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This study addressed the need to examine how Georgia’s gifted education policies 
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South Georgia Regional Educational Service Agency (RESA). It examined teachers’ 

es for gifted education. Specifically, the study investigated teachers’ 
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these differences would be reflected in participants’ responses and that such vari

RESA region. Additionally, it was assumed that teachers’ reported perceptions and 
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(Reis & Renzulli, 2016). As Dixson et al. (2021) assert, “If all student

and developing, then the school has failed its mission” (p. 22

education teachers’ perceptions of these practices, how frequently they are applied, and 
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education is grounded in three interrelated theoretical frameworks: Vygotsky’s
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understanding how teachers’ beliefs shape the implementation of gifted education
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Following university IRB guidance, “force response” settings were not enabled in 
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Across nearly all practices, “higher quality work” was among the most frequently 

“Deeper understanding” also emerged frequently as a top outcome, particularly 

“Persistence” appeared as a common outcome for differentiation (68.4%), flexible 

grouping (73.5%), and formative assessment (62.9%). Similarly, “active engagement” 
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


address their gifted or advanced child’s strengths and needs?  

    

their gifted and advanced child’s 

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑

❑
❑

❑
❑

















❑
❑
❑

❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑


















❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑



❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑
❑





https://valdosta.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5iO2IGBw6t4BLV4
https://cdn.ymaws.com/nagc.org/resource/resmgr/knowledge-center/nagc_2019_prek-grade_12_gift.pdf


You are being asked to participate in a survey research project entitled “Exploring Perceptions 

Georgia RESA,” which is being conducted by Christine Hardy, a doctoral 
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their gifted or advanced children’s strengths and needs. 
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–

–
• Have worked with students officially identified as “gifted”

• Have a student currently “on watch” who you are planning to 

As a fellow kindergarten teacher, I truly understand how busy you are. That’s exactly 
why I’m conducting this research—

–

https://valdosta.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5iO2IGBw6t4BLV4
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do list while closing up their classrooms, but I’m 

–

—

—

If you haven’t already, would you mind taking 10 minutes to complete the 

—

✔️

—

https://valdosta.co1.qualtrics.com/jfe/form/SV_5iO2IGBw6t4BLV4 
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