two asks if ethnicity would still predict gifted 

placement even after controlling for poverty status and child competence. The significant 

estimates for ethnicity from step 3 here showed that indeed, even after income, child 

school readiness, and child performance in school are factored in, Black students were 

still underrepresented in gifted educational programs. White/other students had more than 

double the odds of being identified as gifted compared to Black students and Latinos 

were 40% more likely to be identified than Black students. Poverty and ELL status were 

unrelated to gifted identification with child school performance already in the model but 

preschool type remained significant – those who went to center-based child care in the 

community at age 4 had almost 20% less odds to getting into gifted education compared 

to those who went to public school pre-K programs.  

 As expected, most of the child competence variables (school readiness upon 

school entry and GPA in kindergarten) were significant predictors of entering the gifted 

program. The LAP-D subscales of cognitive (OR = 1.015), language (OR = 1.014), and 

fine motor (OR = 1.007) remained positive predictors of gifted identification. A one 

percentile point increase on cognitive skills, for example, is associated with a 1.5% 

increased odds of getting into the gifted program. So a 25 percentile point increase in 

cognitive skills at age 4 would be associated with 37.5% (25 X 1.5) increased odds of 

being identified as gifted years later. Interestingly, better gross motor skills at age four 
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were linked with a slightly less chance (0.6% odds) of gifted identification. The DECA 

teacher report of children’s behavior problems was a significant negative predictor, and 

preschool teacher report of social skills was not related to later identification. As to be 

expected, actual performance in their first year of school as indicated by kindergarten 

GPA was the strongest predictor of gifted identification -  for every 1-point increase in 

GPA, for example, moving from a C to a B average, a student increases their odds by 4.6 

of being identified as gifted later on in elementary school. 

Gender tells and interesting story moving from step 1 to step 2 to step 3. When 

only basic demographic variables are included (Step 1), males are 33% less likely to be 

identified as gifted. When one factors in child school readiness skills in Step 2, gender is 

no longer significant, meaning that the reason why boys were less likely to be identified 

as gifted earlier is because they show up to school with poorer school readiness skills 

compared to girls (on average). In Step 3, however, when children’s actual academic 

performance in kindergarten is known and entered into the model, boys are 14% more 

likely to be identified as gifted. This means that controlling for academic performance in 

school (i.e., looking only within the highly competent students), males are actually over 

identified in gifted programs. 

Ethnic and Gender Differences 

Research Question 3 
Question three was: Are the predictors of gifted educational placement in 

elementary school the same for boys and girls and for different ethnic groups (Latino/a, 

Black, White/other)? For question three, I took the same model used for the multiple 
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regression above and essentially ran a multi-group analysis by selecting just males, just 

females, just Black students, and then just Latino students and compared the results to see 

which effects changed for the different groups. Tables 7, 8, 9, 10 show the results for 

Hispanic/Latino/a students. Black students, males, and females respectively.  

Hispanic/Latino/a Students 
Tables 7 displays the individual predictors for being identified as gifted for 

Latinos. (N = 7,463). Overall, the pattern of significant findings was exactly the same as 

that for all gifted students in Table 6 - being female, going to public school pre-K, and 

having higher scores on the school readiness assessments and kindergarten GPA were all 

positively associated with getting into gifted programs in elementary school.   

Black Students 
Selecting for children who were identified as Black (N = 4,711), Table 8 reports 

the odds ratios for being identified as gifted for per each predictor. There were some 

interesting differences in what predicts becoming gifted for Black students compared to 

the overall pattern for everybody. For specifically Black students, ELL status became a 

significant predictor – Black ELL students were 47% more likely to be identified than 

native English-speaking Black students. Gender and preschool type, which were 

significant for the entire sample, were not significant predictors of gifted identification 

for Black students. The rest of the school readiness and K GPA were still associated with 

becoming gifted for Black students. 
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Males 
To identify the differences in the predictors for males and females, male students 

were selected only for this regression (N = 6,617). The results for males are displayed in 

Table 9. The results for males were the same as for the entire sample except for center 

type no longer mattered for later gifted identification for male children. 

Females 
Results for just female students are displayed in Table 10. Results for females 

were exactly the same as that for the entire sample. 
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DISCUSSION 

The goal of this study was to identify and understand the predictors of being 

identified as gifted in a low socioeconomic status, highly ethnically diverse population of 

elementary school students. This study adds to the body of literature that shows that some 

students are more likely to be identified as gifted based on their race or ethnicity as well 

as ELL status. This study also adds another set of predictors that have not been looked at 

in depth, with children’s school readiness at age 4. The methods used for identification 

should continue to evolve in order to capture all gifted students. This will allow for all 

gifted students to receive gifted and talented educational services and reach their highest 

potential.   

In this study, the percentage of students who were identified as gifted in this 

ethnically-diverse, low-income sample was 14.2%. This varies from the state level with 

4.7% (according to NCES for the year 2006) being identified across Florida’s 67 school 

districts (Florida Report No. 08-01, 2008, NCES, 2011). The county level also reveals 

that as a whole, Miami-Dade serves 26,733 gifted students (or 7.5% of the population of 

school children in Miami-Dade County) as of February, 2007 (MDCPS, 2007).  The large 

number of students identified in MSRP is noticeably larger compared to state and county 

levels. One reason this might be is because Miami-Dade might have a more urban 

advanced school system with more resources to handle more gifted students. Another 
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reason for the difference may be that Miami had a boom in identification. Miami’s gifted 

population increased by more than 50% from 2003 to 2013, according to a local 

newspaper, the Miami Herald, because school administrators and the school board were 

concerned with getting more students in rather than keeping some students out (Smiley, 

2013). Another reason why there are so many more students identified in our study 

compared to these other sources may be due to the definition of services that this study 

employs. In this study, students who were ever identified as gifted were the focus, but 

other studies and reports may have utilized other definitions that may be concerned with 

students who receive full-time services. If this is true, than 30% of our students who are 

identified, but not receiving gifted services, would not count in the percentages that were 

retrieved by NCES and Miami-Dade County Public Schools. 

It is concerning that over 1,600 students who were identified as gifted by the 

academic year 2008-2009 were not receiving any gifted services in the form of separate 

gifted classes. Due to the nature of the reports from MDCPS, we do not know if some of 

these children were receiving pull-out services or individualized gifted work, which is 

possible. It is also likely that some of these students attended schools without specific 

gifted programs. Schools are situated in specific neighborhoods, and neighborhood 

poverty may also relate to schools not having the funding necessary to staff and run 

gifted curriculum. Gifted students not receiving services was most common in first grade.  

The majority of students (70%) however, were taught 1-5 subject areas in a separate 

classroom for gifted students. Similar to the Winsler et al. (2013) article, 78% of 5th 

graders and 70% of 4th graders take 3 or more courses, showing that generally, gifted 
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students do take the majority of possible gifted courses available. In the original 2013 

study, the authors found that 61.2% of Black male 5th graders and 63.6% of Black male 

4th graders were taking at least 3 gifted courses.  

Importantly, this study more broadly shows that Black students (not just Black 

males) are underrepresented in gifted and talented education in MDCPS (Winsler et al., 

2013). Students who identified as White/Asian/Other were identified at a rate of 28.8% 

and Hispanic/Latino/a students were identified at 14.8% compared to 10.3% of Black 

students revealing discrepancies in identification even among an ethnically-diverse (non-

White majority), low-income community. Also like the Winsler et al., (2013) study that 

focused on Black males, the type of preschool that students attend was a significant 

predictor of later gifted identification when child school readiness skills was taken into 

account. Also similar to the Winsler et al. (2013) study, students who started kindergarten 

with greater readiness in cognitive, language, fine motor, and behavior skills were more 

likely to be identified as gifted, even controlling for background variables. School 

readiness assessments given at age 4 can therefore be helpful in identifying giftedness 

later on. Schools can use the information from these preschool assessments to identify 

and keep a close eye on students for consideration for gifted and talented programing. It 

is well known that school readiness predicts later academic achievement and this study 

expands the knowledge that school readiness is an important predictor for later gifted 

identification in many races/ethnicities beyond Black males (Winsler et al., 2013). GPA 

in Kindergarten is also an important predictor and probably the most obvious. When a 

child performs above and beyond expectation in the classroom, it is important to consider 
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referring that child for assessment. GPA, for this study, is calculated via end of the year 

grades, and due to the time-sensitive nature of identification, it may not be best to wait 

until the end of a school year. Mid-semester or quarter grades may better serve as flags 

for gifted children.  

ELL students, bivariately and in initial models, were more likely to be identified 

as gifted than native English-speaking students, which is contrary to other research 

(Anguiano, 2003; Shaunessy et al., 2007; U.S. Department of Education, 1998). There 

are many reasons why ELLs could be more likely to be identified in Miami-Dade 

County. One that stands out is the diversity of the city, and possibly the teachers in the 

schools. Teachers who have experience with bilingual or multilingual students may be 

less likely to think of English as a prerequisite for gifted identification. Another possible 

reason for ELL students being identified at a higher rate is the immigrant advantage (Kao 

& Tienda, 1995) which is best described through past research that has shown students 

who are born outside the U.S. or who have parents who are non-U.S. natives outperform 

native-born students. It is possible that many of the ELL students in this sample are first 

or second generation immigrants and could fit into the immigrant advantage theory. 

 Gender in this study had an impact on identification. When only background 

variables are considered, males were 33% less likely to be identified. Then in the second 

step, gender is no longer a factor, which means the reason males were less likely to be 

identified is because they show up with lower school readiness on average compared to 

girls.  Conversely, when kindergarten GPA is considered, males were 14% more likely to 

be identified.  This means that controlling for academic performance in school (i.e., 
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looking only within the highly competent students), males are actually over identified in 

gifted programs.  This could be related to the Bianco, Harris, Garrison-Wade, and Leech 

(2011) results that show that teachers are less likely to refer fictional female students for 

gifted educational programs than their fictional male counterparts with the same 

descriptions. Once actual school readiness and performance are taken into account males 

are more likely to be identified. Teachers may have gendered ideas about subject 

performance (Robinson et al., 2011) which may favor the identification of male students.  

For this study, poverty status was not related to gifted identification. Due to the 

nature of this low-socioeconomic status sample (80.3% qualified for free and reduced 

lunch) there was not the full range of income to give this variable a chance to be 

important. The average income was around $17,000 so members of this population were 

not advantaged monetarily, but many students were still identified in contrast to previous 

research (Burney & Beilke, 2008; McBee, 2006). In the original Winsler et al. (2013) 

study, poverty status was significant, which shows that income has a bigger effect for 

specifically Black males. Since Black students were less likely to be identified compared 

to other groups anyway, having an even lower income is related to decreased chances of 

identification.  

Overall there were fewer significant predictors for Black students and for males 

(compared to the overall group). This could be related to past research that suggests 

specifically Black male students do not want to participate in gifted and talented 

programing, and do not want to be assessed, therefore are lacking in this sample and 

analyses (Graham & Anderson, 2008; Rowley & Moore, 2002; Winsler et al., 2013).  
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It is important to note that preschool type was more important for gifted 

identification of girls than boys. Also, that ELL status, as recognized by the school, is 

important and related to identification for Black ELL students. Finally, gender and 

preschool type did not have an impact on identification of Black students in general. So, 

it is not just an issue with identifying Black males, but Black females as well.  

Implications 
This study suggests that we need to continue to develop our methods of 

identifying students for gifted and talented education. School readiness at age 4 and 

performance in Kindergarten are important predictors that are not being taken advantage 

of for identification. This ethnically and linguistically diverse sample allows for a new 

perspective of identification for minority students when they are the majority instead of 

comparing them to a majority white sample (Ford & Harris, 1994; Ford & Moore 2013; 

Jess & Worrell, 2012; Winsler et al., 2013). Regardless of the methods used to identify 

students from any background, it is important that the teachers and administrators be 

trained on those identification criteria and understand how gifted children learn and 

function (Jackson, 2013).  

Future Directions and Limitations 
Although this study employs a large dataset that follows children over their 

academic careers, it is important to note some limitations and future directions that can 

and should be taken to further understand gifted and talented identification of students 

and their trajectories. One limitation is the lack of qualitative data that could be used to 

understand why students choose to take part in gifted and talented education and either 
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continue or leave gifted programs. Without this qualitative information, this study lacks 

information regarding personal choice and experiences of students and their parents about 

education. More qualitative research is needed to understand why certain students choose 

to participate in gifted education where others decide to not. Similarly, dual 

exceptionality students need to be researched more carefully to understand why one type 

of exceptionality may take precedent over others. In this case, the information received 

from MDCPS only provides one primary exceptionality per child per year. That 

eliminates important information about students who are gifted and have some other 

exceptionality that may dictate their course selection. Future research would be necessary 

to better understand the experiences and choices of these students.  Also the sample used 

in this study had typically low socioeconomic status, the average was 115% below the 

poverty line for the income and the household size. This study may not generalize to 

other communities and samples where families are not at this level of poverty.  This study 

also did not employ HLM, which could be used and give different results because 

students exist within classrooms and schools and neighborhoods which can be important. 

Similarly, no interaction effects were used in the regression and instead I just examined 

differences for different subgroups by eye. 

Conclusions 
In summary, this paper expands the research done on the predictors of gifted and 

talented identification on a large sample of predominantly low-income, highly ethnically 

and linguistically diverse sample from Miami-Dade County, Florida. Results provide a 

look at the child-, family-, and school-level predictors of eventual gifted and talented 
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placement. This paper is to be a call to action for researchers and assessors to continue to 

critically examine who gets into gifted and talented programs and how we can even the 

playing field for students of all races and genders. Additional research, both longitudinal 

and qualitative, are needed to understand the experiences of students who are identified 

as gifted and what their academic trajectory looks like nationally to continue providing 

the proper services to gifted children. 
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Table 1 

Demographic Information of the Sample 

   N Percent M (SD) 

Total Sample Size     40,603 100%   

Pre-K School Type      

Public School  23,761 66.50%  

 Type:     

  1. Title One 14,075 59.24%  

  2. Fee-Supported 6,012 25.30%  

  3. Unknown 3,674 33.50%  

      

             Community Child Care  11,961 33.50%  

      

Poverty Status      

     Free/Reduced Lunch  13,428 80.3%  

     Denied/Did Not Apply  3,295 19.7%  

      

Gender      

     Male    20,870 52.20%  

     Female   19,127 47.80%  

      

Ethnicity      

     Black   14,145 35.30%  

     Hispanic   23,059 57.50%  

     White/Other   2,905 7.20%  

      

Skipped Grade in Elementary School  190 0.50%  

      

Family Background (Small Subset):     

Parent Marital Status     

 Two Parent  127 8.60%  

 Single Parent  1,348 91.40%  

Mean Family Size   3,968  3.36 (1.2) 

Mean Income   3,683  $17,088 ($7,403) 

Mean Parental Education (Years)  3,966  11.57 (1.70) 
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Table 2  

When students were first identified as gifted by year in school. 

 

  Number Percent of Total Gifted Students 

 

Year Kindergarten 529 9.2 

 Grade 1 1834 31.88 

 Grade 2 1497 26.03 

 Grade 3 847 14.73 

 Grade 4 667 11.6 

 Grade 5  378 6.57 

Total  5,752 100% 
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Table 4 

Gifted identification by demographics. 

   

Predictors of Gifted 

Identification 

 

Gifted Percent Mean (SD) 

Total Gifted Students  14.2%  

 

Poverty Status* 

 

  

Free/Reduced Lunch  14.6%  

Denied/Did Not Apply  12.9%  

 

ELL status* 

 

  

ELL  15.0%  

Non-ELL  13.8%  

 

Ethnicity* 

 

  

Hispanic/Latino  14.8%  

Black  10.3%  

White/Asian/Other  28.8%  

 

Gender* 

 

  

Male  12.5%  

Female  16.1%  

 

Pre-K or Community Care* 

 

  

Public School Pre-K 

Title 1 

Fee-Supported* 

 17.1% 

14.8% 

28.8%  

Family Day Care  14.3%  

Center-Based  10.0%  

 

Parent’s Marital Status 

 

  

Two Parent  1.6%  

Single Parent  1.5%  

 

Parent’s Education* 

 

 11.90 (1.76) 

 

Family Income 

 

 

 

 

$17,587 ($7,253) 

 

Family Size   3.19 (1.22) 

*p < .001 
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