Introduction to

Curriculum
De5|gn

Glfted
Education






Curriculum
Design

in
Gifted
Education

Edited by
Kristen R. Stephens, Ph.D.,
and Frances A. Karnes, Ph.D.




Library of Congress Cataloging-in-Publication Data

Introduction to curriculum design in gifted education / edited by Kristen R. Stephens, Ph.D., and Frances
A.Karnes, Ph.D.

pages cm
ISBN 978-1-61821-479-9 (pbk.)
1. Gifted children--Education--Curricula--United States. 2. Curriculum planning--United States. I.
Stephens, Kristen R., editor of compilation. II. Karnes, Frances A., editor of compilation.
1LC3993.9.167 2016
371.95--dc23

2015029568

Copyright ©2016, Prufrock Press Inc.
Edited by Lacy Compton

Cover and layout design by Raquel Trevino
ISBN-13:978-1-61821-479-9

No part of this book may be reproduced, translated, stored in a retrieval system, or transmitted,
in any form or by any means, electronic, mechanical, photocopying, microfilming, recording, or
otherwise, without written permission from the publisher.

Printed in the United States of America.

At the time of this book’s publication, all facts and figures cited are the most current available.
All telephone numbers, addresses, and websites URLs are accurate and active. All publications,
organizations, websites, and other resources exist as described in the book, and all have been
verified. The authors and Prufrock Press Inc. make no warranty or guarantee concerning the
information and materials given out by organizations or content found at websites, and we are
not responsible for any changes that occur after this book’s publication. If you find an error,
please contact Prufrock Press Inc.

Prufrock Press Inc.

. P.O.Box 8813

Waco, TX 76714-8813
Phone: (800) 998-2208
Fax: (800) 240-0333

http://www.prufrock.com



TABLE OF CONTENTS

INtroduction..........c.cocciiiiiiiiiiicc e vii
Kristen R. Stephens and Frances A. Karnes

Section I: Foundations

Chapter 1: In Context: Gifted Characteristics and
the Implications for Curriculium ..........ccccveeicunieincneenceneceeccneeneienaes 3
Angela M. Housand

Chapter 2: History of Gifted and Advanced Academic
Curriculum Theory and Practice .........ccccoeveerieuninineininencerieieeccnseeneennes 23
Elissa Brown

Chapter 3: General Curriculum Design: Principles
ANA BESt PIaCtiCeS....ooveueivieeeiieieceeeeeeceeetcteteetee ettt eae s eaeneenas 41
Jessica A. Hockett and Catherine Brighton

Chapter 4: Aligning Curriculum to Standards ..........ccoeveeuvncvnincinnnncnnn. 63
Susan K. Johnsen

Section Il: Survey of Curriculum Models

Chapter 5: Survey of Curriculum Models in Gifted Education:
Frameworks for Developing and Implementing

Differentiated Curricula .......cccccviininriniicicccc s 95
Ann Robinson and Audrey Tabler

Section IlI: Curriculum in the Core Subject Areas

Chapter 6: Language Arts Curriculum for Gifted Learners.................... 129
Elizabeth A. Fogarty

Chapter 7: Mathematics Curriculum for Gifted Learners............c......... 151
M. Katherine Gavin

Chapter 8: Science Curriculum for Gifted Learners ......c..ccccecvveverecnenee 175
Michael S. Matthews

Chapter 9: Social Studies Curriculum for Gifted Learners..................... 195
Shelagh A. Gallagher



Introduction to Curriculum Design in Gifted Education

Section IV: The Role of Assessment
in Curriculum Development

Chapter 10: Curriculum Implementation, Management,

and Assessment: Special Consideration and Best Practices ..............

Carolyn M. Callahan

Section V: Trends and Future Directions
for Curriculum for the Gifted

Chapter 11: Creativity and Curriculum for the Gifted......................

Bonnie Cramond and Sarah E. Sumners

Chapter 12: The Role of Technology in Curriculum

for the Gifted: From Little Acorns Grow Mighty Oaks.........c.ccceuucec.

Brian C. Housand

Chapter 13: Service-Learning in Gifted Education:

Addressing Cognition and Affective Domains.........c.ccccecuecuecuviuncuncunce

Kristen R. Stephens, David Malone, and Alissa P. Griffith

Chapter 14: Affective Curriculum: Proactively

Addressing the Challenges of Growing Up........cccceueueuvirunciriccrrennnnes

Jean Sunde Peterson

Chapter 15: Culturally Responsive and Relevant Curriculum:

The Revised Bloom-Banks MatriX ......cceceeeeveeieeereinieneireeseeseseeeeeeenes

Donna Y. Ford and Michelle Frazier Trotman Scott

ADOUL the EdItOrS. ...c..oovieeieieeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee et saese e ee s
ADOUL the AUTROLS ..ot

Vi



CHAPTER 15

Culturally Responsive
and Relevant
Curriculum

The Revised Bloom-Banks Matrix

Donna Y. Ford and Michelle Frazier Trotman Scott

Introduction

African American and Hispanic students are underrepresented in
gifted education. And in general, many are underachieving in schools
partly due to a lack of interest personally and culturally in the content
and topics being taught. This chapter briefly discusses the underrepre-
sentation of African American and Hispanic students in gifted programs,
and then hones in on curricula and program challenges, issues, and needs
using Bloom’s taxonomy and Banks’ multicultural curriculum model. The
chapter merges these two models and provides a discussion of the revised
Ford-Harris Matrix (Ford, 2011) also known as the revised Bloom-Banks
Matrix, and describes a color-coded layout of the matrix modified by
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Trotman Scott (2014a, 2014b) accompanied by pros and cons of certain
components of the matrix.

Michael (a pseudonym) is a fifth-grade African American student at
Johnson Elementary School in Georgia. He lives with his mother and inter-
acts frequently with his father who lives in Texas. Michael is a young fifth
grader who turned 10 in October. Michael enrolled in kindergarten when
he was 4 years old because he attended a private school and faired well in
school, earning A’s and B’s in most of his academic classes.

According to his mother, Shannon, Michael does not exhibit
age-appropriate behaviors. As a matter of fact, Michael receives low scores
in behavior conduct from his teachers—all of whom are White. Although
his work is satisfactory, it tends to be sloppy and at times is not turned in.
Shannon has observed his interactions with peers and describes his behav-
ior as selfish or self-centered. She attributes this behavior to him being
a “spoiled only child” However, his mother does not consider Michael’s
behavior disrespectful, disobedient, or defiant.

Shannon was pleased with her son’s scholastic progress until he entered
third grade; at that time, he was placed with a White female teacher enter-
ing her first year in the profession. The novice teacher lacked classroom
management skills and, according to Michael’s mother, the teacher called
or e-mailed her at least two times per week with negative reports ranging
from Michael not turning in homework to him talking in class and being
“overly active” Shannon was upset about this, but her anger turned to
indignation and frustration upon learning that several parents of African
American students enrolled in this class had received the same types of
communication. Nonetheless, she disciplined Michael accordingly (e.g.,
loss of television, gaming system, and/or music privileges) in her desire to
support teachers and improve her son’s academic experiences.

Michael is also very athletic and excels in multiple sports. He enjoys
interacting with teammates and traveling to related games and activities.
Shannon used sports as leverage and has threatened to impose a suspen-
sion from extracurricular activities if he did not show more effort and
improved behavior (according to his teacher) in class. Yet, Michael’s lack
of motivation persists. Michael thrives when working on assignments that
focus on topics of interest to him. This young student eventually confessed
to his mother that he hates school. He does not see himself (a Black male)
in the books, stories, and lesson plans in most cases and bemoans that
Black History Month and focusing on dead Black heroes are not enough
and trouble him. He questions why President Obama is not talked about
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in his classes and wonders why teachers seem to be uncomfortable talking
about Black people and contemporary issues.

There are many students of color like Michael in our classrooms. They
show up to school with a canvas ready to be painted with the colors of
knowledge, heritage, and power. However, when the paint of knowledge
mainly or only consists of one hue, it becomes uninteresting, and for many,
the paint is deemed useless or colorless. However, if teachers are equipped
with and use different colors to show students how to make new colors
and/or use different mediums, students like Michael will be eager to learn
and engage.

Throughout the nation, African American students are underrepre-
sented in gifted education by almost 50% and Hispanic students by some
40% (Ford, 2010, 2011, 2013). When combined, more than 500,000 Black
and Hispanic students are being denied gifted education classes and ser-
vices. These national statistics are troubling and prevalent in most states
and districts.

Teachers must differentiate instruction to meet the needs of gifted stu-
dents, and differentiation must include consideration of culture. However,
it is highly likely that most differentiated content has a monocultural focus,
and thus may not peak the interest of those students whose culture is not
reflected in the curriculum. The academic performance of gifted stu-
dents would likely increase if culture was prioritized when differentiating
instruction and developing curriculum.

Differentiation is discussed extensively in gifted education, which is
a recognition that instruction that may be effective with one student or
group of students may also be ineffective or not work as well with another
student or group of students. Ineffective instruction leads to poor perfor-
mance and academic outcomes. Ineffective instruction includes instruc-
tion that is not responsive to students’ culture and racial identity (Ford,
2011). As such, differentiation via multicultural education holds potential
for increasing rigor and relevance for all students, but in particular for
gifted Black and Hispanic students, many of whom complain about being
disinterested in school and not seeing themselves positively reflected in the
literature, materials, and lesson plans (see Ford, 2011; Grantham, Trotman
Scott, & Harmon, 2013). Differentiated multicultural education, using the
work of Ford who created the original and updated Bloom-Banks Matrix
(Ford, 2011; Ford & Harris, 1999), is one means of addressing the needs
of all gifted students. With students of color in mind, especially Black and
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Hispanic students, the matrix can be used to differentiate instruction to
include rigor (Bloom, 1956) and relevance (Banks, 2009).

Differentiation: Rigor and Relevance

All instructional procedures—materials, lectures, daily assignments,
summative and formative assessments—should be culturally fair and
responsive. Teachers must ensure that assignments and materials accu-
rately, equally, and equitably represent the experiences, realities, and views
of culturally different students, and that they do not contain biased, dis-
criminatory, or offensive language, materials, and examples. Only then are
we on the essential journey to making sure that instruction is culturally
responsive and to increasing the likelihood that gifted students of color,
like Michael, are engaged and motivated by what is being taught.

To add relevance and rigor to assignments, multiple levels of outcome
criteria must be planned. Gifted students should be provided with critical
thinking and problem-solving opportunities that embrace the character-
istics of culturally different students, meet their needs, and include cultur-
ally responsive practices, theories, and research.

Students become more interested and want to be engaged when the
curricula is rigorous and relevant. Disengaged students may begin to
underachieve and/or disrupt the class. In some districts, if students under-
achieve, they may be dismissed from the gifted program; this practice is
objectionable because the students are still gifted even if their perfor-
mance is low. High performance is not the hallmark of being gifted (Ford,
2010). Students, including those who are gifted, underachieve for a host
of reasons (e.g., peer pressures, self-efficacy, special education need such
as a learning disability, lack of challenge, personal and family transitions,
health, and more; Siegle, 2012; Siegle & McCoach, 2005; Whitmore, 1980).
Given that they have been identified as gifted but are underperforming,
educational professionals must invest in them—not give up on them. If
not, the waste of gifts and talents takes its toll on students and society at
large (Grantham et al., 2013). A multicultural gifted approach developed
by Ford (2011) and Ford and Harris (1999) can be used to increase the
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interest, engagement, and achievement of gifted students who are discon-
nected from what they are learning and experiencing in schools.

Much of the curriculum used in typical classrooms fails to represent
the population served by teachers. That is, too few schools have adopted
multicultural curricula. Moreover, few teacher preparation programs have
trained teacher candidates with the necessary skills to create lesson plans
that are culturally responsive. The same holds true for professional devel-
opment opportunities offered to teachers (Ford, 2011).

Selected resources and materials must be carefully examined to ensure
that specific cultural groups are not negatively represented, stereotyped,
and/or completely omitted from the proposed curriculum (Ford, 2011;
Gay, 2010; Ladson-Billings, 2009). The authenticity and integrity of the
curriculum content and materials must also be evident to make sure that
the roles reflected within the curricula do not promote superiority, inferi-
ority, and/or minimize and trivialize a specific racial and cultural group.

In the following section, Ford’s revised Bloom-Banks Matrix is
described. To begin with, an overview of the revised Bloom’s taxonomy
(Krathwohl, 2002) will be addressed followed by Banks’s (2009) model of
how to infuse rigorous multicultural content into the curriculum for all
students.

Bloom-Banks Matrix: An Overview

When teachers differentiate, the content, process, product, and learn-
ing environment are considered in meaningful ways. To successfully or
effectively differentiate, teachers must modify the curriculum, instruc-
tion, and outcomes to meet the needs of individual and groups of students
(Adams & Pierce, 2010; Tomlinson, 2001, 2009); when implemented using
a cultural lens, this allows students to master academic content while also
addressing their diverse academic, cultural, and learning needs. Cultural
diversity or differences are important and must be addressed in a cultur-
ally responsive manner. In other words, colorblindness is ineffective for
students and fails to promote educational experiences that are rigorous and
relevant.

Rigor and Bloom’s taxonomy. Bloom’s taxonomy (original: Bloom,
1956; revised: Krathwohl, 2002) is often used to ensure rigor, meaning,
critical thinking, and problem solving are addressed in the curriculum.
When teachers use either version of Bloom’s taxonomy to differentiate,
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they adapt activities related to the same academic content based on stu-
dents’ abilities, skills, and readiness to engage in certain cognitive tasks.

Utilizing the cognitive domains of the revised Bloom’s taxonomy
(Krathwohl, 2002; see Figure 15.1), teachers can: (1) determine if students
are able to recall information presented in the curriculum (knowing); (2)
assess if students understand the concepts of the curriculum as evidenced
by their ability to explain what they learned (understanding); (3) evalu-
ate the students ability to demonstrate what they learned (applying); (4)
gauge students’ ability to understand what was learned by being able to
form views, make predictions, and compare-contract information (ana-
lyzing); (5) decide if students are able to study, judge, critique, and support
what was taught and learned (evaluating); and (6) consider students’ ability
and skills to use information to develop new, original, and/or improved
approaches (creating). Clearly, the first three levels lack rigor (i.e., know-
ing, understanding, and applying) as opposed to the latter three levels (i.e.,
analyzing, evaluating, and creating).

In many instances, teachers must rely on the formal curriculum
provided by their district. Although Bloom’s taxonomy (Bloom, 1956;
Krathwohl, 2002) provides teachers with a means to develop differentiated
lessons and activities, it does not provide them with the tools needed to
infuse multiculturalism at all or in a meaningful way. When teachers dif-
ferentiate curriculum, they must always infuse multicultural or culturally
responsive content. Rigorous content alone is not sufficient. All content
must be reflective of the world in which we live and respond to the lives
and needs of our students. Banks’s (2009) approach to integrating multi-
cultural content into the curriculum allows this to happen, by giving teach-
ers a framework to infuse high-quality diversity content into daily lesson
plans, activities, and readings.

Banks’s Multicultural Curriculum Model. Banks’s (2009) multicul-
tural curriculum model addresses four levels (also called approaches) of
integration to help Michael and all students increase their level of aware-
ness, enthusiasm, knowledge, and understanding about cultural and racial
diversity, as well as attain a sense of social justice (Gay, 2010). This model is
useful to teachers and curriculum specialists as they develop a framework
for high-quality (rigorous) multicultural lessons. It offers different levels/
approaches of integration, ranging from the very simplistic and pervasive
contributions approach, an approach in which teachers are not required
to change the curriculum and can create and/or reinforce stereotypes
and misperceptions about people of color, to the more complex and often
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neglected social action approach, where teachers empower all students to
identify and solve problems through a social justice/equitable lens.

The first and basic level of Banks’s (2009) Multicultural Curriculum
Model is the Contributions Approach. This approach integrates cultural
content into the curriculum and is most commonly used within class-
rooms because it requires minimal planning to implement. The contribu-
tions level focuses on heroes, holidays, food, fashion, and other discrete
elements within a culture, making this level of integration the least authen-
tic regarding the quality of multicultural engagement, rigor, and substance.
At this low-level approach, students are unable to expand their knowledge
base regarding culturally different groups because the delivered informa-
tion is often superficial, stereotypical, and insufficient to help students gain
an accurate and detailed understanding of others. The result can be new or
reinforced stereotypes promoted among students by the lessons, activities,
materials, and resources.

The Additive Approach is the second level on Banks’s continuum; it is
slightly better than the Contributions Approach. Here, multiculturalism
is implemented using the existing curriculum without changing its basic
or fundamental structure. The Additive Approach does not conceptualize
the content, concepts, themes, and perspectives of the culturally different
students, people, and events. The opposite occurs—teachers add safe and
noncontroversial cultural content to the curriculum, making the back-
ground knowledge needed to understand the content minimal and devoid
of depth and substance. Although the information presented at this level is
more substantive than that of the Contributions Approach, teachers typi-
cally add an assignment to the existing curriculum that requires students
to engage in and obtain minimal knowledge of non-White groups and of
themselves, meaning lack of self-reflection. Therefore, students will not be
challenged or required to understand the significance of the culturally dif-
ferent individuals and groups in the larger scheme of things.

The third level of multicultural integration, the Transformation
Approach, represents high-quality content per Bloom’s taxonomy. Yet,
unlike the previous two levels, Transformation presents the significance of
events, issues, problems, and themes using substantive multicultural con-
tent and material. This level or approach changes the basic goals, struc-
ture, and nature of the curricula used in the classroom, and allows students
to obtain a deeper knowledge base—one that promotes multiple views,
opposing views, empathy, and deep or critical understanding of people,
issues, and events. When multiculturalism is infused at this level, students
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are able to and empowered to view and critique content from the perspec-
tives of groups that differ from their own and examine what they are learn-
ing from more than one viewpoint. This is, of course, critical thinking;
it is also empathy and compassion for oppressed individuals and groups.
In other words, the Transformation Approach addresses—in deep and
authentic ways—events, facts, and characteristics that enable all students
to become more aware of and gain meaningful knowledge and resources
about different cultural groups, especially those who are marginalized.

The fourth and highest level of Banks’s approach to multicultural inte-
gration is Social Action. At this level, students are able to identify, analyze,
and clarify important social problems and issues, make decisions, and take
action to help resolve the issues or problems. When taught at this level, stu-
dents are able to develop and improve their problem-solving skills, as well
as skills in working with and supporting culturally different groups. At this
approach, students are provided with essential information and resources
needed to take actions that enhance the lives of others.

To reiterate, curriculum is incomplete and not culturally responsive
if students are not provided with opportunities to think critically and act
equitably in culturally responsive ways. Curriculum must provide students
with the skills and abilities to think and learn beyond themselves and to
see the world from the viewpoints of others (i.e., empathy). The revised
Bloom-Banks Matrix (Ford-Harris Matrix) marries the components of the
revised Bloom’s taxonomy and Banks’s Multicultural Curriculum Model
to provide teachers with a framework that allows them to create curricula
that provide a multitude of critical thinking levels while integrating mul-
ticultural content; this provides all students with a culturally responsive
and rigorous education.

Ford (2011) defined a culturally responsive education as one that: (a)
has an educational philosophy among educators that is not colorblind, (b)
appreciates and values the cultural differences of students, (c) utilizes a
curriculum that is multicultural and addresses culturally different ways of
learning and understanding, and (d) assesses students using testing/eval-
uation that is culturally and linguistically relevant. Gifted students must
be able to access a flexibly paced and advanced curricula that provides
depth and breadth in their area(s) of strength, as well as curriculum and
instruction that is of interest and relevance to their lives (i.e., culturally
responsive education). Following these protocols will help eliminate inef-
fective and culturally assaultive curriculum and instruction.
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Merging Bloom and Banks for Rigor
and Relevance: Ford-Harris Matrix

To reiterate, the original Bloom-Banks Matrix, developed by Ford and
Harris (1999) and updated by Ford (2011), combines Bloom’s taxonomy
(Bloom, 1956) and Banks’s Multicultural Curriculum Model (2009) to pro-
vide educators with a multicultural gifted education model that reflects
the goals, objectives, and perspectives of differentiated, gifted, and mul-
ticultural education. The result is 24 cells or 4 quadrants based on the six
levels of Bloom by the four levels of Banks (see Figures 15.2 and 15.3).
Trotman-Scott (2014a, 2014b) also color-coded the four quadrants of the
matrix.

The lowest cell is knowledge-contributions (part of Quadrant 1). The
highest and most substantive cell is transformation-social action; this is the
cell (part of Quadrant 4) that all students and teachers are urged to reach,
especially because instruction on this level enables students to engage in
the highest level of critical thinking and multiculturalism.

The Bloom-Banks Matrix, a 4 x 6 matrix, has been color-coded for
conceptual reasons as follows:

¢ Red/Stop = Quadrant 1: Low on both Bloom’s taxonomy and

Bankss multicultural level. When low on Bloom’s taxonomy
(understanding, remembering, and applying) and low on Banks’s
multicultural levels (contributions and additives), students will
know, understand, and apply information about cultural elements,
groups, and concepts but in a superficial way. Gifted students may
not be challenged in either way. Moreover, the content provided
within the red section (Quadrant 1), rarely provides students with
multicultural growth and substance. Instruction on the red level is
very common and many students may have been exposed to simi-
lar information in previous settings.

¢ Yellow/Caution = Quadrant 2: High on Bloom’s taxonomy and

low on Banks’s multicultural levels. Students taught in this quad-
rant are able to compare and contrast, create, and critique infor-
mation about cultural groups, concepts, and themes. This level
requires that students use higher level critical thinking (analyzing,
evaluating, and creating) skills. Although instruction is at a high
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level cognitively, teachers should proceed with caution. Minimal
cultural substance is learned (contributions and additive), which
can lead to students having difficulty grasping multicultural con-
tent and culturally different students in substantive ways. Ford
(2011) argued that this quadrant is common in gifted education
where critical thinking is espoused but in a colorblind way. Gifted
students are thinking critically and solving problems with superfi-
cial multicultural content (e.g., food, fun, fashion, folklore).
Blue/Guarded = Quadrant 3: Low on Bloom’s taxonomy but high
on Banks’ multicultural levels. This quadrant provides students
with opportunities to view cultural events, concepts, and themes
through the lens of other cultures; however, there is little critical
thinking and problem solving involved. Social action may take
place, but the project is superficial, and not likely to have much
impact. The curriculum provided to students elaborates on events,
facts, and characteristics of culturally different groups, enabling
them to become more aware of and gain additional and mean-
ingful knowledge about different groups. In this quadrant, critical
thinking and problem solving are higher than the yellow and red
quadrants, but the cognitive rigor is low (knowing, understanding,
and applying); however, the cultural content is rigorous (transfor-
mation and social action). We find this often among social justice
educators who present deep cultural content (e.g., Afrocentric edu-
cators) but fail to focus on critical thinking and problem solving.
Green/Go = Quadrant 4: High Bloom’s taxonomy and high
Banks’s multicultural levels. Instruction and assignments given
using Quadrant 4 allow students to think critically and solve prob-
lems (analyzing, evaluating, and creating), and view a multitude
of multicultural topics, issues, and themes (transformation and
social action). Importantly, they are empowered to make social
and equitable changes in developmentally appropriate ways. This,
as Ford (2011) indicated, is the ultimate destiny—curriculum is
rigorous and relevant! Students are thinking and solving problems
at the highest levels and are exposed to content that addresses
cultural misunderstandings, stereotypes, and injustices, and that
affirms and supports students of color. This is the win-win quad-
rant for all students and our educational system.
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Pros and Cons of a Few Cells in the Quadrants
of the Revised Bloom-Banks Matrix

Following are examples of cross-curriculum social studies and music
activities for Quadrants 1, 2, and 3 of the revised Bloom-Banks Matrix,
along with possible pros and cons for three of the six cells in each quadrant.
There are no cons or disadvantages for Quadrant 4.

The red Quadrant 1.

Remembering-Contribution. Students are asked to name three Black
musicians popular before the Civil Rights Movement. The pros of this
assignment are that students will be able to remember the names of Black
musicians popular before the Civil Rights Movement. Students may also
be exposed to different genres and content of music performed by Black
artists prior to the Civil Rights Movement.

The possible cons of this requirement are that students will not be
required to provide additional information known about the Black musi-
cians. Also, they will not be required to discuss the genre or the lyrics of the
music as it relates to the times in which the music was created. Moreover,
students will only be required to identify superficial content (names of
musicians).

Understanding-Addition. After reading the history of Precious Lord,
Take My Hand by the African American musician Thomas A. Dorsey, stu-
dents are asked to summarize in their own words what the song meant
to the composer. By completing this assignment, students will be able to
identify and summarize the thoughts and feelings of an African American
composer via restating. However, the information provided is basic and
the information discussed will most likely be less controversial. Also, the
teacher will only add to the curriculum and will not have to change the
curriculum so that it reflects the meaning of music during historical time
periods.

Applying-Contribution. Students are asked to create a model of the
16th Avenue Baptist Church in Birmingham, AL, where four African
American girls were killed when the church was bombed. Students who
complete this assignment will be able to apply new knowledge about the
structure of a church (and apply math concepts during social studies
class). They will also learn about the system of church design and scaling.
Although students will be required to create a model, information about
the church will most likely not cover information about the background
of the girls or the church members. Furthermore, students will most likely
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know more about the structure of the church than the congregation and
the meaning behind the church being bombed.

The yellow Quadrant 2.

Analyzing-Addition. Students are asked to choose a song by an
African American artist that is popular today and compare the lyrics to
those of a song by an African American artist that was popular during
the 1960s Civil Rights Movement—analyzing the similarities and differ-
ences. Students who complete this assignment will be exposed to and will
be able to review lyrics of music from the present and the past. They will
also be able to compare past and present lyrics. However, students will not
be given the opportunity to learn about the background of the artists or
their story behind the music.

Analyzing-Contribution. Students are required to categorize the types
of music written by minorities during the Civil Rights Movement. Students
who complete this assignment may possibly be exposed to different genres
of music than those of which they are familiar. They will also be able to
identify contributions of minority musicians. However, the information
obtained will be basic and will most likely focus only on contributions and
not prejudices or injustices that the musicians may have faced.

Evaluating-Addition. Students are instructed to rank their choice of
music genres during the Civil Rights Movement and explain why they
ranked them as such. By completing this assignment, students will be able
to identify and remember genres most popular during the Civil Rights
Movement. However, information provided about the genres may be
superficial or may be comprised of information that students already know.

The blue Quadrant 3.

Remembering-Social Action. Students are asked what they would have
done if they were a musician in the 1950s to ensure that equality existed
within the music industry. By answering this question, students will be
able to view the perspectives of others who may have been overlooked for
their contributions in music. The question requires students to provide an
answer that may be packed with multicultural content. However, it only
requires students to infer and does not require a higher level of thinking
(i.e., analyzing, evaluating, creating).

Understanding-Transformation. Students are asked to take on the
persona of a musician in the 1960s and describe how they felt when their
music was recognized by the dominant culture. Students who correctly
answer this question will be able to provide an explanation, from another’s
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perspective, and also communicate an understanding of events surround-
ing the recognition of minority musicians by the dominant culture.

Applying-Social Action. Students are required to write a letter to the
local paper unveiling the untruths about the music industry during the
Civil Rights Movement. Students who complete this assignment will be
able to identify the issues of the music industry during that time period.
They will also be able to identify the works of minority musicians and be
able to apply the issues to current concerns within the music industry. This
activity provides the students with a high level of multicultural content.
However, it may not provide them with the necessary rigor, especially if a
student is gifted.

The green Quadrant 4.

Analyzing-Transformation. Students are asked to infer how society
would be different if the original artists’ faces appeared on the cover of
albums in the 1950s. Students will be able to answer the question from the
perspective of those artists who were discriminated against, which requires
a high level of multicultural content and rigor.

Evaluating-Transformation. Students are required to write a story
defending the position of artists of color on the record executives’ decision
to re-record and change album covers in 1950. Students completing this
assignment will be able to present facts and provide an argument about the
injustice of the decision made by record executives during the 1950s. This
activity allows students the opportunity to apply rigor to a situation that is
high in multicultural content.

Creating-Social Action. Students are asked to form an organization
that will safeguard that all artists receive appropriate credit for the songs
they write. By completing this assignment, students will be able to create
a meaningful organization that will ensure justice for not just minority
musicians, but musicians as a whole. Moreover, students will have the
opportunity to create on a level that meets the needs of multiculturalism
and rigor.
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Summary and Conclusion

The goal of educators must be to challenge and engage all students,
especially students like Michael and other students of color who find lit-
tle connection with what they are learning in gifted education classes.
Teachers must utilize resources that enable and empower gifted students
to engage in critical thinking, problem solving, and high-quality multicul-
tural activities. As teachers examine the level of complexity and multicul-
tural content in their curricular choices, they will be able to develop and
implement differentiated lessons using higher levels of both the Bloom and
Banks approaches. The revised Ford-Harris Matrix (Ford, 2011), specif-
ically Quadrant 4, promotes the critical work that aids gifted students as
they delve into deep multicultural content that is rigorous.

High-quality differentiation enables students to increase their levels of
knowledge and skills in their area(s) of strengths. Differentiation should
be based on how culture mediates learning processes. In other words, “all
practice needs to be culturally responsive in order to be best practice”
(Moje & Hinchman, 2004, p. 321).

Differentiating instruction is a strategy that can be used to teach all
students while also maintaining the level of interest and rigor needed to
keep them actively engaged. Also, when the curriculum is culturally rel-
evant, students’ interest and motivation are likely to increase. Using the
original or revised Bloom-Banks’ Matrix (Ford, 2011; Ford & Harris, 1999)
will help teachers meet the academic, social-emotional, and cultural needs
of all students, regardless of their academic skills and intellectual levels.
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