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Asrr JiffY GROUPING 
Cooperative Learning or Ability Grouping: 

A Student's View 

This artJc/. W<lS Wllnen l<lSr yssr by AUJANICEX •• gifted srudont at Nlxon-8mlloy Middlo School 
(Nlxon-$miloy CISD, Nixon, TX), in ",spons. to an art'c'.'n rhe toeal newspaper In favor of 
coopersrlVl/foamlngln holerogeneously"groupodcla .. rooms. The.rtielo waS published in the 
peper ... Iettarto the editor and was .ubm/ned to tempo by All's G/Tloachor Molba K. Brown. 
All was In tho .. venlh g,"do when she WIota tho .rtJcIe. This student _live mak.s an 
interesUng ccntrlburlon to our Issue on ability grouping. Tho Editors 

There has been a big controversy over the bast way to group and educate students BO that 
they reach their maximwn potential. Many .chool official. are starting to lean toward the 
practice of coopera.tive learning to educate students and do not realize the hnporlanee of 
ability gttOuping. I know this not only from educational research, but from my own 
experience in past school years. 

Cooperative learnini doe. not ne ... oarily promote learning ror either the high- or low
ability students in the .ame group. Gil\;ed student. often end up doing othar 8tud8nli" work 
becau8e of tha pre8sure of the group grade and getting the work do"e. When thl. happens. 
the whole group, even those who did not contribute any work to the project, receive a 
good grade. Thi. i. something that has botha",d m. the l.st row years or 8chool. It would 
extremely upset me when I did all of our group work, and 80me of the other students got 
• good grade for nothing. Not only did the other .tude"t. ",.eive a higher grad., but tha 
group 'projects offered me no special challenge. 

The high-ability students are not the only one. affected by thl. type of grouping; so are 
low-a.bility students., Usually the work in the group is too hard for the low-ability 
students, 80 the higher-ability students will do the work for them, and the lower-ability 
students will not benefit &om that particular exercise. Lower-ability· students are in 
jeopardy of losing selfwesteem and self-concept when grouped with higher students. 
Some low-ability studentB are slow in grasping ideas and are unable to contribute to the 
d.i$el1$8iont thus making them feel like losers. 

Cooperative learning would be better if the gap of students' abilities is less than two grade 
levels apart. It would also be better if gifted students were allowed to work togeth.ert 
getting individual rather than group grades and creating p:tOjeete. tha.t cantt be done by 
one student elone. In these two ways, students will be able to work together, but will not 
do each othe ... • work b .... ".. they will be on tho sam. ability level and will be able to do 
the work themselves. 

But there is an alternative to cooperative learning: ability grouping. In this type of 
grouping students are grouped according to their ability. In this way low-ability students 
will be grouped together so thay will not b. intimidated by higher students and won't have 
their work done for them. Also. the gifted students will be a.ble to work to their full 
potential and not be held back by lower student.. The lOW-Ability stndents and gifted 
students can do exercises and tests on an appropriate level and ability. 

School oftieia.1$ ahould consider ability grouping more carefully as an alternative to 
cooperative learning. Ability gteruping will meet the needs of all students by challenging 
them so that they are motivated and learn at an appropriate level. 



FROM THE PRESIDENT 
Ann 'l'rull 

Momentum for the Gifted 
The Fifteenth Anniversary 
Conference of the Texas Asso
ciation for the Gifted and Tal
ented, held November 18-21, 
1992, in Austin, exemplified 
momentum for the gifted. 
This annual professional development 
conference brought 4,400 educators, 
parents, and other community mem~ 
bers together as advocates for gifted 

youth. Conference participants were united in a common cause
to promote appropriate education for tbe gifted and talented. To 
quote Larry Bielat (more below), there was "a rolling, whirling, 
booming enthuBiasm j

, as participants scurried to more than 275 
sessions, more than 140 exhibits, and a host of special evente. 
Content presented was "galvanized to the highest of ideals." 
Networking among colleagues resulted in a "bursting force of 
energy." 

In hi. 1987 book Words of Champions. (East Lansing, MI: All
Sports Art and Publication, Inc., PO Box 4399) Larry Bielat, 
former football coach at Michigan State University, has described 
momentum as follows (p.l02): 
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MOMENTUM is everything. It makes all things possible. 
In an organization, it converts individuals into a team of 
dedicated devotion. It lifts and transforms them beyond 
a personal interest and unites them in a. common cause. 

MOMENTUM requires integrity to say "we must do 
better." It is an arduous pledge, because where there is 
no pain, there is not momentum. It requires the bursting 
force of energy and indomitable courage. It is the unre
lenting quest for breaking the rigid bonds of institutional 
paralysis. It demands the full effort and commitment of 
all, galvanized to the highest of ideals. An organization 
with momentum has an impelling and infectious urge 
and surge. A rolling, whirling, booming enthusiasm. An 
undisciplined fervor for the fray and venture. Forward, 
always forward. Advancing. Achieving. Always at an 
accelerating pace. 

MOMENTUM doesn't just happen. It requires the elec
trifying force of a leader. Single-minded and unswerving 
in the pursuit of an objective, with an ardor and zeal 
which knows no bounds. It demands an intense, towering 
energy and a keen sense of destiny. And most of all, the 
raging vision and pa •• ion to b. the best. 

MOMENTUM is everything ... because it drives, directs 
and determines the organization's destiny. 

(See PRESIDENT. p. 25) 
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR UPDATE 
Connie McLendon 

Recent Executive Board Action 

EXECUTIVE BOARD APPROVES 

PRIORITY GOALS FOR 1993 

• To educate the public about gifted students in a 
way that assures understanding and acknowledgement 
of their needs and commitment to financial support 
80 that quality services for all gifted will be 
provided; 

• To increase revenue and diversify sources of 
income in a way that perpetuates fiscal stability so 
that membership services are maintained, enhanced, 
and expanded; and 

• To develop an action plan in a way that facilitates 
" smooth transition to governance by a 
policy-making board 80 that the Association will 
function efficiently and effectively, 

BOARD ALSO APPROVES 1993 LEGISLATIVE 

PLATFORM SUPPORTING ACTION TO 

• Identify and serve gifted and talented students at 
each grade level as mandated by the Texas Legis
lature; 

• Support the current level of services to gifted 
and talented students a. set forth by statute and 
State Board of Education Rule; 

• Support equitable funding for the gifted and 
talented as well as other special populations; and 

• Support quality education and training in the area 
of gifted education for all teachers, counselors, 
and administrators. 

MEMBERSHIP DUES TO INCREASE 
TAGT is the nation's largest organization support
ing programs and services for gifted and talented 
with membership totaling 7,352 on January 1, 
1993. TAGT continues to maintain and improve 
services for its growing membership even in the 
face of ever-increasing operational costs. After a 
two-year postponement, the Executive Board, in 
September, reluctantly approved an annual dues 
increase. This action was taken to assure support 
of the financial framework required to operate an 
organization the size of TAGT. Effective July 1, 
1993, annual member dues for individuals will 
increase to $25; family member dues will remain 
at .the current $25 rate; and full-time student due. 
will increase from $10 to $15. 

WINTER 1993 

TAGT MEMBEBERSHIP BENEFITS 

Membership benefits supported by annual due. 
include a $25 discount toward registration for 
the annual conference. Member dues help support 
TAGT's annual scholarship program which grew 
from $14,000 to $60,000 between 1989 and 
1993. TAGT has endowed funds for two very 
special awards-the $500 Ann Shaw Scholarship, 
awarded annually to an elementary or secondary 
student and the $500 Carole Vermillion schol
arship, given annually to an educator or parent. 

How your $25 annual member.hip dues BUp

port TAGT's advocacy effort and membership 
services: 

• TAGT's annual scholarship program 

• TAGT's growing list of publications 
- 4 issues of tempo, TAGT's quarterly journal 

and newsletter 
- Insights, annual directory of summer pro

grams and TAGT scholarship opportunities 
- Capitol New8, TAGT's legislative bulletin 

published monthly during Legislative sessions 
- August registration catalog for TAGT's fall 

annual conference 
- Early-bird brochure and registration packet 

for TAGT-TEA summer conference for parents 

• Legislative and State Board of Education moni
toring and representation 

• News, information, and representation by 
regional directors on TAGT Executive Board 

• TAGT-sponsored membership meetings in each 
of the 20 ESC geographic regions of the state 

• 
Association on the Move 

! ",oo~---II--
I _.If--
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Protected 

Readers, 

I am deeply humbled by the trust and responsi. 
bility you have given me as editor of the tempo. 
I pledge my finest effort to continue the unfold· 
ing of the publication that the tempo is yet to 
become. 

Because part of the winter publication was 
planned before I was elected, you will find a 
grouping article under my authorship in this 
issue. One might think that with Karen Roger's 
work and the other outstanding pieces that we 
pr •• ent to you here, we would have said ev· 
erything about this subject, but there i8 
something further I'd like you to give thought to. 

Grouping is not the same as tracking or railing. 
Cooperative learning is not the same as working 
in a group. Since self·esteem is at the heart of 
reception of cognitive input, if people do not 
believe they can learn as well as others, or that 
they learn differently from others, fragile young 
self esteems can be crumbled to the point that 
they can no longer demonstrate any gifts. Working 
in a group where others do things and think 
things that are profonndly different from the 
way the child does, can lead to masking in all 
children, not just the gifted. Maybe the word 
gifted is the culprit. What that stands for to each 
individual overloads rational thought. It is far 
too generic a name; for everyone starts out 
with gifts, and many finish with them. 

What thes. children are is needy. They are 
educationally needy and emotionally needy. They 
have needs that are even greater than the most 
physically and mentally challenged children, for 
their endurance and patience are challenged 
before they have had an opportunity to develop 
a reservoir of endurance and before examples 
of patience are exhibited before them. 

These needy children belong with other needy 
children who match themselve •. They must 
have each other to feel secure and to be mirrors 
of what they know and what they feel. They will 
complete each other. 

Learning-schooling-is a state of mind; it should 
be a place of contemplation without prejudice. 
The essence of learning is not a costume change 
dictated by a cultural script; it is when the 
spatial, rational, and emotional dimensions 

OUR EDITORIAL FOCUS 
Mary Seay 

Association 

suddenly connect. and, these needy children are 
consistently deprived of their one source of self 
appreciation: Protected assgciatioD with peen 
wbo thjnk as they do. 

They need to live fully in the short time allotted 
to them. With each other they can appreciate 
today every day. No one i. promised tomorrow. 
Together, they can finally open their minds and 
hearts and make their feelings available to both 
themselves and to others who are like them. 

Unless they are allowed to connect with these 
mental peers, they may never be able to become 
unstintingly involved with life, to feel and fuse 
with it, because they may not have had enough 
practice paying attention to it through each 
other. They may miss life because, as Dewitt 
Jone. reminded us (see p. 27), life doesn't make 
appointments, and insights come only when at· 
tention i. focus.d. 

Was it Mark Twain who wrote, ·You cannot 
.trengthen the weak by weakening the strong"? 

iI! 

The Bill of Rights for 
Gifted Children 

(ReprInted from the Dec9mber 1981 North Carolirlll AMoeiatilJD rw ill, 
Gifted lind TaI,nwd. :N'ew,Wtw,) 

1. Tho right to be interel!led. 
2. The right to be challenged. 

S. Tho right to explore interests in depth. 

4. The right to "",ate produolB Or perfunnan"". 
for real-world consumption. 

5. The right to be exwsed from drill on material 
alreadY ma.te.ed. 

6. Tho right to contact with intellectual pee ••. 

7. The right to be involved in decilJlon·maklng 
about hiolher edue.tIon. 

8. Tho riiht to ""1"'0" diV01'gOnt points of view. 

9. The right to be unique and dlffsrent In a society 
that values conformity and equality. . 

10. Tho right to have time for thinking and 
dreaming. 

11. Tho right to have support and stimulatloo 
from significant adults. 

12. Tho right to fail. 

tempo WINTER 1993 



Ability Grouping 

Ability: Grouping by 
Why the Controversy? 

Karen B. Rogers 
University of St. Thomas 

Grouping by ability has been a popular 
management strategy in American 
schools from its first documented implementa
tion (in 1919 in Detroit), through its first evalua
tions as a practice (1927, Salt Lake City J. The issues 
surrounding ability grouping, however, have proven 
controversial in most of the decades in which it has 
been practiced. 

In the 1930. Witty and Wilkin. (1933) reviewed 
extant literature, concluding that ability grouping 
was mOre helpful than harmful. By the 1960., the 
body of actual research, not to mention the prolifera
tion of articles and "think pieces" in the popular and 
professional press t led Passow to write a classic 
article, "The Maze of the Research on Ability Group
ing." In it, he concluded that it waS almost too 
difficult to put all the studies on grouping together in 
any re"soned, scholarly way because of the wide 
range of differences in study design, duration of the 
study "treatment," the variety of grouping strate
gies used, the numbers and age levels of study 
participants, how outcomes were measured, and the 
variety of sUhject area. for which grouping was 
studied. 

Concerns have been raised in the past decade once 
again about the wisdom of grouping .tudent. by their 
level. of ability. In fact, there have been con.iderable 
differences in conclusions between the set of what 
might be called "re.earch" journals and the body of 
educational literature, designated as "profe •• ional" 
journals, aimed more for the consumption of school 
practitioners and decision makers. The controversy 
has been exacerbated by the national movements for 
school reform, concerns for social equity, a focus on 
the affective issues in the sociali~ation of school 
children, and concerns for raising the performance 
and expectation level. of "at risk" children. 

Why has this controversy "reared its ugly head" yet 
another time? What are the "real issues" behind the 
controversy? Why do educators continue to have 
trouble with what the re.earch really says? 

tempo WINTER 1993 

Question One: Are the research journals or 
the professional journals right? 
"Body of literaturert is a good descriptor for the 
grouping research; the literature i. huge. There 
are approximately 750 work. of one form or 
another, of which 100 are quantitative reports 
of research, another 75 are qualitative analyses 
of re.earch, and the remainder repre.ent opin
ion, program descriptions, and persuasive es
says based on personal experiences, favorable 
or unfavorable. Attempts in earlier decades to 
cluster research findings relied on reviews of 
research, but by the time of Passow's expressed 
fru.tration about this i.sue, the numbers of 
contradictory studies were so large that simple 
box score counts of positive and negative re
search conclusions were inadequate for inter
preting the.e large bodies of re.earch fairly. 

Well, if research reviewers have difficulty 
understanding the research, what do educators 
"in the trenche." do when confronted with this 
mass of confusion? If they don't ju.t throw' up 
their hands and say "'Forget research, rm going 
to rely on common sense and my own experi
ence," they might ultimately resort to readable 
syntheses Or interpretations of the grouping 
re.earch. Unfortunately, in recent years the 
synthe.e. published in reputable re.earch and 
research review journals have drawn one set of 
conclusions and the .ynth •••• prepared for pro
fe.sional journals subscribed to by school prin" 
cipals and classroom teachers have drawn an
other set of conclusions. Part of this difference 
in conclu.ions can be blamed on the "tran.lation 
effect," whereby when One simplifies first
hand information for the less well-trained audi
ence of readers, one may inadvertently remove 
some element of truth and distort the overall 
findings. One can only imagine the translation 
effect as a game of "telephone" where, as a 
message is passed from one teller to the next, it 
becomes increasingly confused by each teller's 
attempt. to make meaning of the confusion in 
pas.ing it on. In the body of profe.sional litera-

(See AO(lEAS, p. 14) 
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Ahility CUHlping 

"We've Had Our Ups and Downs": 
Current Concerns Related to Grouping Gifted Students 

Virginia R. Beidelman and Beth FO(Jse 
The UniversIty of Texas at Tyler 

Many school administrators, teachers, and 
parents throughout Texas are currently grap
pling with difficult decisions related to the 
effective grouping of students for instruction. 

An important issue which has complicated these 
deliberations has been recent legislation in Texas 
which mandates appropriate educational .er
vices for student. id.ntified as gifted and tal
.nt.d (H.B. 1050, 1987). Two earlier pieces of 
federal legislation have impacted decisions in 
this area also. Fir.t, Th. Rehabilitation Act of 
1973, Section 504 prohibits discrimination or 
denial of benefits to otherwise qualified peopl. 
with disabilities by any program or activity 
r.c.iving federal financial assistance. Addition
ally, IDEA, (Individuals With Disabilities Act, 
1990), with its philo.ophy of least restrictive 
environment, has introduced a somewhat differ
ent perspective on grouping in regular class
rooms. 

6 

Consonant with this philosophy, some educational 
researchers and reformers are advocating radical 
changes in .chool grouping practices. For example, 
Oakes (1985) and Oakes & Lipton (1990) call for 
the elimination of all forms of grouping in the 
name of de-tracking. Slavin's (1988) synthesis 
of re •• arch on grouping in both elementary and 
secondary schools has been used by many .chools 
to guide decisions in this area. An important 
factor to note, however, is that Slavin, who is an 
oppenent of grouping, did not include .tudi •• of 
enriched and accelerated cia •••• in his analyses. 
Th.r.for., Slavin's conclusions on the negligible 
effects of the homogeneous grouping of stud.nt. 
should be viewed with caution. On the other hand, 
Kulik (1992) stresses that "grouping programs 
could help students, especially high-aptitude and 
talented young.t.rs" (p.17). As a result, the 
way. in which alternate grouping configurations 
affect the achievement of all students, including 

. the gifted, i. currently one of the primary issues 
of concern to parents, teachers, and administra
tors throughout the state. 

As assistant profe •• or. in The School of Edu
cation and Psychology at The University of Texas 

at Tyl.r, w. have many opportunities to interact 
with administrators, parents, and teachers 
acrose: Texas. In this rolel we have observed 
that many schools are e"periencing challenging, 
and often confusing, decisions as they examine 
options related to grouping procedure •. For .x
ample, .everal .chools in East Texas that have 
moved toward heterogeneous grouping have 
recently come to realize the hard way that 
grouping decisions, particularly with gifted 
student., need to be made slowly and with great 
deliberation. Moreover, they have come to re
alize that attention to rel.vant re.earch on the 
effect. of grouping with gifted students should he 
utilized to guide more informed decision-making. 

Unfortunately, many .chool., in a .incere effort 
to move toward an inclusionary model of edu
cation, have moved too quickly toward hetero
geneous grouping of stud.nte across ability levels 
with scant attention to research which could 
guide more appropriate decisions for gifted 
studentsl needs. ~ a resultl many of these same 
schools have been forced to respond to legitimate 
questions which have been raised, and Occa
sionally taken to the local .chool board, by 
parent. and teachers of the gifted. Some of these 
cases have been taken as far as the Texas State 
Board of Education. A. a r.suit, some of the 
.chools have decided to return to more homo
geneous grouping patterns, especially for the 
gifted students; other achoolsl according to some 
par.nt., are simply not giving satisfactory re
sponses to their concerns in this matter. 

In any case, the various school boards and ad
ministrators have come to the realization that 
grouping decisions not only affect students, but 
also exert a ripple-effect on the .ocial context of 
.chool: the teachers, the parents, and the 
community. In some instances, because of site
based management patternSI decisions have been 
mad. to shift from between-class homogeneous 
grouping patterns to heterogeneous grouping 
patterns. Some of the more traditional homoge
neou. grouping patterns that have been in place 
include ability-grouped class assignments, spe-

(See B51D5LMAN & FOUSE. p.16) 
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TAGT Position Statement On 
Staff Development 

In order to be effective in meeting the needs of gifted children, educators-Including teachers, 
administrators, counselors, and other staff-must have high-level training in gifted education. 
The Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented recommends that school districts provide 
professional development experiences in gifted education which are comprehensive. focused. 
and coordinated. We recommend that the state requirement for 30 hours of staff development 
for teachers of the gifted should include training in each of the five core areas: 

• Nature and needs of the giUed (characteristics) 

• Identification and assessment of the gifted 

• Dillerenllated curriculum for the gifted Including 
curriculum development and performance-based 
assessment 

• Social and emotional needs of tho giUed 

• Creativity 

TAGT recommends the following as additional staff training for teachers who have metthe five 
core com ponents: 

• Resources for the gifted • Testing and interpretation 

• Ctassroom strategtes (by content area) • Counseling 

• Research • tmplementing change 

• Portfolio assessment • MantorShips 

• Special poputatlons (learning disability. • Product assessment 
at-risk. economically disadvantaged. etc.) • Creative skills and critical thinking 

• Curriculum compacting • Appropriate uses of cooperative 

• Program design and evaluation learning 

• Working with parents of the gmed • Characteristics of good teachers of 
the gi~ed 

TAGT encourages teachers of the gifted to seek professional development in the optional 
areas of training and recommends that all teachers should gain an awareness level in the areas 
vital to serving the needs of gifted students. Optimally. teachers of the gifted will complete a 
Texas Gifted and Talented Endorsement Program. (See the TAGT publication University 
Programs In Gifted Education In the Stale of Texas.) 

Reference 

Johni!l~n, S. (1991). Excellenco Inlhe eoucalion ollaach8l's 0111"18 glUM ancJ talented, TAGT tempo, 9(4), 6-7.12, 
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Cooperative Learnin~: 
On Closer Inspectlon 

Sharon Boutwell, Project Director 
Spring Branch ISO, Houston 

What do mixed-ability grouping, 
flexible grouping, tracking, homog
enous, and heterogeneous grouping 
have in common? All are terms that involve 
bringing students together for the common purpose of 
learning. Debate rage. over which form of grouping 
should be used in schools. Which one is right; which one i. 
wrong? Are we sacrificing one group of students in an 
effort to educate another? Regardless of the answer to 
these difficult questions, one can be certain that some
thing called cooperatiue learning will be used at one time 
or another. 

But are these classrooms really employing cooperative 
learning, or are they merely doing group work and calling 
it cooperative learning? Is cooperative learning just 
another educational practice whose training manuals are 
destined to collect dust? Or will cooperative learning 
become a permanent part of the repertoire of learning 
strategies featured in America's classrooms? By exam
ining .everal concerns ahout the effective use of coop
erative learning, individuals currently employing its 
practice and those interested in beginning will be more 
enlightened. From this enlightenment, coupled with the 
use of this learning strategy, the.e practitioners will 
determine the fate of cooperative learning. 

One misconception regarding the effective use of coop
erative learning is that doing group work i. actually 
cooperative learning. Group learning is not necessarily 
synonymous with cooperative learning (Doci<lormsn, 1990). 
The idea of students working together in groups is not 
new. In fact, most activities occurring on the playground 
are group oriented, and most classrooms are organized 
around large group concepts. Additionally, although dis
couraged through cooperative learning, competition still 
remains prevalent in most group work (Manning & Lucking, 1992). 

Teachers may be teaching groups, but the participants 
often compete with one another for grades or other 
academic rewards. Even small group activities that 
traditionally take place in the classroom are not really 
cooperative (Dockterman, 1990). Although the students 
may cooperate by sharing ideaa~ research materials, or 
supplies, the focus is still on the indiuidual. 

tempo WINTER 1993 

In contrast, the key to cooperative learning is interde
pendence. Based on the control theory of William Glasser, 
a psychiatrist known for his theory of reality therapy, 
the members of the group must have a stake in each 
other's understanding and success (Glasser, 1986). Merely 
to assign people a tesk is not enough. For true cooperation 
to take place, "students must realize they sink or swim 
together-that anything they do individually is just one 
part of whatever whole the group must learn or produce" 
(G<lugh, 1987). 

Comments" like 4fusing cooperative learning is less 
stres.ful-if not less work for teachers-than the tradi
tional lecture approach," demonstrate yet another concern 
regarding the effective use of this educational practice 
(Willis, 1992). Namely, individuals using cooperative 
learning are not aware of the complexity of this learning 
strategy or the desired outcomes from its use. For 
example, the process of learning cooperatively actually 
improves the acquisition and retention of content and 
skills throughout the curriculum (Dockterman, 1990). 
However, teachers often hinder the effective use of 
cooperative groupe by failing to integrate what they teach 
with how they teach it (Gough, 1987). 

On the other hand, If students are not taught to accept a 
variety of leadership and facilitator roles and learning 
styles, then group members will resort to relying on the 
"smart" kid to do all the work and wait for the completed 
work to be given to the other group members. This Occurs 
in classrooms of the gifted as well. In fact, perfectionists 
find it extremely difficult to let others be responsible for 
doing the work as 4fthey won't do it right." Conversely, 
some gifted students are such strong leaders that they 
skillfully manage to arrange for others to do all the work. 

These outcomes are hardly reflective of the interdependent 
community of learners that cooperative learning strives 
to achieve. Additionally, when students are "subjected 
to the same lock-step, grade-restricted curriculum, and 
teacher-controlled pace of instruction, grouping practices 
alone cannot be expected to produce differences in 
achievement" (Mills a.nd Durden, 1992). 

A third concern about the effective use of cooperative 
learning is the lack of understanding for both the role of 
the teacher and the amount of preparation required in 

IS •• 80U1WELL, p. 17) 
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Ability Groupin,,; 

A Bicycle Ride: Why We Need Grouping 
Sylvia Rimm 
Education Assessment Servioe Ino. 

Reprhl.ttid with p!!ltm~~iOrt (rom Or. :Rimm'lI n~w.lett~r 
"How to Stop Underachievement. A PaI'Elrtt and Tei!1~hl!lr 
NIjIW,jI9Ulilf to Insure Student Achievement," (1991). 
vol. 1(3) PJJ. 1_3. 

In the interest of enhancing our 
physical fitness, my husband and I 
decided we would do some daily bicy
cling. Mountain bikes were the appro
priate vehicles for our hilly Wisconsin 
countryside since they pro"ide 21 
gears including a /ojgranny gear" for 
the steeper climbs. I started our new 
activity after a fairly rigorous lap 
swimming regime. I considered my
self reasonably physically fit. My 
husband had not been exercising 
regularly during the winter so I had 
some early stamina advantage. 

We rode off in the early morning 
together, learning the appropriate 
gear use and appreciating the spring 
renewal around us. On our first two 
or three mornings we were well 
matched and the biking felt like a 
reasonably social hobby. After less 
than a week, my husband's strength 
and endurance far e"ceeded mine. My 
slow pace no longer provided suffi
cient physical fitness challenge for 
him. Since our prime reason for bi
cycling was fitness, I suggested he 
feel free to go ahead at his own speed. 
The five-mile course provided plenty 
of challenge for me, but he soon added 
an extra two miles. We waved as we 
passed each other going in reverse 
directions. 

Our daughter, Sara, visited from 
college se"eral weekends. She joined 
us and it was "ery clear that, thanks 
to her youth and condition, a fitness 
experience for her demanded more 
challenge t·han either of uS wanted. 
Although we could ride together so
cially for a short time, if we were 
truly to provide ourselves with a 
cardiovascular workout, paces and 
distances would be different for each 
of us. 
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Reflecting on my feelings of being left 
behind and my husband's and 
daughter's needs to bike ahead for 
fitness, I identified out biking expe
riences with the controversy that 
presently surrounds educational 
grouping in our schools. 

First I imagined that not three, but 
twenty-three of uS were biking on 
that country road. Then I asked my
self many questions about my feelings. 
There seem to be questions which 
teachers and parents should ask 
themselves about grouping in the 
classroom. Please pretend you are 
hiking with me and share my questions. 

1. Was the main purpose of our biking 
social or physical fitness? 

2. Would It have been possible for all of us 
to meet our social and physical goals with the 
same activity? 

3. How did I feel in being the slowest biker? 
Would I feel better ifthere were some other slow 
bikers near me? 

4. How would my husband and daughter 
have le~ II I had a.Ked them to slow their pac. 
for me or spend most of their time teaching me 
to bike better? 

5. How would I feel about myself If the 
more able bIKers were to spend most of their 
time teaching me or slowing down to walt for 
me? 

6. Would the better bikers enjoy biking 
wijh persons with .Imllar skills, .trength, and 
endurance? 

7. How could I feel good about my physical 
mnes. activity even though I was .Iowest? 

8. How would I feel if an outsider insisted 
that I keep up with the taster bikers? 

9. Howwould I feel If others did not seethe 
value of my physical fitness activity for me? 

10. How would I feel If my fltne.s and 
strength Improved but I was forced to continue 
to ride at my same speed and distance? 

If you've wandered through my bicy
cling questionSj please return to the 
same questions and pretend you are a 
student in a classroom. In each of the 
questions I replace physica.l fitness 
with educational fitness. Replace the 
word biking with school. Now answer 

those questions they relate to class
room grouping. 

Here are my answers: 
1. The primary purpose of school is not a 

.oclal experience, but educational fltn •••. We 
should not Ignore the social. butthere are many 
opportunities within the school and community 
for soclailif. that will not Invade on the Impor
tance of educational fitness. 

2. We can't meet all students' social and 
educational fitness needs with the same 
aetlvities. They can be better met by including 
grouping for some parts of the curriculum, but 
not using grouping for others. 

3. No student would like to be considered 
the .Iowe.t In the class. Avoiding having .mall 
groups of slow readers with only two or three 
children will prevent that sense of their feeling 
like "losers:' 

4. Students who need more challenge 
resent teachers and other students who slow 
down their learning process. They legitimately 
feel bored in class and tend to feel superior to 
other kid. 1ft hey 'pendthelr .chooltlmete.chlng 
Instead of learning. 

5. Slower students hesitate to ask ques
tion., volunteer. and dl.cu.s If they feel like 
they are slowing other students down. Feeling 
like they're slowing others down in not good for 
one's self-concept. 

6. Very capable students do enjoy learn
Ing with Intellectual peers and otten miss the 
stimulation when peers are not available. 

7. Children enjoy the sensa of learning if 
they feel they are making progress. Setting and 
reaching personal goals is importantforchildren 
at all levels. 

8. Children feel pressured l1they are rushed 
beyond capacity. 

9. Children who are notvlewed as achieving 
by parents and teachers don't feel good about 
themselves. all students should feel the sense 
of accomplishment and the wonh-whlleness of 
effort. 

10. It's Important to show children paths 
for movement between groups. panlcularly 
upward mobility through effort. 

Based on relatively limited research, 
the concept of academic grouping is 
rapidly disappearing from classrooms 
throughout our nation. As we try to 
save children from feeling like 

(s •• AIMM, p.tS) 
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Ahilily (;Iollping 

Grouping Gifted Children 

MarySeay 
San Angelo ISD 

The most important 
endeavor any nation 
can undertake is the 
education of its people. 
The posture of its defensive 
capability, its economic pro
ductivity, and its scientific 
and technological expertise all 
stem from the quality of its edu
cation system, and in particular 
the quality of the educational 
opportunities afforded its most 
gifted youth. We are committed to 
the American education system, to 
quality education for our children, 
and to vital, effective programs of 
the highest quality in every school 
district for our brightest. 

An alarming trend i. in motion in 
American education to place the pro
grams for highly gifted students un
der the rubric of ability grouping, 
tracking, or railing. There is confu
sion in the research that classes for 
honors ability students, referred to 
in the research base as high ability, 
constitute classes for gifted student •. 
There is a vast distinction, supported 
in the literature, between the char
acteristics of a typical honors stu
dent to whom grades are important, 
and those of a highly gifted child to 
whom grades often have little prior
ity. The misunderstanding of what 
gifted programs should provide, has, 
in some cases, caused the acceler
ated classes and enrichment programs 
for the gifted and talented to be in
cluded among programs to be felled. 

Mixed ability grouping in classrooms 
in which whole group instruction and 
cooperative learning are the major 
pedagogical delivery systems has been 
suggested to replace a leveled ability 
program for the gifted (Slavin 1987; 
Oakes, 1985). The gravity of this 
ignorance of the needs of our gifted 
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students reaches exponential pro
portions when we become aware that 
this facet of our community will be
come leaders in industry, business, 
government, science, and medicine 
and that one among this group will 
find the cure for cancer, for AIDS, 
and for the torn ozone layer. 

In many states) gifted programs come 
under the umbrella of Special Educa
tion. Legislatures employ the sound 
rationale that highly gifted children 
are handicapped in the present regular 
education system. Regardless of 
where gifted is housed, there must 
be a provision made for a least
restrictive environmental setting 
for the gifted students, which i. among 
their intellectual peers. Highly gifted 
students need to be placed within a 
school environment which allows the 
opportunity for these students to 
interact with those intellectual peers 
in a. learning climate that is explor
ing, challenging, and innovative. 

When grouped together, gifted stu
dents represent a very diverse 
population, a Gossian curve repre
senting a wide range of temperaments, 
personalities, and talents. Because of 
the temperamental diversity of the.e 
students, we believe that as highly 
gifted students learn to cooperate 
within such a diverse culture, they 
will develop the tools and self-confi
dence to work well with people from 
all walks of life. 

Additionally, some research has 
shown that gifted students adjust as 
well as typical students in social 
group settings; therefore, if coop
erative learning is being used to as
sure that the gifted child becomes 
socialized and that coopera.tive 
learning should be used as a kind of 
therapy to help them conform, look
ing at Janos and Robinson (1985) 
should dispel the assertion that gifted 
students are less likely to get along 

with others. This research found that 
gifted students are no less likely than 
the general population to suffer so
cial adjustment difficulties (in 
Robinson, 1990). 

Gifted students are often demeaned 
and invalidated by typical classroom 
students because of their advanced 
abilities and their divergent responses. 
Upon occasions) even classroom 
teachers have been known to be 
sarcastic and belittling to "ery bright 
outspoken students. There is much 
anecdotal literature which demon· 
strates that young children mask their 
abilities and responses when among 
their age peers, and feel lonely and 
devalued in heterogeneous group 
settings. In addition to their some
times cavalier attitude toward 
grades, highly gifted students are not 
always nuriurant of children who are 
not thinking a.s abstractly as they 
and, therefore, are much poorer role 
models than are the high ability hon
ors students. 

Not surprisingly then, Gamoran 
(1989) has shown that the achieve
ment of highly gifted youth decline. in 
mixed classes; they should have 
challenging curricular materials to 
meet their special needs. The best 
educational eKperience for highly 
gifted youth is enrollment in a full
time 

program in which all or nearly all 
school lime Is spenlwllh glned peers, 
highly oompel.nll.achers who have 
been trained to work wllh lhe gifted, 
and the curriculum designed to be 
hIghly conceptua.l and accelera.ted. 

Whll. Ills clear lhat youth differ 
from an early age In their specific 
areas of strength ortalent, IT is never
theless the case that many highly 
gifted youth are strong In several 
academic domains such as language 
skills, mathematlos, and science and 
exceptional in one of the domains. 
Thus, they can profit from enriched 

(See SEAY, p.'S) 
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Cluster Grouping Fact Sheet: How to Provide Full-Time 
Services for Gifted Students on Existing Budgets 

Susan Winebrenner, President 
Education Consulting Service, Lombard, IL 

Barbara Devlin, Consultant 

ThIs srtJcJe h8s been reproduced WIth the psrml88lon of The 
Nafionsl Ffesssrch Center an tile aJtt9d Bnd relented from ths 
Fall 199i2 NROOT N9wsl9tt8r. 

There is an alarming trend in 
many places to eliminate programs 
that benefit gifted students, usually 
in the interest of returning all stu
dents to heterogeneous learning en
vironments. Educators have been 
bombarded with information from 
many sources that make it "ppear 
that there is no benefit to ability 
grouping for any students, The work 
of Kulik and Kulik, Allan, Feldhusen, 
and others clearly documents the 
benefits of keeping gifted students 
together for at least part of the school 
day, in their areas of academic 
strength. Although there is evidence 
that average and below average 
students have more to gain from 
heterogeneous grouping, we must not 
make the mistake of thinking we have 
to choose between ability grouping 
and providing appropriate learning 
opportunities for gifted students. The 
practice of cluster grouping repre
sents a mindful way to make sure 
gifted students continue to receive a 
quality education at the same time as 
schools work to improve learning 
opportunities for aU our young people. 

What does It mean to place gifted 
students In cluster groups? 

A group of four to six identified stu
dents, usually those in the top 5% of 
the grade level population in ability, 
are cluBtered in the classroom of one 
teacher who has special training in 
how to teach gifted students. The 
other students in that class are of 
mixed ability. If there are more than 
six gifted students 1 two or more 
clusters may be formed. 

Isn't cluster grouping the same 
as trscking? 

No, they are different. In a tracking 
system, all students are grouped by 
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ability for much of the school day, 
and students tend to remain in the 
same track throughout their school 
experience. Research by Kulik and 
Kulik documents that gifted students 
benefit from learning together and 
need to be placed with students of 
similar ability in their areas of 
strength. Cluster grouping of gifted 
students allows them to learn together 
while avoiding permanent grouping 
arrangements for children of other 
ability levels. As a matter of fact, 
schools can maintain separate sec
tions for the most able students while 
grouping all other students hetero
geneously. 

Why should gifted students be 
placed In a cluster group Instead 
of being assigned evenly to all 
classes? 

When teachers try to meet the diverse 
learning needs of all students, it be
comos extremely difficult to provide 
adequately for everyone. Often, the 
highest ability students are expected 
to "make it on their own/.1 When a 
teacher has several gifted students, 
taking the time to meet their special 
learning needs seems more realistic. 
Furthermore, the social and emotional 
problems that occur when gifted 
students struggle to understand why 
they seem sO different from the age 
peers may be avoided. Gifted students 
will actually remain more humble 
when they have consistent academic 
competition. 

What are the special learning 
needs of gifted students? 

Since these students have previously 
mastered many of the concepts they 
are expected to "learn" in a given 
class, a huge part of their school time 
may be wasted. Tbey need exactly 
what all other students need: consis-

tent opportunity to learn new mate" 
rial and to develop the behavior. that 
allow them to cope with the challenge 
and struggle of new learning. 

Can't these learnIng needs be 
met In heterogeneous classes 
that use cooperatIve learning? 

When gifted students are alway. 
placed in mixed-ability groups for 
cooperative learning, they frequently 
become bosses and/or tutors. Other 
students in these groups rely on the 
gifted to do most of the thinking, and 
may actually learn less than when the 
gifted students work in their own 
cooperative learning groups from time 
to time on appropriately challenging 
tasks, they are more likely to enjoy 
cooperative learning, when the other 
students learn to rely le.s on the 
gifted students and become mOre 
active learners. The best guidelines 
are that when the task is of the drill 
and practice type, gifted students 
should be learning how to cooperate in 
their own groups in which the task is 
difficult enough to require coopera n 

tion. When the task is open-ended and 
requires divergent thinking, it is more 
appropriate to include the gifted 
students in heterogeneous coopera
tive learning groups. 

Isn't It elitist to provide for the 
needs of gifted students if other 
students can't get their learning 
needs met as well? 

It is inequitable to prevent gifted stu
dents from receiving an appropriately 
challenging education until other 
students get their learning needs met. 
The practice of cluster grouping for 
gifted students allows educators to 
come much closer to providing better 
educational servicos for all students, 

(S •• WINEBRENNER & DEVLIN, p. 20) 
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Ability CIOLIpill"; 

Cooperative Learning and the 
Academically Talented Student 

Ann Robinson 
University of Arkansas at Little Rock 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

NRCGfT OO(lul'l'lol'lt Number 9105, December 1991: 
reprinted with permi~~iOI'l. 

Cooperative learning has been recommended as effective In most school subjects across various groups of students measured on several cognitive and 
affective outoomes. However) controversy has arisen over the use of cooperative learning with academically talented students. The general research base 
on cooperative learning isextensivei over two hundred studies have been summarized by three research syntheses (Johnson, Maruyama, Johnson, Nelson, 
& Skon, 1981; Johnson! Johnson) & Maruywna, 1983: Slavin, 1990b). In contrast, the research base on cooperative learning, as It relates to gifted or 
academically talented students, is very limited (Robinson, t990; Slavin, 1990a), 

For example, a computer search of tho PSYCHINFO data bas. from Its Inception In 1967 to September 1991 resulted in only two empirical studies which 
specifically examined the effects of cooperative learning on Identified talemed students. One study Included 14 gifted elemomary students (Smith, Johnson, 
& Johnson, 1982): the second) 48 ~high ability" high school seniors and college freshmen attending a summer program (Johnson! Johnson, Stanne, & 
Garibaldi, 1990). 

Despite the lack of attention to talented students in the literature, teachers and school administrators have been required to make instructional decisions 
about cooperative learning which affect academically talented students. Unfortunately, the research literature has been vulnerable to Over generalization. 
Definitions of cooperative learning have been blurred recently to include other forms of small group or social learning like synectios or role playing (Bellanca 
& Fogarty, 1991: Joyce, 1991: Joyce & Well, 1986). More substantively) several weaknesses In the research base on cooperative learning, as it relates to 
academically talented students, have been Identified (Robinson! 1990). By examining specific cooperative learning models, reviewing their empirical 
literature) and noting the distinguishing features of each model! it is possible to acquire a more thorough understanding of the ways this researoh on 
cooperative learning should guide practice for academically talented students. 

Cooperative Learning: 
A Definition 
Cooperative learning is a Bet of 
instructional strategies "which 
employes) small teams of pupils to 
promote peer interaction and coop
eration for studying academic sub
jects" (Sharan, 1980, p.242). Students 
must work together to accomplish a 
common goal or to receive a common 
reward, Cooperative learning models 
recommend heterogeneouB ability or 
achievement grouping strategies for 
the bulk of the in.tructional time. 
Most of the model. include explicit 
guidelines for group composition in 
which a range of high, medium, and 
low achieving students is to be placed 
in each cooperative group (Johnson, 
Johnson! & Holubl;!(:, 1990; Slavin, 1980). 
Other cooperative models are le.s 
directive about the range of achieve
ment in the groups, but do "ssume and 
encourage heterogeneity (Aronson! 
Blaney, Stephan! Sikes, & SnapP! 1978; 
Burns, 1987; Sharan & Sharan, 1976). 
Finally, peer tutoring or partner 
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teaching i. often a component of co
operative learning models. Aronson!s 
Jigsaw, Teams-Games-Tournament 
(TGT), Student Teams Achievement 
Divisions (STAD), Team Accelerated 
Instruction (TAI), and Cooperative In
tegrated Reading and Composition 
(OIRO) explicitly include students tu
toring one another within small group •. 
Although peer teaching may consist 
of pairs of students who tutor or teach 
one another different materials! coop
erative learning most often implies 
that students collaborate in groups 
larger than two and that they learn 
the same materials (Slavin, Leavey, & 

Madden, 1984, p.41O). 

Common Models of 
Cooperative Learning 
The most widely known models of 
cooperative learning were developed 
by three groups of advocates: (1) 
Slavin and associates, (2) the 
Johnsona, and (3) the Sharans and S. 
Kagan. Sharan and Sharan and Kagan 
do not collaborate directly, but both 
have developed group investigation 
types of cooperative learning mod-

els. Differences among these models 
include their relative emphasis on 
competition among the small groups, 
the use of external rewards! group 
versus individual grading practices, 
and general versus specific subject 
matter learning. 

TEAMs·GAMES-TOU1U>lAMENT (TGT) 
TGT, originally developed by Edwards 
and De Vries (1972), is a generic 
strategy used in any subject matter 
area. Students are placed in four
member heterogeneous teams. They 
receive a teacher-directed lesson! 
help one another master the mate
rial, and compete in weekly tourna
ments with others of similar 
achievement (Sl.v;n, 1986), D •• pite 
the temporary grouping of students 
by achievement level for tournaments 
in TGT, the lessons presented to the 
students, the materials completed by 
them, and the pace of instruction are 
the same for all student. in the cla ••. 
Work.h •• ts are the primary instruc
tional materials used in TGT. Slavin 
(1991) noted that TGT i. best suited to 
basic skill instruction. 

(See ROBINSON, p. 21) 
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Ahility (,umping 

Answers to Challenge Some 
Ability Grouping Foes 

Marilyn T. Gaddis 
Southwest Texas State University. San Marcos, TX 

The equity of ability grouping is again 
causing a tidal wave of opinion in 
Texas and across the United States, 
particularly in regard to the educa
tion of the gifted. Some local districts 
are ca"ing in to those school admin
istrators and vocal parents who cry 
that ability grouping is an "elitist" 
practice (Oakes, 1985; Slavin, 1990). To 
answer the critics! schools are re
turning to heterogeneous classrooms 
where cooperative learning is often 
being implemented (Gamoran! 1992; 
Johnson & Johnson, 1992). Supporters 
of the return make various claims 
about ability grouping's lack of effect 
on achievement. However! a synthesis 
of the research on grouping by Rogers 
(1991) finds that these claims are not 
supported. A definition of terms! an 
overview of present practices) and a 
listing of current recommendations 
will! it is hoped! aid decision-making 
for those who are strong advocate 
for some form of grouping for the 
gifted and talented in Texas. 

Ability Grouping 

In the public schools, the termgro .. ping 
can take on a variety of forms and the 
deba.tes over the term are not new. 
As early an World War I, Whipple 
(1919) looked at the effects of ability 
placement on 5th and 6th graders. In 
general, the term ability gro .. ping 
implies that the group is homoge· 
neOus and selection to the group is 
based on a student's aptitude level. 
Grouping between classes provides 
for instruction in separate class
rooms and students grouped within 
class are taught in the same class
rOom. The curriculum is adjusted to 
the level of the is some flexibility in 
movement among groups. 

In The Relationship of Grouping Prac
tice. to the Education of the Gifted 
and Talented Learner, Rogers (1991) 
describes! analyzes, and evaluates 
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13 research eyntheses on the effects 
of grouping practices on the gifted 
and talented. Based on her evaluation 
of the syntheses, she lists six guide
lines for serving the gifted and tal
ented .... [Ed. note: These guidelines 
have been adopted by TAGT in it. 
position statement on ability group
ing-8ee p. 13.] 

In exantining the research on ability 
grouping, it is important to note that 
Slavin's work) cited by many dis
tricts, does not deal specifically with 
the gifted. In Slavin's research, the 
question of whether or not differen
tiated programs for the gifted or for 
special education were effective was 
not asked. On the other hand, Kulik 
and Kulik (1990) did look at the ef
fectiveness of gifted programs. Their 
findings show positive gains for 
students in such programs which they 
attribute to the speciali.ed curricu
lum and materials and to the training 
of the teachers. In addition, they 
found within-class groupings for the 
gifted produced substantial positive 
academic gains. 

Tracking 

The term tracking is often used in
terchangeably with ability grouping. 
M~st view tracking) though! as a 
long-term or permanent assigument 
to a certain level or sequence of 
classes and subjects as practiced in 
many Asian and European countries 
(Feldhusen & Moon! 1992; Reis, 1992). 
Once assigned, there is little oppor
tunity to change tracks. Presently, 
there is a call to untrack or detrack 
schools and return to heterogeneous 
grouping as part of the current school 
reform movement. The Massachu
setts Advocacy Center in its survey 
of some 230 middle schools deter
mined that separate ability groups 
must be eliminated as a means to 
". . . provide equal access to valued 

knowledge to all students ... the goal 
of untracking is improved learning 
for students within democratic 
school communities" (Wheelock, p.6). 
Tracking schemes have long been 
practiced at the secondary level with 
academic! vocational, and general 
tracks or the XYZ grouping of the 40s 
and 50s. At the secondary level, it 
becomes the programmatic divisions 
that separate students for all academic 
subjects. At the elementary level, 
curriculum tracking is clarified by 
Gamoran (1992) as the separation of 
students for the whole day. 

In all forms of grouping, Oakes (O'Nen, 
1992) feel. that adults are making 
judgements ba.ed on school 
achievement and IQ. Students soon 
find themselves rigidly placed in a 
hierarchical order of the school cul
ture according to their ability. 
Tracking is a political maneuver by 
upper clas. parents with able children. 
They want their children to work in a 
challenging environment with others 
who share similar values and inter~ 
ests. The lower level of the track can 
benefit from better teachers, more 
resourceB! and an enriched curricu
lum. She agre.s with the National 
Center for Gifted and Talented Edu
cation that bright students are lan
guishing in most regular classrooms. 
But if you create a truly heteroge
neous classroom, enrich the curricu
lum, and teach and apply thinking 
skills, all students can benefit. 

Cooperative Learning 

Cooperative learning is being used by 
some Texas districts as an organi
zational pattern to meet the TEA 
mandate for educating the identified 
gifted. In such grouping, small teams 
of students interact with peer. and 
cooperate in studying academic sub
jects. Most models recommend het
erogeneous ability or achievement 

(S •• GADDIS. p.1 6) 
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Ability Crouping 

Position Statement On 
Grouping 

The Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented believes that the most effective way to serve gifted students Is to group gifted 
learners with their intellectual peers and to provide appropriately designed curriculum that addresses the learning and affective 
needs of this unique population. 

The Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented believes in educational practices that address the needs of all students. The 
Association does not consider programming to meet the special learning needs of gifted and talented students as simply a 
grouping Issue. However, many educators continue to discuss gifted programming within the arena of this issue; therefore, it 
Is Important for us to appropriately address these concerns. It is unfortunate that in the name of reform, gifted programming is 
often the Victim, when the real culprit appears to be the Inequity of hard line tracking of lower academic abi'iity students. It is 
Important to note that In this discussion. the terms grouping and tracking are not synonymous. 

Grouping is defined as the regrouping of students for Instruction that has been specifically designed (e.g. dlfterentlated) for that 
particular group. Effective grouping supports the moving of students In and out Of these groups as their needs and pelformance 
change. Tracking is defined as the locked-In placement of students In a more or less permanent group with few opportunities 
to mOve into higher level groups despite increasing pelformance. Tracking Is not endorsed or supported by the Texas 
Association for the Gifted and Talented. 

Current efforts to restructure our schools have sometimes included the elimination of accelerated classes and enrichment 
programs for the gifted and talented, in the name of reform. "The Research" has been cited as the rationale for this elimination. 
However, a more careful reading ofthis same research presents a very different picture. In fact, the researchers most often cited 
(Slavin, Kulik & Kulik, and Johnson &Johnson, at al.) specifically state either that special classes for the gifted and talented were 
excluded from the studies or that the research shows positive results for special grouping of high ability andlor gifted students. 

The Texas Legislature in 1987 mandated that every school district identify and serve gifted and talented students in kindergarten 
through grade 12 (HB 1050; Texas Education Code, Section 21.652). In addition Chapter 75.1 ofthe Texas Administrative Code 
reads "Public elementary and secondary education Is responsible for providing each student with the development of personal 
knowledge, skill, and competence to maximum capacity (Texas Education Agency, 1998R.3.)" In order to develop gifted 
students to their maximum capacity, TAGT believes that gifted students must have the opportunity to work on a regular basis 
In the three dlfterent learning environments as required by the Texas Administrative Code: ..... school districts must provide a full 
year program that Includes Instructional and organizational patterns that enable Identified students to work together as a group, 
to work with other students. and to work alone." (TAC 19. 89.52.a5). 

TAGT further recognizes the value of the "Recommendations for Practices Involving Ability Grouping" by Dr. Karen B. Rogers. 
which are based on conclusions drawn from her research synthesis. 

Guideline One: Sludenls who are academically or Inlelleclually gifted and lalemed should spond the majority 
of their school day with others of similar abilities and interests. 

Guideline Two: The Cluster Grouping of a small number of students. either Intellectually gifted or gifted in a 
similar academic domain. within an otherwise helerogeneously grouped classroom can be 
considered when schools cannot support a full·time gifted program (either demographically, 
economically. or philosophically). 

Guideline Three: In lhe absence o/full-time gifted program enrollment. gifted and lalented sludenl. mlghl be 
offered specific group instruction across grade levels, according to their individual knowledge 
acqulslllon In school subjects. ellher In conjunction with cluster grouping or In lIs stead. 

Guideline Four: Students who are gifted and talented should be given experiences involving a variety of 
appropriate acceleration-based options, which may be offered to gifted students as a group or on 
an Individual basi •. 

Guideline Five: Students who are gifted and talented should be given experiences which involve various 
forms of enrichment lhal extend lhe regular school curriculum. leading to the more complete 
development of concepts, principles, and generalizations. 

Quldellne Six: Mixed-ability Cooperative Learning should be used sparingly for students who are gifted and 
lalemed. perhaps only for socl.1 skill developmenl progr.ms. 

[For a comprehensive discussion of this research, please consult the research synthesis study of Dr, Karen 6, RO!jler!;l: Tht;! R~lst;onship of arQl,Jping Prsatiaes to the 
E"/,lCatian ofths Giftt;!t;l an" Tfllt;!ntea /...t;!srnsr; published in 1991 by the National Reseerch Center on the Gifted and Talented.] 
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RooERS 
continued from page 5 

ttlre on grouping, this appears to 
have taken place! as witnessed by the 
references used from article to ar
ticle. Before long the truth may be 
fully obscured in the retelling. 

So! what is the practitioner to do about 
thil,j, whole grouping il',jl',jue? In recent years 
a quantitative technique, called meta
analysis! has been developed and vali
dated that allows the research reviewer 
to average a large number of research 
study outcomes to produce an estimate of 
effect! called Effect Size. For achieve
ment! for example! an Effect Size of .33, 
considered a moderate! but respectable 
gain, can be roughly interpreted as the 
additional proportion of the test's built"in 
standard deviation unit. Since most test 
batteries were designed with an expected 
standard deviation unit of one for each 
school year, an Effect Size of .33 would 
suggest that an additional one-third of a 
gra.de-equivalent school year would have 
been produced by the treatment group 
when compared to its conttol on the same 
teBt (Gla •• , 1976). 

In general the recent meta-analyses on 
ability grouping are superior to their 
translations by the popula.r press. We can 
look to these syntheses with a fair degree 
of confidence to understand the expected 
effects of grouping by ability. 

Quest/on Two: When we talk about 
ability grouping, does everyone 
mean the same thing? 
Much of the current misunderstanding 
about ability grouping may be traced to 
the use of some terms 8S synonyms. In 
TUrnit18 Points: Pr~pttring Youth for the 
21.t Century (pubH.h.d by tho Carn.gi. 
Task Force on the Education of Young 
Adolescents)! in the work of Paul George 
(1988)! and the works of Jeannie Oakes 
(1985), care was taken at the beginning 
of the articles to define the words used to 
describe grouping, but as the works pro
gressed! the terms tracking and ability 
Grouping became $ynonymou$. Yet! the 
effects of differing fonnij of grouping by 
ability vary greatly. 

Slavin (1987; 1990) and th. KulikB (1982, 
1984; 1985; 1990; 1992) have clarified 
the differential effects of a variety of 
grouping-by-ability strategies. For 
tracking (the full-time placement of 
student!!! into a three~track !!!ystem! 
whether called vocational, tegular, and 
college preparatory or low, average, and 
high tracks)! the Effect Sizes appear to 
hover around zero (with differential ef
fects reported for "gifted" children in 
such full"time arrangemenh). For 
regrouping for Bpecific instruc
tion (whereby students are placed in 
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specific high, average, or low classes 
subject by subject or are p]aced in courses 
with different names! subject by sub
ject---e.g.! itBusiness English!" jjWriting 
for Communication," 01' "Composition 
II"), the reported Effect SizeB range from 
zero in Slavin's two syntheses in some 
academic subjects to .34 in other sub
jeeh, :!Iueh ~I:I mathematic$. For crOBS

grade grouping (whereby students 
study a common curriculum according to 
their individual progress in that subject 
rather than according to grade level ex
pectations), the mean Effect Sizes range 
from .26 across all grade levels ( Kulik & 
Kulik, 1990; 1992) to .45 at the el
ementary level! but 2;ero at the secondary 
le •• l in Slavin', (1987; 1990) work. For 
within-class ability grouping 
(whereby the classroom teacher sorts 
the ability levels within one classroom 
into labeled groups such as the Wrens! 
Geese, and Hawks for smaller group in
struction in specific subjects), mean Ef
fect Sizes have ranged from zero in reading 
and .34 in mathematics (Slavin! 1987)! to 
.62 acrOi!l$ all academic areas for "gifted" 
students clustered as Iii small group within 
the cla.sroom (Kulik & Kulik, 1990). For 
gifted students too! Vaughn! Feldhusen, & 
Asher!s (1991) meta~analysis on pullout 
enrichment grouping reported mean Effeet 
Sizes of .65 for achievement, .44 for 
critical thinking! and .32 for creativity 
gains over intellectual peers who remained 
in the main$mamed classroom. The dif
ferences in effects from one form of 
grouping-by-ability to another are great. 

Question Three: Does it make a 
difference if students get grouped 
by their intelligence or by their level 
of penormance? 
Thi$ Seems like such a minute difference 
on the surface; yet part of the differences 
in conclusions drawn between Slavin's 
and the Kuliks! meta-analyses can be ex
plained by the studies each researcher 
included or excluded by their definition of 
grouping by ability. Slavin included only 
controlled studies on grouping by 
achievement level (that is! children 
grouped by their test SCO:n;l$ on ste.ndard~ 
ized or local subject matter tests of 
achievement); for this type of grouping, 
the benefits of this full-time grouping 
werl;l essentially zero, In other words! it 
made no difference on children's ultimate 
achievement whether they were grouped 
full-time as high! average! or low level 
students for their reading! math! or other 
instruction than when they 'Were mixed 
heterogeneously in one classroom (currently 
referred to as mixed-ability classrooms). 

Kulik & Kulik (1982; 1984)! however! 
reported a mean Effect Size of .15 for 
secondary students and .19 for elemen
tary students when they combined the 

same studies used by Slavin with llability 
comparison" studies; that is, studies in 
which children were placed in an ability 
group by their general intelligence level 
and differential effects of achievl;lrnent 
were measured by compariijons with chil
dren at identical intelligence levels left in 
mixed ability/traditional classrooms. In 
the Kuliks' work, moreover! these dif~ 
ferential effects when intelligence levell',j 
were taken into account found that the 
ability comparison studies for "gifted" 
students (in this re!!!earch! those with IQs 
gre.ter than 130) .howed tho gr.at •• t 
gains when these students were grouped 
full-time with other gifted students, over 
the performance of their intellectual peers 
who remained in traditional classrooms 
without the benefita of this grouping. For 
gifted elementary students! the mean Ef
fect Size for academic achievement was 
.49 (approximately one-half of a grade
equivalent achool year's gain) and .88 at 
the secondary- level (one-third of a grade
equivalent school year's gain). 

QUESTION FOUR: When students are 
grouped by ability, what REALL Y 
makes the difference? 
It makes sense to assert that it is probably 
not the practice of grouping ihelf that 
makes a difference in students' achieve
ment! but rather what goes on in the group 
that makes the difference. The rationale 
provided for decade$ ha.!!! been that a 
smaller, more homogeneous group would 
naturally pave the way for more focused 
instruction! sensitive to the specific needs 
of the group. Yet in Slavin!s studies! the 
effects of grouping whl;lrEi nothing «dif~ 
ferent" in instruction could be documented 
from group to group! no differences in 
achievement were noted (Effect Size. 0). 
The only group who seemed to make any 
gains in achievement in the gtOuped $itu
ation were the "high achievers" (in three
track studies) with an Effect Size of .12! 
a very sml;l.ll, positive gain! indeed (Slavin! 
1987: Kulik & Kulik. 1990). Kulik (1992) 
summarized this situation: 

Why were the effects of XYZ classes so 
small? The main problem with XYZ classes 
is probably their currieular uniformity. 
School personnel are usually careful in 
placing children into high, middle, and low 
classes! but they seldom adjust the cur
riculum to the ability level of the classes. 
For example, children in the high group in 
a Grade 5 program may be ready for work 
at the sixth grade level; children in the 
middle group are usually ready for work 
at the fifth grade level; and children in the 
low group may need remedial help to cover 
fifth grade material. But all groups work 
with the same materials and follow the 
same course of study in mOl:lt XYZ classes. 
XYZ programs are thus programs of dif-

(continued on. p.15) 
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(continued from p.12) 

ferential placement but not differential 
treatment. (p. JC:ii) 

On the other hand, studies which have 
documented differentiated curriculum and 
instruction in ability-gtouped classes (for 
example, Provus, 1960), showed aupe
rior achievement effects over studies in 
which curriculum differentiation could not 
be documented. The high achievers, when 
curriculum was differentiated within the 
grouped classes, gained by an Effect Size 
of .79, a.verage achievers by .22! and low 
achievers by ,16 in the !'Iubject of :math
ema.tics. It is probably safe to say, there
fore! that the practice of grouping by 
ability itself does not produce substantial 
gains in achievement, but the practice 
does facilitate the differentiation of in
structional strategies and curriculum. Also 
.at i!;lsue is the potentially modera.ting 
variable of teacher personality and 
effectiveness; unfortunately, the litera~ 
ture has not addressed this issue directly 
in ability grouping ,tudie •. 

QUESTION FIVE: When students are 
grouped by ability, can there be too 
much of a "good thing!"? 
There may be two issues at queation here. 
First! the obvious question: Are there 
differing effects upon achievement and 
self-esteem Or a.ttitude toward academ
ics and learning when children are grouped 
for the entire school day or only for 
portions or specific subjects within the 
eehool day? But a second question must 
be: Are there differing effect.s for stu
dents who are placed fairly pennanently 
within an ability "track!! as compared to 
$tudenU;i who are moved temporarily from 
group to group aceording to their eu.trent 
progress or lack of it? For answers to 
both issues! one must look a.t the Effect 
Sizes reported for "tracked studies!! and 
full-time plac:ement in speeial progra:m!l 
as compared with Effect Sizes in part
time grouping strategieB such as 
regrouping for specific instruction or 
cross-grade grouping_ 

For the general population and discounting 
all "ability comparison" studies! Effect 
Sizes would appear to be larger for the 
part-time grouping practices. Substantial 
Effect Size.s were reported, particularly 
for Cross-Grade Grouping in reading at 
the elementary level and small gains were 
reported across K-12 in a va.riety of 
subject areas; whereas the gl;lneral 
"tracking" studies were reported at zero 
(Slavin! 1987). For the special programs! 
e.pecially for gifted (Kulik, 1992) and for 
speC:ial education students (Carlberg & 
Kavale, 1980), Effect Si:zes are compa
rable for fun~ and part-time options. For 
the gifted! in particular! the overall Ef
Cect Stu of Cull-time special program 
placement acrosa 26 studies was ,38, 
down con.siderably from the .65 reported 
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for pullout groups and ,79 fOI' specifiC instruc
tion in mathematics. It is suspected, however, 
in this body of research that if the part-time 
studies were eq11i\le.lent in number! the mean 
Effect Sjzes would regTea!) to !)hnilat levels of 
ac.bievement gain. 

The body oC studies on self-esteem (n_14) 
hal;! focused primarily on short~term ef
fects when placed in full-time ability
grouped settings! with mean Effect Sizes 
hovering close to zerOj although the low 
achiever groups tended to 'Olake small! 
positive short-term gains, unlike the av
erage and high achievers under study. 
Studies of short-term. etreets on attitude 
toward school and learning have also only 
been focused on full-time ability grouping 
studies! with Effect Sizes at .37 for sec
ondary students and .27 across the K-12 
body of ,tudi" (Kulik&Kulik, 1982; 1990; 1992). 

The affective issues of attitude and esteem 
notwithstanding! would the achievement 
diffe~nces as repomd Effect Sizes sug
gest that there can be too muc:h of a "good 
thing" with ability grouping if it is done 
too frequently or is the only strategy 
employed? This is a difficult question to 
anl:'lwer on the basis of what currently 
stands as documentation. Common senae 
might suggest! however! that moderation 
is the k.ey~that a variety oC stra.tegies! of 
which ability grouping is an important 
one, and perhapa rni~ed ability and homo
geneously grouped cooperative learning 
are others! would provide the best prob
ability of meeting the diverse needs! 
learning atyles, and academic and experi
ential differences in every 1990 class
room and school. 

CONCLUSIONS 

MieunderBtandings about what ill :mea.nt 
by ability grouping, whether the research 
reports are direct or have been translated 
as proCessional literature! how perma
nent or flexible the grouping arrange:ment 
is, whetheT' or not grouping ia a manage
ment strategy only or a management
plus-curriculum-facilitation strategy! and 
wheth~r or not group placement decisions 
have been based on observed ped'onnance 
(achievement levels) or measured intelli
gence levels have contributed to the ac
tua.l controversy over the reported re
sult. of grouping by ability, 

When these questions are carefully thought 
about in light of the body of research, the 
academic! affective! and attitudinal of
fects of grouping by ability are unequivo
cal. Full-time grouping by ability level 
with no differentiation of curriculum 
produces no better academic effects than 
full-time plaeement in mixed a.bility 
classrootns, Full-time grouping of aca
demically gifted students, however, pro~ 
duces substantial academic gains over 
equally gifted controls in mixed-ability 
claHstooma. Part-time and more flexible 
groupiDg produces academic gaina for all 

levels of ability/achievement in specific: 
aubject.s when the curriculum is differen
tiated; the largest gains are found for 
cross-graded! part·time grouping. For 
academi~a.1ly gifted students! substa.ntial 
gains are produced for part-time grouping 
as "cluster programs" and enrichment 
pullout programs as well. 

The implications of the research are fairly 
clear: Grouping by ability level cannot be 
discarded as a viable instructional strat
egy in the ci9.ssroom teache~8 repertoire! 
but care muat be taken to determine when 
and for how long it will be used and with 
which groups of students. 
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continued from page 6 

cial claases for the gifted, and pull
out or support programs for the at
risk students. Moreover, in some 
schools, intermediate grades have 
been departmentalized according to 
language arts, mathematics, or other 
content area courses. 

In attempts to change to more 
inclusionary models, altemative plans 
for restructuring have often included 
heterogeneous grouping with the 
gifted, above average, average, un" 
der-achievers, and learning-disabled 
students in the same classroom, Ad
ditionally, within-class grouping 
pattems frequently include some form 
of cooperative learning with students 
working in small, heterogeneous 
subgroups. 

Although much can be said for the 
social benefits of heterogeneous 
grouping arrangements for all stu
dents, there are some areas that 
remain problematic. Several major 
concerns have been voiced by parents 
and professionals alike in regard to 
grouping arrangements which have 
been mistakenly interpreted as 
instructionally effective for all stu
dents. First of all, not all teachers 
have the specific training necessary 
to address the special needs of a 
group with such wide variability: 
learning disabilities, attentional 
deficits, various handicapping con
ditions, and gifted and talented. 
Traditionally, the average range of 
ability in a homogeneous classroom is 
usually considered to be within plus 
or minus two years of the actual 
grade level. Therefore, the range in a 
heterogeneous class such ae we have 
described presents enormous man
agement, grouping, and instructional 
concerns for the teacher-especially 
since it is the teacher who is held 
accountable for each child's progress. 

Another concern related to instruc
tion within a heterogeneous class has 
centered on the ways in which the 
curriculum is differentiated for gifted 
student. in the class. Often, due to 
the lack of specific teacher-training 
in gifted education, or because of the 
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sheer demands of such a wide range 
of need., the gifted students are not 
optimally challenged at their level of 
ability. In some cases, they are asked 
simply to perform at the level of the 
class average which might be two or 
more grade levels below their own 
ability level. At best, in these situ
ations they are given enrichment 
opportunities after they complete 
"regular work." In other cases, they 
become «glorified teacher-tutor8~ 
in either one-to-one instruction or in 
"cooperative learning groups." As a 
result, gifted students in these classes 
are painfully aware of the lack of 
stimulation and frequently become 
bored with school. One fifth"grade 
gifted student's journal reflects her 
feelings regarding the heterogeneous 
grouping in her school: 

I have really enjoyed this year and 
IVe really enjoyed all of my oIa.smates, but 
we've hM our ups and down •• too. 
Ilove my teacher very much, and all In 
all. I have liked my year except for the 
program. I don't like the program at all. 

For the sake of the program for the 
gifted, and for those who are making 
important considerations in regard to 
grouping in schools, there exists a 
large body of research which offers 
objective, scientific studies which 
could serve to guide informed deci
sion-making. In particular, reviews 
of the literature on a.bility grouping 
have e"tended back as far as sixty 
years. Unfortunately, many of these 
older studies are flawed by such 
factors as nonqualitative conclusions, 
mixed claims of ·efficacy, and sub
jective reports which reflect the 
current zeitgeist, or prevailing edu
cational philosophy of the time. 
However, one study which seemS to 
hold promise for both parent. and 
administrators who are seeking 
guidance in this area is a meta.analysis 
on ability gronping by Chin-Lin Kulik 
and James A. Kulik (1991). 

Five guidelines have emerged froro 
this meta-analytic study on ability 
grouping. 

Guideline 1: Although some school 
programs that group children by abll· 
ity have only small effects, other 
grouping programs help children a 
great deal. Schools should therefore 

resist calls for the wholesale elimina
tion of ability grouping. 

Guideline 2: Highly talented young" 
sters profit greatly from work in ac
celerated classes. Schools should 
therefore try to maintain programs of 
accelerated work. 

Guideline 3: Highly talented young
sters also profit greatly from an en
riched curriculum designed to broaden 
and deepen their learning. Schools 
should therefore try to maintain pro
grams of enrichment. 

Guldellne4: Bright, average, and slow 
youngsters profit from grouping pro
grams that adjustthe curriculum to the 
aptitude levels of the groups. Schools 
should try to use ability grouping In 
this way. 

Guideline 5: Benefits are slight from 
programs that group children byabil
Ity but prescribe common curricular 
experiences for all ability groups. 
Schools should not expect student 
achievement to change dramatically 
with either establishment or elimina
tion of such programs. 

These guidelines are important enough 
for both parents and schools to take 
into consideration, particularly in 
relation to grouping for gifted stu
dents (Kulik, 1992. p. 43). As Slavin 
(1988) states, "Ability grouping can 
be a useful tool in elementary school 
organization; but it must be used 
sparingly, precisely, and with careful 
planning if it is to enhance student 
achievement (p. 72)." 
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Havijn, aT: Yale University Pross. 

T~:rall Schaal Law N~wlI. (1992). Autin, TX: Trllining In. 
ttituMl for Section 504 C(totdinawta. Hearll\g Officers, al\d 
School Administrators. 

Th~ Rljlh\1bilih.ti(ln Act (If lan, tl;i04 (1973). 

Drs. Beidelman and Fouse are Assistant 
Professors in Special Studies at UT~Tyler. 
3900 UniverBity Blvd.. Tyler. TX 75799, 
903/566·7055. 
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TAGT HONORS THE ASSOCIATION'S FIRST OUT. 
STANDING PARENT AND OUTSTANDING TEACHER 

OF THE GIFTED 

1992 Parent Of The Year 

In 1982, Myrtis Smith founded Tyler Friends 
of the Gifted t a community support group for 
gifted, and organized the group', highly ,uc
cessful STAR-SPANGLED SUMMER!. Two of her 
children participated in the Tyler ISD gifted 
program from its inception 
as a pilot program in 1977, 
until their graduation from 
high school; as a parent she 
has been actively involved 
in promoting the education 
of the gifted for 15 years 
and now has the perspective " 

, .. 
of a grandparent of a gifted child. Myrtis 
continues to consult with parents and educa~ 
tors throughout the state, fostering a better 
understanding of the needs of gifted and the 
role of parents in their children's lives. 

Inside This Issue ... 
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Other Items of Interest 2 

16th Annual Conference
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Nomination Form 7 

Calendar 8 

1992 Teacher Of The Year 

Dr. Bertie Kingore, Professor of Education 
and Director of the Threshold Program for 
Gifted Youth, Hardin-Simmons Univer
sity, Abilene, Texas, was 
TAGT's 1992 Teacher of 
Gifted. Dr. Kingore con-
ducts workshops and 
training seminars for 

educatorS of primary ~~.-'" 
gifted in public schools 
throughout the state. 
Bertie was TAGT's presi~ 
dent in 1987 and has been a featured pre
senter at T AOT's annual conference for a 
number of years. 

Bertie and MyrtiS were recognized 
at NAGC', annual conference held in Los 
Angeles in early November 1992, as Texas' 
Outstanding Teacher of Gifted and Parent of 
Gifted. During the T AGT annual conference 
in November, the Association presented 
plaques honoring these twO special indi~ 
vi duals. 

The Nomination Form for 1993 
Texas Teacher and Parent of the Gifted 
Award, i, printed On page 7 of this 
SPREADSHEET. Submit your nominations 
for 1993 to your Regional Director 
by April 15. 

16TH ANNUAL 
CONFERENCE 
Call for Proposals 

pp.6-7 
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TAGT EXECUTIVE BOARD 
APPROVES RESEARCH AND 

DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

At the September, 1992 board meeting, the Ex· 
ecutive Board of the Texas Association for the 
Gifted and Talented, approved the the task force 
recommendation for a T AGT Research and Develop. 
ment Division. (The task force responsible for the 
recommendation consisted of Susan Johnsen, PhD, 
Miche.l Sayler, PhD, and Bob Seney, PhD.) This is 
the second TAGT membership division. A little Over 
a year ago, T AGT established the Division for GfT 
Coordinators, which now has 465 memberS, rep· 
resenting nearly half of the public schools in the 
state. 

Division Adopts Mission Statement 

Education progress for gifted and talented students 
is contingent upon the effective blending of re" 
search, development, and practice. Quality re" 
search involves collaboration among many indi~ 
viduals including universities, schools, state 
agencies, and communities. The T AGT Research and 
Development Division encourages excellence in 
research by and for practitioners. The Division 
serves as a catalyst I modeL interpreter, and coor~ 
dinator of cooperative research efforts. Therefore, 
it is the commitment of the Division to provide 
support to the persons who constitute this force. 
Specifically, the Division will undertake activi· 
ties that will: 

• identify important issues and encourage research abou[ 
gifted and talenred learners; 

• broaden the pel'ception of who does research and how 
it is donej 

• provide a supporr system for research and develop
ment linking researchers I educators l cOl,ln~el()r$, and 
parentsj 

• stimulate new research and disseminate the findlng.~; 
and 

• facllitate the tra.ining of teal;hers, administrators, 
other sch()ol per$()nneil parents, and students in the usc 
and interpretation of research. 

Membership Qualifications And Dues 

Any T AGT member in good standing who is inter
ested in research and its application to gifted 
learners is eligible for membership. Members 
may be from higher education institution.s l public 
or private school systems I state agencies I educa~ 

tional service centers and parent or community 
groups. Membership dues of $10.00 shall be on an 
annual basis and will coincide with the member1s 
regular TAGT membership. 

Members of the 
Commissioner of Education's 

Advisory Council 
for the Education of Gifted 

Students for 1993 

Laura Allard 
8004 Ralmree Place 
Austin. TX 78759 
512/34.3"1996 

Ernesto Bernl:~l 
D!:anl School of Ed 
UT -Pan Amer(can 
1201 Wt:st Univt:rsity 
Edinburgl TX 78539 
210081·1171 

Roslyn Slacht: 
Teacher, H.A. Carroll Elem 
463 Holmgreen Road 
San Antonio, TX 78220 
110/299-5500 

J ames Coffey 
Ed Sp!:c, R!:gian XV ESC 
P.O: Box 5199 
San Angelo, TX 76902-5199 
915/658-6571 

James Col\er( 
Teacher, McCamey ISD 
Box 1069 
McC,mey, TX 79752 
915/652-8603 

DaLee: Garcia 
OfT Coord, La joy, lSD 
P. O. Drawer J 
L, JoY', TX 78560 
512/585-9781 

Patrick Johnson 
Principa.l, Austin ISD 
Oak Springs/Rice Elt:m, 8th, 
3601 W!:bb!:rvil1!: Road 
Au"in, TX 78702 
512/41Z-46J9 

Dixie Kingston 
5405-9 Ptue Road 
San Antonio l TX 78240 
210/696·4564 

Bill Lawson 
Int!:rim Princil?all T!:miJl!: ISD 
415 Norrh .31 S,. 
T,mpl" TX 76504 
817/778-6721 

J~ldlrh MaHin 
Ed Sp!:c l R!:gion XX ESC 
1]14 Hines Ave. 
S,n AtHonio, TX 78208·1899 
511/299-2400 

Connie McLendon 
Executive Director, TAGT 
406 E. 11th St," #310 
Au"in, TX 7870/·2617 
512/499-8248 

Elizab!:th Mont!:s 
OfT Consl,IlUnt 
El Paso lSD 
PO Box 20100 
EI Paso, TX 79998 
915/779-3781 

D!:borah N!:wman 
4020 Silverwood 
Tyl", TX 75701 
903/581-1844 

Alex Ogunumylwa 
Holiday Inn-Airport 
6911 IH • .)5 Nmth 
Au"in, TX 78752 
512/459-4251 

Cha.de~ Patterson 
Superintendent 
KiH!:!:n ISD 
f.O. Box 967 
Killeeo, TX 16540 
817/526"8361 

Adaila Pere: 
H,d.od,le ISD 
102 G!:n!:viev!: Str!:!:t 
San Anronio, TX 78214 
210/924-2161 

Dorothy Si~k 

Conn Ch,ir for OfT Ed 
Lamar Univ!:rsity 
P.O. 80< 1001 
Beaumont, TX 77710 
409/880-8046 

Ann Trull 
Prt:~ldent, TAGT 
c/o Paris ISD 
PO Drawer 1159 
ParisI TX 75461 
90.3/737·7473 

Marcy Voss 
T!:3ch!:r/Giltd Coord 
La Grange ISO 
P.O. Box 100 
La Orang!:1 TX 78945 
409/968"3131 

Brenda Wilson 
Teacherl Bovina ISD 
P.O. Box 70 
Bovinal TX 79009 
806/238·1.)36 



CHRISTA M'AULIFFE FELLOWSHIP 
PROGRAM: UPDATE FOR 1992 

APPLICATION 
The Texas Education Agency has received word 
from the U.S. Department of Education concerning 
the guidelines for the Christa McAuliffe Fellow· 
ship Program. 

The federal government is in the process of changing 
rules and guidelines to afford the state education 
• gencies tot.1 authority to conduct Christa 
McAuliffe activities and award fellowships to the 
selected applicants. Consequently time lines for 
the total program will change drastically. 

First, the state has to receive the application 
package from Washington DC on or around April or 
May of 1993. The state in turn has to apply for the 
funds and develop an application package for the 
prospective teacher applicants which must be 
approved by the U.S. Department of Education. This 
process will probably take place in the summer 
(1993) when teachers will not have access to the 
information. Target date for applications will be 
August or September, 1993. Please be advised that 
these dates are tentative, until final decisions are 
made in Washington. We will keep you informed. 

Teachers are encouraged to start preparing the 
ideas, goals, objectives, activities, etc., that they 
want to incorporate in their application. Each 
Christa McAuliffe Fellowship may be used for: 

(1) sabbaticals fer study, research, or academic improvement to: 
(A) (i) incr!:as!: a t!:ach!:r's knowl!:dg~ bas!: in an area of 

expenise: 
(H) learn a new area of expertise 

(B) increas!: skills and profe\lsional ability 
(C) enhance {he ablli{y of reachers w work wld\ special 

populations, including-
(i) giftl!d and talented children; 
(II) limi{ed·English proficient children; 
(iii) chl1dr~n with l~arning disabiliti~s; and 
(iv) economically and educa.tionally disadvantaged 

chlldren; 

(2) (A) con~ultation with Of assistance to earlier school d~s" 
ulc{s or prlVtHe school systems; Or 

(B) d~vdopm~nt of sp~cial innovativ~ programs; 

(3) projects or partnerships that Involve the business COlnmU' 
nity and th~ schools; 

(4) programs that Incorporate the use and the sharing of 
t~chnologi~s to hdp stud~nts l~arn; or 

(5) expanding or replicating model programs of stOl£f development 

For your information, the following are among the 
many changes that will .ffect 1993 .pplicants: 
1) All applicants muS( have a( leas{ elgh( (8) years of 
teaching ~xperienc~. 

URGENTI 

HUMANITIES OFFERS $12,000 
A WARDS TO TEACHERS 

The Texas Committee for the Humanites (TCH), a 
state program of the National Endowment for the 
Humanities, has launched the fourth year to 
recognize and reward the exemplary contributions 
of humanities teachers in Texas elementary, 
middle, and high schools . 

In May of 1993, the TCH will award six Texas 
Outstanding Teaching of the Humanities Awards of 
$2,000 each-$I,OOO of the total award will be 
given to each teacher to further professional 
development, and $1,000 will be awarded to the 
teacher's school for the purchase of humanities 
instructional material and/or for the improve
ment of humanities courses and programs. In 
addition, six teachers will be selected to receive 
Honorable Mention awads. 

Any student, parent, fellow teacher, school ad
ministrator, or member of the public may 
nominate any full. time teacher presently teaching 
one or more humanities courses in a Texas el~ 

ementary of secondary school, either public or 
private. However, please note that an individual 
may nominate only one teacher per year. Nomi" 
nation forms must be postmarked no later than 
midnight March 1, 1993. NOTE DEADllNE! 

Award decisions by the TCH Board of DirectorS are 
based on merit for outstanding contributions to 
the teaching of humanities in Texas. Examples 
include, but are nOt limited to: distinguished 
teaching; innovative teaching methods; intro r 

duct ion of new teaching aids) such as computer 
software; successful interduction of a new course 
or coursework such as international studies, 
women's history} or ethnic history, and devel· 
opment of teacher training programs or work. 
shops. 

Contact Monte K. Youngs at 512/440.1991 or 
Banister Place A, 3809 South 2nd Street, Austin t 

78704·7058. 

2) All applicant~ must commit to two (2) consecutlve 
years of [eachlng service Immedla(ely following rhe end of the 
flroj~ct. 

J ) All applicams [mISt base their b(Jdget on currelH annual 
teacher salary. 

4) All proc~!:ds from th!: fdlowship ar~ regarded a, 
personal income and subjec{ (0 ctixarlon. Consuh your (ax 
advisor for more information. 

We will disseminate information as it becomes 
available from Washington. Thank you for your 
interest and support. Please contact Evangelina 
Oalvan 512/ 463-9084 or Mary Oawron at 512/ 
463-9331. if you have any questions. 



More 
Action: If one of these members is 
from your district, now is the time to 
call the local office, talk with the 
staff and make an appointment to 
talk with the member about glt is" 
sues. You won't have clout when a 
bill is before them if you haven't 
made a contact before then. 

SENATE EDUCA TlON COMMITTEE 

The Senate Education Committee sig
nificantly changed this week when Lt. 
Governor Bullock appointed Senator 
Bill Ratliff, RwMt. Pleasant, one of only 
three Republicans to chair a Senate 
committee. Word around the capital ha, 
been that Senator Parker, longtime chair 
of the conunittee, wanted a different 
chairmanship because of his frustration 
with the lack of progress on school fi
nance. Senator Parker's acerbic witwon't 
be missed by lobbyists who argued 
against putting money into schools, but 
his knowledge of the issues and COlTIw 

mitmentto school equity will be. Ratliff, 
a. second term Senator and an engineer, 
is known for his abilities to achieve 
compromise among diverse groups. 

Other members of the committee are: 
Senator Bill Haley, D-Center, Vice Chair. 
Haley formerly chaired the House Public Ed 
Conunittee where he often supported ad
ministrators. In his Senate tenure he has 
worked closer with other education groups. 
Stnator Gonzolo Barrientos, D-Au!;ltin, is a 
third termer on the education committee. He 
co-chaired the interim committee on school 
dropouts and "p(lnsored legislation to help 
at-risk students, 
Senator Teel Bivins, R-Amarillo! is servi:ng 
a second term. Bivins is known for willing
ness to listen and alter his opinions on issues. 
Senator Chris Harris, R-Arlington! is On 
education for the first time, Harris is ex
tremely unpredictable, He doesn't often 
change his mirtd. 
Senator Greg Luna, D~San Antonio, was 
elected to a new seat, A former House and 
Publk Ed member, Luna has been active for 
the Edgewood plaintiffs, Luna is an attorney 
interested in civil rights who has strongly 
worked t(J promote his vision of school eq
uity since 1988, 
Senator John Montford, D~Lubbock, has not 
been an education member in the last two 
sessions, Chair of the Senate Finance com· 
mitt~! Montfmd is a conservative with an 
open mind on people issues, 
Senator Flortn~~ Shapiro, R-Plano, is the 
former Plano mayor. She spoke in favor of 
adequately hmding schools at the hearing, It 
is unknown whether who w(Juld appn'JVe 

Legislative 
additional taxes for this funding. 
Senah;u David Sibley, R~Wa~o, is a quiet 
worker in the Senate, He listens and learns 
from individuals who testify and has chartged 
hi5 mind on several issues since hewas elected 
in 1990. 
SenatOr Jim Turner, O-Crocketi! is a fin;t 
termer on the education committee, He was 
one who accurately questioned the state's 
lawyers. He hal> the stnJng ability t(J synthe
size complex ideas, 
Senator Judith Zaffirrini, D-Lar~do! is a 
sec(md termer. She is a strong advo/;:ate fol." 
people issues and new chair of Health and 
Human Services. She is sensitive to COnstitu~ 
enn;' letters. 

HOUSE PUBLIC EDUCATION COMMITTEE 

A majority of House Public Education 
Committee members are new to the 
state legislature and/or the Commit
tee, butmosthaveschool backgrounds 
or have family members in public 
education. 
Libby Linebarger, D-Manchaca, is the new 
chair, Linebarger is serving for the first time on 
thl::! Committee, but she ha5 been very active in 
school finance, sponsoring major legislation 
last session. She successfully defended weights 
in Chapter 16 and is a stwng proponent of glt, 
Steve Ogden, R~Bryan, is serving his second 
term in the legislature. Ogden isa.n tlctive mem
ber of the conservative caucus and has organized 
informal working groups on education among 
House rnernbers. 
Horner Dear, D-Fort Worth, won Gib Lewis' 
seat, Dear is a retired school principal whose 
wife is a school !;ounseloL 
Kent Grusendorf, R~Arlinston, is the owner of 
a large ma.nufactltring compi.\ny. He is the only 
returning member of the committee and has 
served two prior terms, 
Christine Hernandez, D·San Antonio, is <.'In 
educational consultant. Hernandez was a San 
An.tonio school board member and member of 
the Tl::!xas Association of S!;h(Jol Board5, In her 
second term, Hernandez had an excellent 
freshman session! passing many pieces of legis. 
lation for her !;onstituents. 
Scott Hockberg.. D~Houston, is replacing Paul 
Colbert. Although this is Hotkbergis first term, 
he worked as an aide to Colbert in the educll.
tion area, 
Jerry Johnson, D~Nacogdoches! i~ in financial 
services, His wife teaches elementary school. 
Huey McCoulskey! D·Richrnond! is a retired 
&!;hool administra.tor serving his first term in 
the legislattu'e, 
Paul Sadler! D-Henderson! is a second term 
legisll;!tor. Sadler was very active in education 
last session, cosponsoring elementary coun
selor legislation. 
Mark Stiles, D-Beaumont, is in his third term 
at the legislature, Stiles was chair of the local 
and c(msent calendars last session and is !;hair 
of the Calendar Conunittee this session, 

News 
SBOE MEMBERS AND COMMITTEE 

ApPOINTMENTS 

In January, State Board of Education 
members drew to determine a two- or 
four-year term of office. New members 
are shown in italics. 

Four-Ye.r Terms 
SBOE District Ntunber, Name, and City 

3 Esteban Sosa! San Antonio 
4 AI",. Allen, Houston 
5 Bob Offutt, San Antonio 
6 Jack Christie, Houston 
7 Carolyn Crawford, Beaumont 
10 Will Davis! Austin 
11 Diane Patrick, Arlington 
12 Geraldine Miller, Dallas 

Two-Year Terms 

1 Rene Nunez! El Paso 
2 Mary Helen Berlanga! Corpus Christi 
8 Mary Knotts Perkins, Lufkin 
9 Patsy Johnson! Sulphur Springs 
13 Emmett Conrad, Dallas 
14 William Hudson, Wichita Falls 
15 Monte Hasie, Lubbock 

Carolyn Crawford continues as board 
chair under the terms of her appointment 
to the position by Governor Richards. 
Will Davis of Austin will serve a.s SBOE 
vice chair. Mary Helen Berlanga of Corpus 
Christi will continue as board secretary. 

Committee A~5ignment5 
Much of the important work conducted by the 
State BOi.'lrd of Eduti.'ltion ttlkes pltlee in tom~ 
mittee prior to the monthly Friday afternoon 
general meeting, Members serving on the five 
Standing Committees are listed below: 

Students 
Geraldine Miller, chair; Mary Perkins, Mary 
Helen Berlanga, Patsy Jolmson and Bob Offutt, 

Per.lonnel 
Rene Nunez, chair; Emmett Conrad, Alma 
Allen, Jack Christie and Diane Patrick. 

School Finance 
Will Davis and William Hudson, ~o-chair~; 
Monte Hasie, Esteban Sosa and Carolyn 
Crawford. 

Lons~Ranse Plannins 
Mary P~rkins! chair; Emmett Co:n.rad! Will 
Davis, Carolyn Crawford, Jack Christie, Patsy 
Johnson, Alma Allen and Diane Patrick 

Permanent School Fund 
Esteban Sosa! chairi William Hudson! Monte 
Hasie, Mary Helen Berlanga, Geraldine Miller, 
Rene NlU1ez and Bob Offutt. 



Call for Program Proposals 
Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented 

16th Annual Conference 
Promises to Keep 

Proposals must be postmarked by April 19, 1993 
All contributors will be notified by June 1, 1993 
Mail completed proposals to TAGT 1993 Conference Proposals 
Attention: Kathy Hargrove, 406 East 11th Street, Suite 310, Austin, TX 78701-2617 

November 17-20,1993 
Austin Convention Center 

Austin, Texas 
Please Type 01' Print Clearly 

I. Presenter Submitting Proposal 

Last Name:, _____________ _ First Name: ___________ _ _____ MI: ___ _ 

Institutional Affiliation (do not abbreviate): _________________________ _ 

Mailing Address (Stl'eet/P_O_ Box): _____ _ ______________ City/State!Zip: ___ _ 

Telephone: Office: ( _______ Home: ( ______ Fax: ( 

Summer Address (Street/P.O. Box): __________________ City/State/Zip: _____________ _ 

Telephone: Office: ( ____ Homo: ( ) _________________________ Fax: ( --------------

Co-presenters (if applicable); maximum two (2): PLEASE NOTE: Communications will be sellt ONLY to the presenter listed above. The primary 
presenter is responsible jor communications with co-presenters. 

Last Name: ______________ _ FirSt Name: __________ _ MI: ___ _ 

Last Name:, __________ _ First Namc::, _________ _ MI: ___ _ 

II, Title of Workshop (as it is to appeal' in rhe program): _________________ _ 

Ill. Core starr development areas as related to gifted learners: (check ONE for which proposal is most applicable) 

Q Nature and Needs 0 Identification and Assessment 0 Differentiated Curriculum 0 Social and Emotional Needs 0 Creativity 

of Grr Learners 
IV. Intended Grade Span (chec~ one): 

1:1 PK-2 1:13-5 1:16.8 1:19.12 1:1 K·12 1:1 Higher Education 1:1 Other (Please specify): __________ _ 

Presenter Credentials: 
Degree(s): ______________________ Cel'tification('): _________________ _ 

Educational or Other Professional Experiences: 

Two persons who can recommend you as a presenter: 

Name: _______ Position: _______________ _ 

Address' _______ _ City/State/Zip: 

Telephone: 

Name: ____________ _ ..... _______ Position; . _____ .. __ .. _._ .. _. ________ .. _. __ ... ______ ._. __ ... _________ _ 

Address: ___________________________ City/Slate/Zip: ____________________ _ 

Telephone: ( 

V, Intended Audiences (chock all appropriate blanks): 
1:1 Teacher, 1:1 Counselors 1:1 Librarians 1:1 Administrators/Coordinators o University Educators 

Q Parents 1:1 Other (plea,e specify): _____________ _ 
( colltilltled) 



VI. Preferred Size of Audience (check one): (Please Note: Audience size may be increased based on mom assignment capacity.) 

CJ75 CJ 150 CJ 200+ 

VII. Length of Session (All Workshops are 11!4 hours in len.gth unless arranged otherwise.): -------------------.---

VIII. Repeated Session(s) (Will you repeat the workshop if selected for presentation? Check one.): CJYes CJNo 

IX. Facilitator (If possible, the presenter should provide a facilitator for the workshop): 
Facilitators monitor attendance, disseminate materials, and assist with other session details. Facilitators will receive a detailed job description. 

L~!)t Name: First Name; MI: 

Institutional Affiliation (do not abbreviate); 

Mailing Address (Street/P.O. Box): City/State/Zip: 

Telephone: Offke: ( ) Home: ( ) Fax: ( ) 

Summer Address (Street/P.O. Box): City/State/Zip: 

Telephone: Office: ( ) Home: ( ) Fax, ( ) 

X. Proposed Abstract 
Please submit the following information in typewritten form on ONE separate page, not to exceed 250 words: 
(Attach abstract to this proposal; do not use caps lock) 

A. Title of workshop E. 
6. Name of presenter(s) and institutional affiliation(,) F. 
C. Program description (for conference program; 50~word limit) G. 
D. Intended grade or grade span H. 

Notes to Presenter(s) 
). Please ,end an original proposal with attached abstract and THREE (3) 5. 

copies ot" proposal with attached abstract to address shown on front of 
proposal form. Retain a file copy of your proposal and abstract. Materials 6. 
submitted to TAGT cannot be returned. Please do NOT use caps lock. 

2. Proposals will be considered ONLY if the abstract as described above is 
attached. 

3. One overhead projector with screen will be available in each meeting room. 7. 
Any other equipment must be provided by the presenter. 8. 

4. All contributors will be notified in writing by the TAGT office no later than 
Juno 1, 1993. 

I have read and agree to abide by the guidelines stated in this proposal. 

Signature of Presenter: .... ____ .. _. _____ _ 

Intended audience 
Topic/Interest strand (Only one from Section III) 
Objectives for workshop (Two- four objectives) 
Brief summary of content and implications for the gifted/talented 

Persons selected as presenters should contact the TAGT office as soon as 
possible if they will not be able to present at the conference. 
Expenses for travel and attendance at the conference are the responsibility 
of each presenter. Presenters who plan to attend any other session, meeting, 
exhibit, etc., at the conference other than the session(s) she/he is presenting, 
must register for the Sixteenth Annual Conference. 
All presenters are expected to conform to appropriate copyright laws. 
TAGT will notify presenters of room capacity. Presenters must supply all 
printed materials for distribution, however, extensive materials are NOT 
expected. 

Date Signed: ______ _ 

Suggestions and Criteria for Program Proposals 

The following are possible program proposal topics and/or current issues which pertain to the interests of TAGT conference participants. Perhaps these ideas will 
provide a springboard for proposal ideas! Topics/issues are not limited to those listed. 

CreativelProductive Thinking Technology 
Critical Thinking Skills for the Gifted Global Awareness 
Research/Study Skills for the Gifted Leadership Abilities 
Specific Subject Area Differentiation VisuallPerforming Arts 
Thematicllnterdisciplinary Instruction Parenting the Gifted 
Academic Competition Affective Needs 
Opportunities for the Gifted in Higher Changing Demographics 
Education Non-traditional Measures for Identification of 
Career Counseling for the Gifted the Gifted 

Selection Criteria 

The TAOT 1993 Conference Committee will review program proposals using the following criteria: 
A. Relevance and significance of the ideas to be C. Theoretical soundness of concepts to be 

presented presented 
B. Clarity and organization of the proposal D. Appeal to indicated audience 

At-Risk Gifted Learners 
Mentors for the Gifted 
Non-traditional/Portfolio Assessment for the 
Gifted 
Gifted Program Evaluation 
Issues and Resea"n Addressing tne Gifted 
Effective Scnools Research and the Gifted 
Grouping Implications for the Gifted 
Cooperative Learning 

E. Innovativeness of the topic and/or approach to 
the topic 

F. Qualifications of presenter 

Good luck with your conference proposal! Thank you for helping us to keep our promises to the gifted! 



TEXAS ASSOCIATION FOR THE GIFTED AND TALENTED 

NOMINATION FORM 

OUTSTANDING TEACHER OF THE GIFTED AWARD 

The Outstanding Teacher of the Gifted Award is presented to a teacher in recognition for outstanding service/ 
contribution/ commitment to gifted education. 

Nomlnee ________________________________________________________________ Telephone ______________ ___ 

Addr~ss ______________________________________________________________________________________ ___ 

ESC R~giDn ______________ ___ 

City StH¢ Zil-" 

N ominmed by: Name ______________________________________________________ Teiephone ______________ ___ 

School Distric~/Org9.nb9.tion/ Am lie.tion _____________________________________________________________ _ 

Add,"" ________________________________________________________________________________ ___ 

ESC Rc=:gian ______________ ~ 
City Zip 

The Outstanding Teacher of the Gifted may be a person who: 
• Has impacted glfred edl.lcarion ,H (he local, mue and/or n,uionai level 
• Has promoted gifted educatiOn in the community 
• Has intlu~nc!:d students! parents and/of ducators 
• Has faclllr,'I[ed awareness of gifted education 
• Has developed a personal philosophy of education for the gifted that matches 

the chO:lracteri~tics of gifted and talented studen,ts 

is an Outstanding Teacher of the Gifted because • • • 
(Please attach a separate sheet describing contributions) 

OUTSTANDING PARENT OF THE GIFTED AWARD 

The Outstanding Parent of the Gifted Award is presented to a patent in recognition for outstanding service/ 
contribution/ commitment to gifted education. 

Nominee Telephone _____________ ___ 

Address ________________________________________________________________________________ ___ 

ESC Region ____________ ___ 
"p 

Nominated by: N am~ _____________________________________________________ Te lephonl!: ______________ ___ 

School District/Org:,m\za tion/ Am I ~ation ______________________________________________________________ _ 

Add,." __________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

ESC Region ______________ _ 
City Lip 

The Outstanding Parent of the Gifted may be a person who, 

• Contributes time: and effort in ~upport of the: !!:ducation of gift!!:d individuals 
• Demonsrr:tHes a genuine imereS( supponlng prac[lces rhar benefir all gifted children 
• Initiates/participates and networks among other parents, professionals and/or community members 

is an Outstanding Parent of the Gifted because . . . 
(Plea.se a.ttach a sepe.rate sheet describing contribu~lon$) 

Mail by April 15 to your TAGT Regional Director. We invite your nominations! 



CALENDAR OF orr EVENTS 
Dale: February 26-0r. Robert E. Clasen 

Giftedness in Contexts 
March 26--Dr. Felice A. Kaufmann 

The Courage to Succeed 
Apri130-Dr. jeanette P. Parker 

Leadership Training Model 
Event: Distinguished Lecture Series on 
Gifted Education 
Sile: Holiday Inn, Bedford 
Sponsor: Texas Woman's University 
Contact: Dr. Marnell Hayes or Dr. 
Robert Sloat 
Gifted Students Institute 
TWU PO Box 23029 
Denton, TX 76204-1029 
817/898-2271 
Fee: $49 per sessiol1i $115 series 

Date: February 27 
Evenl: Young Scholars Conference (a 
conference nm for students by students) 
Site: Houston Harte University Center 
San Angelo State University 
Contact: Dr. Mary Seay 
1621 University 
San Angelo, TX 76904 
915/947-3826 
Fee: $8.00 (lunch included) 

Date/Site: March l()-Austin 
March 23-Canyon, El Paso, 

Lubbock, San Angelo 
March 25-Corpus Christi, 

Richardson, Houston, 
Edinburg, Nacogdoches 

(ca]l for details) 
Event: Focus Groups for Educator Input 
on the Professional Development System 
for Texas Ed llcators 
Time: 5:30-8;30 pm 
Spon.or: TEA/Commission of Stan
dards for the Teaching Profession 
Contact: TEA, Div,of Professional 
Educator Assessment 
1701 North Congress Avenue 
Austin, TX 78701-1494 
512/ 463-9525 

Date: Apri15-6 
Evenl: CEe Annual Convention 
Site: San Antonio 
Contact: CEC, 800/486-5773 

Date: April 16-17 
Event: Interdisciplinary Conference for 
Middle and High School Educators; 
Conference for Giftod TOOn8 (grades 8-12) 
Site: Baylor University 
Contacl: Dr. Susan johnsen or Dr. joel 
Mcintosh 
Baylor Univ., School of Education 
PO Box 97314 
Waco, TX 76798-7314 
817/755-3111 
Fees/Deadlines: students-3/1, $35; 
te.chers-3/20, $75 ($95 after March 20) 

O.le: April30-May 2 
Event: Texas Future Problem Solving 
Bowl 
Site: Austin/ TX 
Contact: Chris Funderburgh or Sandra 
Alcock 
Texas Future Problem Solving Program 
305 North Bluff Drive 
Austin, TX 78745 
512/ 447-D529 

Date: April30-May 2 
Event: ACA Arumal Convention-Haven 
for the Incurable Curious 
Site: Wilmington, Delaware 
Contact: American Creativity Association 
(ACA) 
PO Box 26068 
St Paul. MN 55126 
612/784-8375; Fax:612/ 784-4579 
Fee; $175; $200 after April 9 

Date: May 13-14 
Event: G/T Coordinators' Conference 
Sile: Austin Hyatt Regency 
Spon.or: TAGT G/T Coordinators' Div. 
Contact: TAGT 

Date: May 20-22 
Evenl: 2nd Biennial Henry B. and Jocelyn 
Wallace National Research Symposium on 

Date: August &-12 
Evenl: World Conference-A Gifted 
Globe 
Sile: Univ. Toronto (Ontario, Canada) 
Conlacl: 416/978-2400 

Date: August 9-13 
Event: Hawaii Summer Institute 
Site: Honolulu, HA 
Sponsor: Nat1/St Leadership Training 
Institule on GIT 
Contact: N/S LTI G(T 
900 Wilshire Center, Suite 1142 
Los Angeles, CA 
213/489-7470 

Dale: November 3-7 
Event: NAGC Annual Conference 
SiI.: Atlanta, GA 
Conlacl: NAGC 
1155 15th St, NW, #1002 
Washington, DC 20005 
202/785-4268 

Date: November 17-20 
Evenl: T AGT 16th Annual Confer
ence-PROMJS£S 1'0 K£J::l! 

Site: Austin Convention Center 
Contact: TAGT, 512/ 499-8248 

Talent Development ~--------------, 

Site: University of Iowa/ Iowa City 
Sponsor: The Connie Belin National 
Center for Gifted Education 
Contact: 800/336-6463; fax 319/335-5151 

Date: Early June 
Event: Parenling Gifted Children 
Sile: Austin, TX 
Spon.or: TAGT-TEA 
Fee: $25 

Date: july 11-31 
Evenl: Summer Leadership Institute for 
G IT high school sophomores 
Site: Lamar Univ" Beaumont 
Sponsor: Texas Governor's Honors 
Program 
Contact: Dr. Dorothy Sisk 
Lamar University 
409/ 880-8046 
Fee: Travel and activity fee only; 
tuition and room/bd paid by grants 
Application Deadline: April 15 

Dale: Augusl3-5 
Event: Texas Future Problem Solving 
Conference 
Site: Red Lion Hotel, Austin 
Contact: Chris Funderburgh or Sandra 
Alcock 
Texas Future Problem Solving Program 
305 North Bluff Drive 
Austin, TX 78745 
512/ 447-D529 

Duke Talent Identification 
Program (TIP) 

TAGT has received the 1993 Educa
tional Opportunity Guide published 
annually by the Duke University 
Talent Identification Program (TIP) 
as part of the program's overall effort 
to serve gifted students throughout 
the United States. The purpose of the 
EOG is to inform capable students 
and their parents, teachers, and 
counselors of the many educational 
opportunities available to talented 
students. The Guide describes pro
grams for elementary through high 
school students that vary greatly in 
COurSe offeringS, cost, location, and 
philosophy. 

The TIP Talent Search covers 
a sixteen-state region which includes 
Alabama, Arkansas, FlOrida, Georgia, 
Iowa, Kansas, Kentucky, Louisiana, 
Missouri, Nebraska, North Carolina, 
Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennes
see,andTexu, Toorderthe$15guide, 
write to Duke University, 1121 West 
Main Street, Suite 100, Durham, NC 
27705. 



BOUTWELL 
c<mtinued from page 7 

cooperative learning. During coopera
tive learning, the teacher no longer 
approaches the classroom primarily 
in a didactic manner. Instead, he or 
she becomes a facilitator. The teacher 
mOves from group to group, monitor
ing and adjusting j assisting and en
couraging, inquiring and prodding. This 
active involvement of both teacher 
and student provide. a significantly 
different classroom image than the 
presently used lecture, followed by 
"drill and kill" workshe.ts. 

Using cooperative learning reveals yet 
another concern. According to Glasser, 
one of the fir"t things teache" will be 
concerned about is losing power, losing 
control (Gough, 1987). "Teachers will 
need to change the way they se. them
selves" for cooperative learning to 
achieve the desired rel:'ults. They will 
need to become comfortabl@ with vary
ing degrees of uncertainty as groups 
and group membera become more re
sponsible for their own learning. Fur
thermore, planning group lessons will 
not be al:' I:'imple a.a doing an individual 
one. It takes time and effort to work out 
an effective [group] assignment that is 
tailored to the [group) situation (Brandt, 
1988). Likewise, it takes time to learn 
cooperative skills. Teachers will need 
to refrain from dropping activities at 
the first hint of a problem. 

One need. only to conoult the work of 
Robert Slavin at John Hopkins Univer
sity (1987), Spencer Kagan at the Uni
versity of California (1989). and David 
and Richard Johnson at the University 
of Minnesota (1987), to realize the 
large body of research supporting co
operative learning. However, even this 
research fail!:! to sufficiently addres6 a 
fifth concern, tho translation of theory 
into practice. 

Often teachers divide students into 
groups that are too large. In some in
stances, cooperative learning haa been 
U6ed primarily as a "classroom man
agement strategy to get students to do 
what te.chers want them to do" (Willis. 
1992). As an @xtrinsic motivator1 co
ercion may work for a while. However, 
Gla.~ser'~ research (1986) has d@mon
strated that the most effective motiva
tion come. from within the child. Thi. 
intrinsic motivation brings the most 
lasting change. Thus, implementation, 
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along with other unforeseen problems, 
can "sabotage any innovation" (Willis, 
1992). In fact, Goodlad (1979) asserts 
that inservice education and supportive 
infrastructure required for anything 
more than change at the periphery must 
be in place for lasting results or the 
innovation simply will not develop. 

Often, the merits of cooperative learn
ing demonstrated from scholarly study 
are also lost when students and teach
ers are confused about their roles 
(Dockterman. 1990). Furthermore, 
teaching social skills and evaluating 
group process, two important aspects 
of cooperative learning, are often ne
glected because of time constraints 
(Willis, 1992). And yet. the •• two as
pects are essential for processing how 
a group functions and how the individu
a]s relate to one another. Evaluation 
allows students to think about and ex
plain the meaning of their experiencea 
which, in turn, can help them integrate 
and retain new learning, both desirable 
outcomes of cooperative learning 
(Brandt. 1987). Giving students feed
back on their performance is the key to 
improving coopera.tive behaviors. 

Without the proper staff development, 
teachers will find it very difficult to 
develop the sophisticated stratogi@s 
needed for such reflection or debrief
ing. Without training, Uasking ques
tions, clarifying ideas and processes, 
providing data, and withholding value 
judgments" (Co.ta and Marzano, 1987) 
will not be attributes teachers possess 
to stimulate and enhance the thinking of 
their students. Without proper train
ing, theory and practice will remain 
unrelated rather than complements of 
one another. 

Mor@ov@r, this assertion that theory 
and practice remain worlds apart when 
viewing what occurs in classrooms de
rives from this author's Own personal 
experience. In a recent doctoral level 
graduate class, I presented a simulation 
using cooperative learning. Rea.ding 
through the cIa .. evaluation of the pre
sentation revealed many participants 
were teaching cooperative lea.rning 
without any previous practical experi
ence themselves. Additionally, they 
were poorly infortned concerning the 
elements of cooperative learning 
strategies. 

Coopera.tive learning is not a quick-fix. 
Toach@rs clearly need to understand 
the elements of coopera.tive learning 
for the benefits of this educational 

practice to be reali.ed. Continuous staff 
development is an essential olement for 
nurturing and developing this learning 
strategy in teachers. 

Tea.chel'~ must b@ aware "poopl@ do not 
invest effort on tasks that do not lead to 
valued outcom.s e.en if they know they 
Can perform the tasks succ@ssfully, 
and people do not invest effort on even 
highly valued task" if they are con
vinced that they cannot succeed no 
matter how hard they try" (Brophy, 
1987). These admonishments certainly 
give food for thought when grouping 
students-especially where there is 
widespread diversity in student needs_ 

What is the future of cooperative learn
ing? Will it become a l.sting learning 
strategy employed in America's class
rooms or is it simply a passing fad? 
While the jury is still out, this exa.mi
nation of cooperative learning provides 
not only a more realistic picture of the 
strategy, but also a more realistic ex.
pectation for its use rogardless of the 
classroom grouping, 
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grouping strategies for instruction. 
The group works toward a common 
goal and receives the same reward 
(Johnson, JohnBon, & Holubec, 1990). 
Johnson and Johnson (1991) believe 
that gifted students ehould not always 
work in the traditional heterogeneous 
classroom cooperative groups. 

Interviews conducted by Matthews 
(1992) with fifteen 6th-8th graders 
concerning their feelings toward co
operathre groups reinforced this 
view. In regard to explaining materials 
to others in the group, they resented 
taking their own time to work with 
those who were not interested in 
learning. If they were bored with 
materials already mastered, this 
could affect those they were trying 
to help. They particularly resented 
assignment of a single grade to all 
group members regardless of the 
amount they contributed to the group. 
In response to the idea of developing 
social skills through cooperative 
teams, those interviewed when 
grouped with intellectual peers felt 
less negative toward the group and 
enjoyed the friendly competition for 
the group's leadership. The need to do 
quality work caused them to dominate 
the group or do the work themselves. 

The October 1992 issue of Educational 
Leadership contains a short article 
by a Texas elementary school prin
cipal. He claims there is a moral 
imperative to and ability grouping 
(Hastings, 1992). He propos •• that 
there exiets a body of philosophic 
absolutes .. ." (p. 14) and we need not 
justifY them with research, for it in 
a statement of principle, not of sci
ence. Grouping in our democracy is 
"ethically unacceptable." Further, 
he feels that standardized testing as 
a means to identify and label must 
end. He feels that a student's 
progress, regardless of ability, 
should be basic to all decisions in 
educational programming. However, 
Feldhusen and Moon (1992, p. 63) do 
feel that "if' we wish to sustain or 
increase the academic achievement 
of American youth they should be 
grouped for instruction according to 
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ability and achievement levels, but 
grouping practices should be flexible, 
and rigid tracking should be avoided." 

The 1990 National Governor's Re
port of the Task Force on Education 
suggests that the educational estab
lishment eliminate the general use of 
tracking and ability grouping. On the 
other hand, this does not mean "end
ing special opportunities for students 
suoh as the gifted and talented or 
special education students or Ad
vanced Placement classes" (p. 3). 
One can see that the jury is still out 
as to the organizational plan best 
suited to advance the educational op
tions of the gifted learner. There are 
some elements that need to be con
sidered regardless of the grouping 
pattern. A skillful and flexible 
teacher, well-versed in a variety of 
teaching strategies, is important. 
Time needs to be provided for plan
ning and gathering of resources. 
Freedom to be creative with a mini
mum of local and state restrictions is 
needed. Above all, equality means a 
sensitivity to the cognitive and af
fective needs of each child and a 
willingness to provide the best learn
ing environment. The .. factors should 
not b. ignored. 

---
Special tha.nks to Joan E. Witham for her assis
tance with this artlcls. 
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continued from page B 

"losers" in competition, we are tak
ing from them aome important coping 
skills they will need in out competi
tive society. For "ery bright children 
we may be, in a very global way, 
asking them not to stretch them
selves mentally. We may actually be 
preventing them from important 
learning during many of their school 
years. 

It is hard to predict the educational 
outcomes for the .. students who are 
being prevented from developing their 
mental fitness in order to fit in socially 
with their peers. We may recognil!:e 
the loss only after an entire generation 
reaches college. 

Other nations that value achievement 
are demanding much more mental 
fitne.s of their students. Their stu
dents will not pedal slowly to wait for 
our country'. students to catch up. A 
bicycle ride provides physical fitness 
only when all riders are encouraged 
to exercise to their full abilities. 

Dr. RlliIni m.O)' In rmckm at !du.rotion Aioft"umllrnt $1Ir1'llieti 

ItH:., W6050 Applr RaM. Wait"rion., WI. 15094. • 

SEAT 
continued from pagt! 9 

and accelerated Instruction In all 
subject matter. However, the special 
school program must also recognize 
the domain(s) of highBst talBnt and 
provide even higher levels of enrich· 
ment and acceleration In those areas 
(Feldhus.n, '987). 

Gallagher (1966), from his review of 
the research of the mojor curriculum 
reforms of the 60s, discovered that 
highly conceptual curriculum was 
effective for highly gifted youth, but 
that children of average and low ability 

«M.i"ued 0" p. J9) 
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accomplished little learning. Gallagher 
concluded that the only way a wide 
range of student ability can be 
addressed in the cla.sroom i. to 
teach conceptually simple material, a 
practice to which all thinking profes
sionals are unilaterally opposed. 

The need for special programs for the 
talented becomes more intense as 
children reach the middle school level 
and th.ir special talents emerge; more 
specific specialization must provide 
advanced educational experiences. 
The goal is to provide high level, 
highly accelerated experiences for 
selected youth to match their levels 
of pr.cocity and speed of learning. 
Learning must be challenging and 
meaningful and direct.d toward 
cl.arly envisioned goals for high.r 
education and career choices. There 
is nO quarrel with cooperative learning 
groupings among students within a 
gifted program. This is where they 
are able to begin a social relationship 
with students whose opinions they 
respect. 

Feldhusen (1990) admonishes that 
special full-time ciasses at the 
elementary level, a combination of 
gifted daMes, honors dasse. and 
accelerated electives, as well as the 
option of taking early college 
coursework or early admission~ 

should characterize programs of 
study for highly gifted youth. The 
crucial components of all such pro
grams are the provision of challenging 
instruction at level appropriate to 
their abilities, and the stimulating of 
students for high level achievem.nt 
and excellence in all academic 
endeavors. 

It is not reasonable to suggest that 
students should be grouped without 
the use of appropriate curricula and 
materials. Placement of these gifted 
children together without the modi
fication of the scope, sequence~ and 
material. and without a trained, en
thusiastic and positive teacher is 
supported n.ither by any segment of 
the literature nor by professional 
educators. 

Researchers citing bodies of research 
supporting the .weeping changes in 
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grouping practices have ignored the 
inapplicability of the research ba.e 
to gifted student •. Weare not opposed 
to the research results on ability 
grouping and cooperative learning; 
the problem occurs only when the 
research base is used to justify 
educational provisions which affect 
them. Rogers (January. 1992) suggests 
that with over seven hundred studies 
of ability grouping in the literature, 
nO researcher so rar has had the 
resources or time to make an effec
tive analy.is of these literature bases. 
In the nine years during which these 
studies have been scrutinized, there 
have been thirteen different synthe
ses of the research. 

Unfortunately, all of these synth •••• 
represent analyses of only selected 
parts of the literature base chosen by 
various researchers. In the few (two 
or five, depending on the criteria) 
studies that looked at high achievers, 
definitive data were not included 
identifYing students in the study as 
gifted students; it app.ars that the 
way achievement or ability groups 
are defin.d in the •• studies is "fraught 
with difficulty" (Robinaon. 1990. p. 12). 
Some studies relied on t.acher 
judgment, and one included the top 
33% of the students. 

There have been argnments that there 
is no discernible damage to the high 
achiever in the cooperative learning 
groups; this misses the point. In the 
classroom, Robinson (1990, p. 19) 
asserts, "time is a fixed resourCe. H 

Proponents of this strategy propos. 
that most of the school day be so 
utilized; thus, few opportunities for 
self-selected, independent investi
gations, subject matter acceleration 
in fast paced groups, or extra cur
ricular activities are possible. 
Robinson says, further, that the 
"abuse is even more serious if op
portunities like these are system
atically removed from the curricu
lum because practitioners over
generalize the use of cooperative 
learning to all students in the schools: 

Ross (1988) notes that cooperative 
learning groups are less effective 
when they lack a student who has 
mastered the material quickly and 
who is available to help others in the 

group. The effectiveness of the coop
erative leaning group may depend on 
the ability of one student to articulate 
explanations to team members on 
demand. If the material i. challengi.ng 
and high level outcomes are assessed, 
students may have to depend on a 
capable child to fill the explainer 
function. Robinson (1990) asks 
whether this d.pendency constitutes 
exploitation of a gifted child. This 
unfortunate exploitation of talented 
children is making them responsible 
for the effectiveness of cooperative 
learning and then blaming them for 
accepting responsibility (}lobineon. 
1990). The research on the process.s 
in cooperative learning groups which 
affect achievement point out that this 
contrived situation is profoundly 
elitist with all .tudents knowing who 
is the smartest and who isn't. Indeed~ 
they know that now without our ex
acerbating this elitism by deliberately 
manipulating the placement. 

In summary~ there is a real and seri
ous need ror gifted students to be 
placed in an educational .etting with 
their int.llectual peers where pro
vision is made for exploring~ chal
lenging~ using innovative materials 
and curricnla, and which is taught by 
enthusiastic and appropriately trained 
teachers. 
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instead of sacrificing the needs of 
gifted students to the false percep
tion that our educational system must 
choose which students to serve and 
which to ignore. Furthermore, in the 
non-cluster classrooms, teachers 
report they have the time to pay 
mare attention to the special learning 
needs of those for whom learning may 
be more difficult. For that reason, 
some schools choose not to place 
struggling students in the same class 
that has the cluster group of gifted 
students. 

" gifted students are not placed In 
some classes, won't those classes 
lack positive role models for aca· 
demic and social leadership? 

Teachers overwhelmingly report that 
new leadership iirises to the top" in 
the non-cluster classes. There are 
many students other than the gifted 
who welcome opportunities to as
sume available leadership roles. 

Won't the presence of a cluster 
group of gifted students inhibit the 
performance of the other students 
in thet class, having a negative ef
fect on their echievement? 

This is not a problem when the cluster 
group is kept to a manageable size of 
no more than six students. AB a mat
ter of fact, cluster teachers report 
that there i. general improvement in 
achievement for the entire class. The 
effects of the cluster grouping prac
tice may be evened out over several 
years by rotating the cluster teacher 
assignment among specially trained 
teachers and also by rotating the 
other student.' so they have a chance 
to be in the same class with the 
cluster group. 

Whet specific skills are needed by 
cluster teachers? 

Since gifted students are as far re
moved from the "norm" as the 
teaching disabled, it is equally neces
sary for teachers of all exceptional 
children to have special training. 
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Teachers of gifted students must know 
how to: 

- recognizB and nurture "gifted" behaviors 
- understand the sociaVemotional needs 

0' gifted youngsters 
- allow students to demonstrate previous 

mastery of concepts 
- provide oPPol1unltle. 'or faster pacing 

of new material 
- incorporate students' passionate Inter

e.t. Into their Independent studle. 
- facilitate sophisticated research Inves

tigations 
- provide flexible grouping opportunities 

for the entire class 

Should the cluster grouping model 
replece pull-out programs for gifted 
students? 

No. Cluster grouping is one important 
component of a comprehensive pro
gram for gifted students. The ser
vices of a resource teacher may be 
used to provide assistance to all 
dassroom teachers in their attempts 
to differentiate the curriculum for 
gifted students. If the resource 
teacher offers a "pull-out" class, 
there is usually less resistance from 
trained cluster teachers about stu
dento leaving the regular class for a 
resource program. Cluster grouping 
provides an effective complement to 
any gifted program. 

Whet are the advantages of using 
the cluster grouping concept? 

For the gifted students, the advan
tages are that they feel more ac
cepted when there are other students 
just like them in the class. They are 
more likely to choose more challeng
ing tasks when they are able to work 
with other gifted students. For the 
teachers, the advantages are that they 
no longer have to deal with the strain 
of trying to meet the needs of just one 
precodous studentj while another 
teacher is experiencing similar strain 
with another precocious student in a 
different classroom. When teachers 
know .everal gifted students will 
benefit from differentiation efforts, 
it seems more realistic to make that 
differentiation available. For the 
school, the advantage is that it is 
finally possible to provide a full
time! coat-effective program for 
gifted students, because their excep-

tional learning needs are more likely 
to be met when they are grouped 
together with a spedally trained 
teacher. 

What are the disadvantages of us· 
Ing the cluster grouping concept? 

In some communities, there may be 
pressure from parent. to have their 
children placed in a cluster class
room, even if they are not in the 
actual cluster group. This situation 
may be handled by: providing training 
for all staff in compacting and differ
entiation so parents can expect those 
opportunities in all classes, rotating 
the cluster teacher assignment ev
ery two years among teachera who 
have had special training to demon
strate that many teachers are eli" 
gible to have the cluster group in 
their dass, and even by cycling most 
students into the cluster teachers' 
classrooms on a rotating basis. An
other potential problem is that the 
cluster grouping concept is effective 
only when teachers received special 
training on how to differentiate the 
curriculum, and when their supervi
sor expects them to use those strat
egies consistently to maintain the 
integrity of the program. 

Is cluster grouping feasible only In 
elementary schools? 

No. Cluster grouping may be used at 
all grade levels and in all subject 
areas. Gifted students may be clus
tered in one section of any class 
with other students of mixed abil
ity, especially when there are not 
enough students to form an ad"anced 
section of a COurSe. Cluster grouping 
is also a welcome option in rural 
settinge or wherever small numbers 
of gifted students make program
ming difficult. 

Further informaliQn i$ ~v~U .. bl. frOm; Phllnklm Pr.:.:III, 
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continued from page 11 

STUDENT TEAMS AcIDEVEMENT DIVISIONS 

STAn is a generic strategy used in 
any subject matter area. According 
to Slavin (1986), STAD works best 
with material that has single, cor
rect answers and is most likely to be 
used in mathematics computation, 
spelling, language usage, and 
mechanics. A. in TGT, students are 
placed in four-member heterogeneous 
groups for teacher-directed in
struction and for ... sisting one another 
in mastering the basic material. The 
tournaments used in TGT are replaced 
with individually administered quiz
zes in which students do not assist 
one another STAD, like TGT, was 
developed to provide grade level in
struction in basic skill areas at the 
same general pace for all students. 

TEAM AcCELElIATED INSTRUCTION (TAI) 
TAl (later renamed Team Assisted 
Individualization) was developed for 
pre-algebra mathematics instruction 
in grades three through six (Slavin, 
1986). It includes specific TAl in
structional materials on basic math
ematics operations and topics: addi
tion, subtraction, multiplication, di
vision, numeration, fractions, deci
mals, ratio, percent, statistics, and 
algebra. Students are assigned to 
four- or five-member heterogeneous 
teams, are pretested, and enter the 
curriculum at the point desigoated by 
their pretest performance, They work 
through curriculum units which con
tain a guide page reviewing the con
cepts, skill practice pages) forma
tive quizzes! a 15-item unit test, and 
answer pages so that a student moni
tor may score the test. All students also 
take mathematics facts tests twice a 
week. The management functions of se
curing materials, cbeclting student papers, 
and scoring tests are the responsi
bility of the students. After each 
three-week period of individualized 
instruction, the teacher conducts 
group-paced instruction for a week. 

COOPERATIVE INrEGRATED READING 

AND COMPOSITION 
CIRC was developed for grade level 
reading and writing instruction in the 
elementary grades. Research studies 
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have been reported for grades 3-4 
and gra.des 2-6 (Stevens; Maddon, 
Slavin, & Famish! 1987; Stevens, Slavin; 
& Famish, 1991). Instruction is pri~ 
marily based on basal readers and 
involves direct instruction in reading 
comprehension, integrated writing, 
and language arts using a writing 
process approach. Heterogeneous 
leamers are composed of members of 
at least two different reading group. 
who read to one a.nother, answer 
questions about the story, practice 
spelling and vocabulary words, and 
write on a topic related to the basal 
story. Team members receive points 
based on individual performance on 
quizzes and composition which are 
"added" to produce a team score. 
Achievement criteria are specified; 
teams that meet the criteria receive 
certificates. 

CllWLESOFLEMuaNGOR~G 
TOGEllIllR 
Johnson and Johnson have empha
sized group process in their generic 
model characterized by an explicit 
and sustained teaching of structured 
social skills. Most of the research by 
the developers and their associates 
compared the cooperative goal 
structure (in which groups work to
gether) with a competitive condition 
(in which teams or individuals com
pete with one another) and with an 
individualistic condition (in which 
students work alone on material). 
Heterogeneous groups or two to six 
students with maximum variation in 
levels of achievement are recom
mended. In addition, the Johnsons have 
suggested unmotivated students be 
placed in groups with on-task stu
dents. In some cases! students are 
permitted to work together to com
plete a single worksheet Or product 
for a group grade (Johnson, Johnson, & 
Holubec, 1990). 

COOPERATIVE CONTROVERSY 
Cooperative Controversy, also de
veloped by the Johnsons, relies on 
the constructive use of conflict to 
increase learning (Johnson, JohnHon; & 
Holubec, 1990). Heterogeneous groups 
of four students are given materials 
about a controversial topic-for ex
ample, the hunting of wolves in 
Northern Minnesota-and asked to 
debate. Two students toke one side of 

the controversial issue, the remain
ing two team members argue the 
opposite view. Then the two pairs of 
students switch sid •• and argoe the 
opposite point of view. Presumably, 
the same kinds of group products and 
group grades would be possible in this 
form of cooperative learning as in the 
original Circles of Learning or Learn
ing Together. 

JIGSAW AND JIGSAW II 
The Jigsaw models were developed 
for narrative materials in the core 
content areas like social studies! sci
ence, literature! and other school 
subjects in which the goal is to learn 
concepts rather than skills (Axon.on, 
et 01 .. 1978; SlaVin, 1986). Heteroge
neous groups of students are given 
sections or chapters of material to 
read and teach ~their topic!! or a part 
of the text to others in their group. As 
is the case with TGT, STAn, Circles 
of Leaming, and Cooperative Contro
versy, the Jigsaw models rely pri
marily on wade level text. and other 
printed materials. 

GROUP INvESTIGATION 
In contrast to the cooperative leam. 
ing models which are largely struc
tured around traditional texts and 
classroom materials) Group Investi
gation is an interest-based study of a 
topic selected by the teacher (Sharan 
& Sharan, 1976). Small groups of stu
dents select subtopics, develop and 
carry out a learning plan, and prepare 
a small group presentation for the 
entire class. Teachers and students 
evaluate group and individual contri
butions. Students work on group 
products, give group presentations! 
and receive group evaluations. How
ever! individual achievement is as
sessed through examinations as well. 
Presumably, students have aceess to 
any materials including reference 
materials relevant to their subtopic. 
The most extensive research study 
on Group Investigation was conducted 
in Israel with problems in history and 
geography (Sharan & Shaeha,,, 1988). 

CO-OP CO-OP AND COOPERATIVE 

STRUCTURES 
Like Group Investigation, Co-op Co-op 
is based on heterogeneous small 
groups studying a subtopic as part of 

(continued on p. 22) 
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a whole class investigation. Co-op 
Co-op encourages library research, 
interviewing, original data gather
ing, and creative products. Students 
are teacher and self evaluated On 
team presentations, their written 
products, and on their contributions 
to the team. Kagan (1989/1990) has 
also encouraged the use of short term 
cooperative structures developed by 
other educators as well as himself. 
Two examples of these structural 
cooperative strategies are Think
Pair"Share and Numbered Heads To
gether, which ara variations of group 
discussion. Few published studies I'ra 
available on the short-term coop
erative activities or on Co-op Co-op. 

GROUPS OF FOUR 

Developed. for elementary math
ematics, Groups of Four iB a collec
tion of cooperative problem-solving 
activities. In one study conducted by 
its originator, this approach result. 
in improved problem-solving skills 
for students when compared with the 
traditional classroom (Burns, 1981). 
The author does not propose the model 
as a comprehensive mathematics 
curriculum. According to Slavin 
(1986), the research evidence on this 
application of cooperative learning 
has not been extensive or promising. 

D8SCUBRIMIENTO OR FINDING Our 
Descubrimiento waS developed as a 
hands-on elementary science pro
gram for the bilingual classroom. 
Students work together on experi
ments to discover scientific concepts 
and principles. Materials are printed 
in Spanish and English (De Avila & 
Duncan, 1980) and an implementation 
manual has been developed (Nava.rette, 
Cohen, De Avila, Benton, Lotan, & 
Parchment, 1985). Little published 
research is currently available On 
Descubrimiento. 

Applying Cooperative 
Learning Research to 
Academically Talented 
Students 
Cooperative learning research has 
reported positive effects in cross
ethnic relationships (Johnson & John
son, 1981; Warring, D. Johnson, 
Maruyama, & R. Johnson, 1985), in ac-
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ceptance and achievement of students 
with intellectual or emotional handi
caps (Johnson & Johnson, 1982; Salend 
& Sonnenschein, 1989; Slavin, 1984), and 
in basic skills achievement in the 
academic content areas (Slavin. 1980; 
Slavin, 1984). In a recent review, 
Slavin (1991) also listed improved 
self-esteem and self-concept as 
outcomes for those cooperative 
models he helped to develop. These 
are significant outcomes. Howeverj 
the advantages of cooperative learn" 
ing for academically talented students 
are tempered by the nature of the 
research baBe on cooperative learn~ 
ing and by the ways it has been trans
lated into practice. 

PRoBLEMS OF DEFINITION AND SAMPLING 
Very few stuilies have been conducted 
with identified gifted or high ability 
students. Some studies have investi
gated high achieving students, but 
with limited information about their 
prior achievement For example, high 
achieving may be defined by single 
measures of teacher-made classroom 
or basic skills standardized tests 
(Lucker, Rosenfield, Sikes, & Aronson, 
1976; Webb, 1982) or by teacher 
judgment (John.on & Johnson, 1981; 
John.eon, Johnson, Tiffany, & Zaidman, 
1983). In one study, students were 
designated as high achieving if they 
scored above the median on a teacher 
constructed mathematics prete.t· 
(MervRsch, 1991). i'High ability" as 
defined by single achievement mea
sures of ba~c skills batteries, teacher 
constructed placement tests, or 
teacher judgment alone should not be 
used interchangeably with giftedness. 
The indicators are too crude to give 
us a "pidure" of the kinds of stu
dents found in the high achieving 
groups and are difficult to generalize 
to the gifted. 

WEAK COl\olPARlSONS 

The most misleading characteristic 
of the research base On cooperative 
learning, as it relates to academi
cally talented students, is its reliance 
on weak treatment comparisons. 
Specifically, these weak comparisons 
include: (1) the use of the traditional 
classroom as the control treatmentj 
and (2) the us.e of an individualistic 
comparison which specifically dis
courages student discussion. In a 
recent review, Slavin (1991) 
commented that of the 67 coopera" 

tive learning studies which measured 
effects of student achievement all 
"compared the effects of coopera
tive learning to those of trailitionally 
taught control groups" (p.76). In most 
cases, achievement was defined as 
basic skills outcomes. 

In the studies which compared coop
erative with individualistic learning, 
students in cooperative groups were 
encouraged to communicate with one 
another and in some Cases were 
permitted to turn in one assignment 
for the group. In the individualistic 
condition, students were directed not 
to talk and were required to complete 
the assignment on their own (Johnson, 
Johnson, & Stanne, 1985). In some 
cases, students in groups and students 
working alone were compared on the 
nature or frequency of their talk. 

To summarize, the effects of coop
erative learning on academically 
talented students are difficult to 
aBsess. First, they are not the 
population of interest. Few studie. 
have explicitly identified them, de
scribed them adequately in the 
sample, or analyzed outcomes 
clearly. Second, the comparisons 
made in the literature are limited by 
the selection of the traditional 
classroom rather than educational 
provisions more suited to academi
cally talented students as the control 
and by the individualistic comparison 
implemented as solitary seat work. 
In other words, cooperative learning 
in heterogeneous classrooms has not 
been compared with educational 
treatments of choice for academically 
talents student •. 

Issues in Practice 
The weakness in cooperative learn
ing research, as it related to aca
demically talented students, is a 
correctable problem. Subsequent 
studies can be desigoed to identify 
academically talented students in the 
sampl. and to include an appropriate 
test of cooperative learning as com
pared to a well-supported treatment 
for th.se students. However, for 
decision makers to evaluate the use 
of cooperative learning with aca
demically talented students, two is
sues must be addressed in practice: 

(contintMd On. p, 23) 
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(continued from p. 22) 
(1) curricular coverage and pacing 
and (2) group work and motivation. 

CURRICULAR COVERAGE AND PACING 
In the classroom, time is a fix.d 
reaource. If students are organized in 
cooperative learning groups studying 
middle level material for the majority 
of their school day at the pace of a 
h.terog.neou. group, th.ir opportu
nity to master advanced material at 
their own pace is restricted. A sub
stantial body of work ov.r the past 
thirty years indicates that various 
kinds of acceleration produce con
sistent and positive achievem.nt gains 
for talented students (Daurio, 1979; 
Kulik & Kulik. 1984. 1991; FIog«', 1991; 
Shore, Cornell, Robinson, & Ward, 1991). 
In fact, a recent study by Reis and 
Purcell (in pre.s) indicates that el
ementary teachers report b.tw •• n 
39-49% of the curriculum in math
.matics and 36-54% of the curricu
lum in language arts could b •• limi
nated because gifted students dem
onstrated mastery of the material 
prior to instruction. Unfortunat.ly, 
much of the educational community is 
wary of acceleration for academically 
tal.nt.d students (Southern & Jones. 
1991). Contrast the reluctance of 
educators to admit that curricular 
.xposure has positive effects for 
academically talented students to 
• upport for the well-received argu
m.nt on behalf of students confined to 
low tracks in public schools. It has 
been argued that one of the contrib
uting factors to the low achievement 
of low achievers is the abs.nc. of 
challenging curricular fare (Oak •• & 
Lipton. 1990). It is the argument of 
curricular acc •••. If .tud.nts ar. 
given the opportunity to learn from a 
challenging curriculum, very often 
th.y will do so. This logic applies to 
academically talented as well as to 
low achieving students. To restrict 
acce •• to appropriately advanced 
curriculum and to retard the rate at 
which academically talented .tudent. 
move through that curriculum by 
organizing instruction in grade level 
cooperative learning groups for the 
majority of the .chool day is not 
defensible and may result in boredom 
and repetition for these students. 

Gaoup WOllK AND MOTIVATION 

The .ucce •• of group work depend. in 
part on the availability of a student 
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who und.rstands the material being 
studied and who will explain the ma
terial to others if asked to do .0 
(Bennett & Cass, 1988; Petersen, Janicki, 
& Swing, 1981; Webb, 1982). Although 
• tudents who explain material to oth
ers benefit from this .xp.ri.nc. if 
the material is new to them as well, 
too many repeated explanations may 
result in constant review. Coopera~ 
tive learning groups must be etruc
tured to eliminate the "free rider" 
etrect that allows some students to 
carry the instructional burden and 
oth.rs not to contribute to the com
mon goal. Two recent studies indicate 
that talented students perceive un
.qual responsibility and failure of 
teammates to contribute in hetero
geneous groups as unfair and frus
trating (Clinkenbeard. 1991; Matthews. 
in preparation). 

Recommendations for 
Using Cooperative 
Learning with Academi
cally Talented Students 
Due to the lack of attention to aca
d.mically tal.nt.d stud.nts in the 
cooperative learning literature, re
search on educational practices ef
f.ctive with tal.nt.d students al.o 
forms the basis for the recommenda
tion. which follow. Where noted, the 
recommendations are also based on 
an analysis of the various coopera
tive learning models along dimen
sions consider.d important for aca
demically talented students. 

RECOMMENDATION ONE. Cooperative 
learnin.c in the heteroeeneou8 cla88-
room should not be .ubttituted for 
specialized programs and services 
for academioally talented students. 

Discussion: Cooperative learning 
model. have not been compared to 
sp.cial .ducational programs and 
services for academically tal.nted 
students in the research literature. 
Thus, no clear superiority for coop
erative learning in the h.terogen.ous 
classroom over specialized programs 
and services for academically 
tal.nted students has b •• n estab
lished. Even advocates of coop.ra
tive learning have acknowledged the 
need for separate course offerings 
for academically talent.d stud.nts 
(MePartland & SlaVin, 1990). 

Reoommendation Two: U & school 
i8 committed to cooperative learn
ing, models which eneoural'e aCoess 
to materials beyond grade level are 
preferable for academically talented 
students . 

Discussion,· Cooperative learning 
models like Teams-Gam.s-Tourna
ments (TGT), Students Team s 
Achievement Division (STAD), and 
Jigsaw which primarily use prepar.d 
grade level materials limit curricular 
acc.s. for academically talented 
students. Sinc. Group Investigation 
encourages the use of reference ma
terials, library and media resources) 
and oth.r kinds of information gath
ering, this model may be less likely to 
restrict academically talented stu
dents to grade l.v.l curriculum. 

RECOMMENDATION TmiEE: U & ochool Is 
eommitted to cooperative learninl, 
models which permit o'e;.:ible pacini 
are preferable for aoademically tal
ented studentll. 

Discussion: This recommendation is 
related to the effectiveness of vari
ous forms of acceleration with aca
demically talented students. In gen
eral, cooperative learning models 
r.quir. student. to .tudy the same 
materials and to master material at 
the group pace. However, Group In
vestigation allows students to re
search some information on their own . 
During such opportunities, presumably 
academically talented student. would 
be able to read and study .elf-s.l.cted 
material. at their own pace. In 
mathematics, the Team Accelerated 
Instruction (TAl) mod.l at the .1-
ementary level has some flexible 
pacing componentB in itB individualized 
sequenc •. How.v.r, TAl may need to 
be eombined with cross-grade 
grouping to accommodate math
.matically talented .tudents. 

RECOMMENDATION Fo'UR: If a sehool is 
committed to cooperative learning, 
atudent achiev@ment disparitie8 within 
the groups should Dot be too severe. 

Discussion: When high, medium, and 
low achieving .tudents are grouped 
together, high achi.ving students .x
plain material to low achie\ting stu
dents, and medium achieving students 
have fewer opportunities for partici
pation. Academically talented students 
report frustration when working in 

(continued on p. 24) 
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mixed ability groups with team mem
bers who are unwilling ta cantribute to 
the graup goal. Placing students who are 
similar in achievement together con
tinues to allow for heterogeneity in 
terms of ethnicity and gender in the 
groups. Slavin (1990) has suggested 
cooperative learning might be used with 
groups of high achieving students. 

RECOMMENDATION' FIVE: Academically 
talented &tudenh should be provided 
with opportunities for autonomy and 
individual pUl'$uit. dUl'ing the 8ohool day. 

Discussion: This recommendation tar
gets educators who are sufficiently 
committed ta group models that they 
may overuse cooperative learning. 
Academically talented students also 
need opportunities far autonomy and 
self-directed learning. Academically 
talented students voice a preference 
for independent (in cantrast to indi
vidualistic) learning experiences and 
can profit from solitary absorption 
with a task or topic. Praviding oppor
tunities far independent study under 
competent supervision of the teacher 
is a supportable practice for acaa 

demically talented students. 
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GfT Coordinators' Division 
one-day spring conference, 

May 13-14 at the Austin Hyatt 
Regency on Town Lake. 

Look for more information 
in the upcoming 

G(T Coordinators' Newsletter. 
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Seeking to Improve TAGT! 

Amanda Davis Batson 
Immediate Past President 

One of the threads running through 
the history of TAGT is a common 
desire to improve, grow and continu" 
ally lead in advocacy for the gifted. 
This collective wish is no stronger 
than is TAGT executive board •. 
Therefore, in May 1991, under the 
leadership of then-President Adelle 
McClendon, the TAGT Executive 
Committee met for a mid-year re
view and began to discuss ways in 
which TAGT could sustain and extend 
its growth and service.. Later that 
year, the 6,000 members of TAGT 
were surveyed; based on the 1,090 
responses, new directions in mem
bership services were identified. 
Suggestions included diversity in 
publications, various types of con
ferences, development of parent 
support groups, stronger advocacy 
efforts as well as other ideas. tEd 
note: See survey report On pa.ges 20-
21 of the Spring 1992 issue of tempo.) 
The saga of growth and service con
tinued through 1991. 

In response to membership and ser
vice needs, the 1992 Executive Board 
adopted goals which led TAGT to 
embark on its first strategic planning 
effort. working with a facilitator the 
Board prioritized issues and objec
tives. In May, the Board voted to 
proceed with task forces to address 
the top three priorities: 1) Structure 
and Staffing, 2) Vision and Legacy, 3) 
External Environment. Two task 
forces met in August to address these 
issues. After receiving and review
ing the task force reports at the 
September board meeting, consensus 
was reached and appointment of a 
task fore. to pr.pare a r.vised or
ganizational structure was approved. 
The Board has been extremely 
effective throughout the 15-year Iif. 
of TAGT. To sustain the Association, 
time had come to consider costs of 
board me.tings and time r.quired, 
especially as related to direct mem
bership services. 
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A task force composed of TAGT Re" 
gional Repr.sentatives met in lat. 
September 1992 to draft a proposed 
reorganization plan. At the Annual 
conference a work session was h.ld 
at which the Board and other TAGT 
members met to review and respond 
to the proposal. On November 21, the 
board met in called session and ap
proved the direction provided through 
the proposed reorganization plan. This 
vote opened the door for the incoming 
Executive Board to consider the 
recommendations in light of current 
bylaws. 

In January 1993, under the leader
ship of President Ann Trull, the Board 
voted to form a task force to draft 
r.vised bylaws. This draft will be 
reviewed by the Executive Commit
tee in early March and available for 
full Board review later that month. 

Throughout this process TAGT 
members have agreed to disagree in 
positive ways; many members have 
given thoughtful, constructive feed
back. Your ideas are welcomed at all 
times! The.e id .... are helping to 
shape and mold TAGT for the future. 
The Association needs to involve di
verse cultures, ethnic groupsl and 
members from the geographic expanse 
which form our great state. Keeping 
Board efficiency and effectiveness in 
mind while looking for ways to expand 
member service through task forces, 
the Board is continually seeking to 
maintain and improve the largest 
advocacY group for gifted in the na
tion-TAGT. :t 

Get to know 
your Regional Director, 

a valuable information and 
resource contact and your 

liaison to the TAGT Executive 
Board. 

See back cover. 

PRESIDENT 

con.ti",ued from Pl;lf.JP. 2 

On behalf ofthe TAGT Executive Board and 
staff, much appreciation is extended 
to all conference pll::l.nnerA, facilita
tors, exhibitors, presenters, featured 
speakers, and participants. It was the 
interaction lit.llong HU present thHt ~tl;!ated 
momentum. 

The mission of TAGT is to promote the 
education of gifted and talented persons 
by supporting and encouraging new and 
existing activities significant to their so~ 
cial, omotional, and intellectual growth. 
According to H NHtionHI AlliHnce of StHtl::! 
Associations for thl;! Gifted (NASAG) sur
vey, TAGT has the largest membership of 
any state association and the largest an
nual eonfel'l:!nce HttendHnce. The more than 
7,000 members of TAGT must continue to 
achieve momentum for the gifted in our 
stHte -"always at an accelerating pace.1I" 
We must mO'lle "forwlU"d; alwHYs forward. 
Advancing. Achieving." 

TAGT's 15-year history reflects con~ 
stant momentum. It is of utmost impor
tance that this fOtCI;! be ca.rried fOI'Wlitd in 
1993. With the 73rd Texas Legislature in 
session, TAGT members must remain 
united Hnd active as the state voicc for the 
gifted. In thE! midst of edllcHtionHl reform; 
we must ensure that gifted students
along with all Texas students~are pro~ 
vided appropriate oducational services to 
meet their unique needs. 

I conscientiously accept the responsibil
ity of serving as President of the Texas 
Association for the Gifted and Ta.lented. 
AF! we wOtk togethet fat OUr most cHpable 
learners, we shall increase momen~ 
tum! 

NAGC National Advisory 
Board for 1993 

t 

National Advisory Board of the National 
Association for Gifted Childron (NAGC) 
continues to g'I'Ow and now consists of a 
very impressive list of nam.ea. Our newest 
members are Albert Shanker, President, 
American Federation of Teachers and 
RepI'esl::!ntHtive Gene THY lor of Mississippi. 

The Advisory Board, in addition to our 
two newest members, consists of: 
President Bill Clinton; Senator Bill Bradley 
(NJ); Lt. Governor Joy Corning (NE); Sandy 
Garrett, Superintendent of PubliC In!>truction 
(OK); Governor Jim Florio (NJ); Govel'
nor Bon Nelson (NE); Dr. Robert Sternberg, 
Yale University; Joseph Ward, President, 
Meredith CorpOtation; Congressman John 
W. Olver (MA): Lt. Governor Don.ld S. 
Beyer (VA); Chris Riley, Riles & Company, 
Inc.; Pat Riloy, Coach, New York 
Kni/;:kerbOtkl::!t!>; and Steve Allen, Author/ 
Entertainer. -Submitted by Petl;!I' 
Rosenstein, NAGC Executive Director 
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1993 TAGT Executive Committee 
Takes Office 

The Executive Committee of TAGT took office for 
1998 during the annual general business meeting 
held at the November conference. We would like 
to introduce you to your new officers. 

Pr'es:ld.mt Ann Trull is Di
of Elementary Education 
and Director of Gifted 

Ed'lca1:lon for Paris ISD (K-12). 
has been active in gifted 

for 1,4 years as a 
me:mb,,. of TAGT for 11 years 

(serving on the ExeCUtive Board a. Second VP and 
regional representative), as a presenter at state 
and regional conferences for TAGT, TEA, TEPSA, 
and ESC work.hops; aod as a member of various 
g/t task forces to develop program standards, 
study key issues, and review state guidelines. 

Dr. Kathy 
will chair the Con

Committee planning 
sixteenth annual con

ference, Promises to Keep. 
Kathy is Associate Director of 
the Division of Evening and 

Summer Studies and Program Director of Gifted 
and Pre-College Programs at Southern Methodist 
University. She was Director of Plano ISD K-12 
Gifted Programs and a classroom teacher. Kathy 
has served TACT as Regional Representative and 
First VP (Editor of tempo). 

Vice President Dr. 
Seay chairs the Edito

rial and Research Committee, 
: guiding the development and 

continuing evolution of TAGT 
·,publications. Mary has been in
volved with gifted education 18 

years as teacher, administrator, and college 
professor and currently as coordinator of gifted 
programs at San Angelo lSD, presentar at na
tional and international conferences, and a.uthor. 

Seco:nd Vice President Dr. 
Weiss is currently Di
of Student Acceleration 

Goose Creek lSD, formerly 
consultant at Region N ESC 
15 years as teacher of the 

After serving as Re
gional Representative and Secretary, Ann now 
serves her second year as 2nd VP in TAGT she 
will chair the Advocacy Committee, coordinat
ing and assisting regional representative in 
membership efforts. Ann receh'ed her doctorate 
from Texas Women's University and was chosen 
Texas Elementary Teacher of the year in 1990. 

Vice President 
Smith brings years of 

eXIOSl'iSl,ce as parent advocate 
TAGT. She will chair the 

rarern and Community lnvolve
Committee. Myrtis was a 

{o\lmler and first President of 
Tyler Friends of the Gifted and organi.er of STAR

SPANGELED SUMMER/. She has actively consulted with 
parents and educators fostering a better 
understanding of the needs of gifted children and 
the role of parent. in gifted education. 

Ann Wink, K-12 GIT Coordi
nator for Killeen lSD, returns 
as AaBociation Tre8.8urer. She 
brings an extensive background 
as member of the TAGT Execu
tive Board (six years), First VP 
of her local parent group, and 

thirteen years as teacher and administrator in 
gifted education. 

Past President 
Batson is Asistant 

for Curriculum 
Development for 

Rock ISD and Adjunct 
Le"turer in Gifted Education at 

University of Texas in Aus
tin. Her previous positions include Director of 
the South Texas GIT Resource Center at Region 
III ESC, coordinator for Victoria lSD, consultant 
with Region XIII ESC, and classroom teacher. Dr. 
Batson's areas of interest include curriculum, 
reading, thinking skills, and differentiation for 
all students. 
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TAGTNEWS 
Conferenoe Report 

Our Fifteenth Anniversary Conference-
SHARING THE GIFTS 

Karen Fitzgerald 
Our Fifteenth Anniversary Confer- on Saturday at nOOn with the TAGT 
enoe, SHARING TIlE GIFTS, was held in the annual business meeting, Weary but 
new Austin Convention Center on No- exoited educators and parents began 
vember 18-21, 1992, More than the trip for home with many positive 
4,200 administrators, eduoators, and comments about the wonderful Fif
parents from across the .tate met to teenth Annual TAGT Conference, Ev
disouss issues and trends in gifted eryone looks forward to next year'. 
education today. 'fite Hyatt Regency conference in Austin at the Conven

which graphically portrayed his vision of 
thjs planet as a remarkably beautiful place, 

Risk-taking was part of his advice for keep
ing the viRion alive_ He 9.dvised the a.udience 
to ask questions rather than Simply making 
arbitrary decisions. Llliltening to intuition as 
an adjunct to intellect was another aspect of 
his advice. 

was the headquarters hotel and an tion Center, We hope you will plan to Of h;, personal visfon h •• aid h. b.li.v •• 
additional site where sessions were join us! that the miracle of beauty is always there. 
offered. The vision will be determined by individual 

perspective. This perspective is crucial to 
The Conference Committee headed by the creative solution which results in more 
Ann Trull, Paris lSD, planned and Conference Luncheon than on. right an.wer, Jane •• aid -Thing. 
organized one of the best conferences begin to change when we realize there is 
TAGT has ever offered, Attendees Julia Brugger more than one right answer," 

were especially complimentary of Dewitt Jones, One of AJneriea's top prQfes~ We bogin to live the vision by honoring 
the new convention center and seat- sional photographl;lrs, delighted the audi- diversity, creating a concert of empower
ing arrangements for the interest enee of the Membership Luncheon at the ing others and reframing problems into op
sessions. Both the conference com- teeent TAGT conferenM with his mesmer- portunity. Jones felt that it is not possible to 
mittee and the local arrangements izing photographs a.nd specific meseage for reframe a problem into an opportunity if the 
committee deserve our praises for educators. fear of mistakes is present. 

an outstanding job! Jones urged teachers to see the world with He believes that to double the success rate 
a vision and keep this vision fresh. Jones, one must double the failurE! rate. Jones National speakers who shared their 

information with us included: Dr. a noted photographer for National Geographic, concluded by saying that perfection equals 
presented stunningly beautiful still shots completeness, not flawlessness, .. 

Carolyn Callahan, Dr. Jim Curry, Dr, r-~~~"""'-----------------------=-----' 
Bertie Kiligore, Dr. Doroty Sisk, and 
Dr, James Webb, TAGT members 
packed the exhibit hall to hear Dr. 
Roger Taylor on 'fitur8day morning. 
Some members chose to visit the 
state capitol to learn how to work 
effectively with tbeir legislators. Dr. 
Karen Rogers discussed educational 
research and how to make sense of it. 
Dr, George Batts told the Friday 
morning audience about new direc
tions in gifted eduoation and future 
changes for us in giftsd and talented 
programs. 

Highlights for the conferenoe induded 
Dewitt Jones, a photographer from 
National Geographic Magazine, who 
spoke at lunch On Thursday and showed 
his beautiful photographs. On 'fiturs
day afternoon, Ann Sa.lav, an inter
national concert pianist presented a 
musical interpretation to an Educator 
of the Gifted creed, 'fite Friday night 
audienoe loved the movie Little Man 
Tate that was shown and then they 
heard comments from a panel about 
themes woyen throughout the film. 

Resolution From The City Of Austin And The Austin Hotel Commu
nity To The Texas Association For The Gifted And Talented 

November 17-20,1993 Annual Conference 

PROMISES To KEEP 

l'hl!l C:lty Of Au8tln and:the·AusrIn hOI!8t:communlty are united, In their dllllBlrtlllO,hoat the annuaJ·conferenceofthe 
T_ .... """Iotion for tho (ll!bid and TallIIltlId in 1 Q93, Th.1992 confe,."". proVed • ..,.,...",,1 with the hlQtleot 
retord&rJ attendance to ckde, The T~ ~i~n'fOr tf'Ie GJfted and l$lented'Mosm8 'one o1lh1!1fbt 
organ:lzatlOn8 to'Ullllze the epec:tAC:UIM new Auatln Convenllon center. 

EvAluations from oonferenoe lnande4ts &1'8 b-'ng acrutlnlzed ,to &nllUre the 1993 :cenference Is a, succesu fbr 
_ryone nonoornod, ThoAuotin Convention Center I. worl<lng oI"""lywlth tho T_ ..... ..,Iatfonlottho (ll!bid 
and Talentodstafl and C<>rJ«>ronC!> Comm_ to~"'" good quality .ound lor tho Clonoral Soulons lor 1993, 
m,e General Manager of AVW Audio Vl!iual~ Ino., ha iltOOmm.nd8d and t8ShK1 sound equipment (at the 
Commissioner's I'808nt mld-wlntir conference), which will allevlate·last ytilar'ElI';iOu'l'Id pt'Obleme'_l,Irif'1Q that 
acoustics for the (lonerei So""n or. 01 ~19n quality, Tho CIty of Auotfn I> working w~h thre. downtown 
orge:nimti0n8 to addre8S MfeIy And .!I8CUrtry IssUM and ensure ttl. 8,1'81; oontlnUH to grow as a SQurc:e of vibrant 
entertalnment'and nijhtllfe. 

The Austin Convention and V1sltotu Bureau's ce'ntrull%ed hOUSing buteaU pledg$8.Prompt proc:eMlng of your 
re&ervatlone and an acknowledgment r'GtU.mecI to·you In!i few wae:ks. By uslng"the AustIn Convantlon Center 
and Vlsltors·,rtul'MU'S totI4ree (1-800) IIn8 you can ftnd out about: all the exdtIng things there,we to do while you're 
In Austin. 

The Austin hotelS- want TAGT to J<now they $ppreel~ the Nsoc:lstlon's business and hope to eArn 'the 
c:onMencA oUhi!l AMocIAllon Mel 1998 conftH'anoe attendees. Hotel m&r1BglfJl8nt hu reqolved that th8 1993 
TAG,T oo~renoe wl'li be a barom8l8r by'whlch fUture conferences will be'measul'Eld. When you return to AI.l$tin 
In 1093, you'll flnet many, hotels have' undeJg9nEl renovations ~ing YOl,lt ~ evan more plMMnt. You'll ,find 
newlyencloeed atriums, to brli:'lg AUatin'l!'l:cetebrated outdoors In, upgraded'lobbl8umd mOI'8'liOCOmmodating 
rooms. 

Au,,"n 10 ...,lt4jdtoha"" the oppOrtunity to hoot tho TO" ...... ooeIaIlonforthoG .... ond ToientMand:WIII toI!e 
whatevet'$tep~ ne<:e$$ll'y to el',$I,iI'El,a euec:eeafUl,progrAm. 

The sessions were plentiful and so NOTE: ThIs rttSo/ution was macht In r.pOfJSIHO"TAGrs:EXscutlve Dfrwct.or'fJ poBt-conference,ctl5CUB5/cJns with 
interesting, The conference concluded """"""lion Con"" &lid Au.tIn hotel rmllUlI/omont, L-____ ~ __ ~~ ____ ~ __ ~~ ____________________ ~ 

< 
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TAGTNEWS 
Our Fifteenth Anni' 

CQI'tIlI'li!l5iQI'II!r1' Qf E(jl,Je8\iQrI Mel'Jl) 

welicol'l'les 1992 CQI'II!!rer'lte piu'lIQip,i!II'It5. 

TAGT's F'aat and Pr9!lent Administrators; Laura Allard, 
Connie Mclendon, and Oon Williams. 

• j 

... f' 
~:".·I ... 

$(lQond GIII"'.fllll SeI;ij;IQI'I J:lptelflkt!ll' 

ROg.r nylOl' (lIIbo~) ~l'Id George 
e.~ (right). 

R.p~$6I'1t8.II ... e 
L.ibby Lin~barger 

Pro·Conf.f.f'lOO Inij;titl,lte It!t~dt!tl'$~ 
Jim Cl,lrry Mel J~1'I1111 SI~l,Igl'ltl!II' (I~), 
Jim Willbb (right), MCi NIlI'IQy 
JghnllQn (bott¢m). 

PIIS! preliidel1ls Ptllyl SIQcQmb, Ad.II. MOCIOl'Jdol'l, 
Wayne Craigen, and Peggy KrtI:s:r;. 

President Amanda Batson presents 
the nrsl Ann Shaw Scholarship to 
Brandon Reteher, Oarrollton
Farmers Branch ISD. 



ersary-SHARING 

Pr8sii;llJl"lt·5lect Ann Trull. 
Conf(lrencEi CoordintlitoT 

Board members Susan Johnsen and April Meacham 
and ~vle Hiatt, TE:A OIT Division Director. 

Admlnil!l;lrSIOrS' 
Luncheon Speaker Alicia 
CQI'O, US Office of 
E(il,ltb.llol'I. 

Amanda Batson presents 
F'resldenl's Award to Irving Sato. 

Membership Luncheon 
Speaker Dewitt Jones, 
photographer. 

THE GIFTS 

Confere"cEI p<J.riicip<tr'!'ls 
visit with ElxlbltQr~, 

Gathering 011992 TACT 
Soard members: April 
Meacham, Myrtis Smith, 
Susan Johnsen, and Tracy 
Weinberg (top): Donna 
Criswell and Ann WIlliams 
(middle): Rebecca Sikes, 
Jean Gilles, Madeleine 
Bullock, and Ann Brown 
(bottOM). 



SPOTLIGHTING PARENTS 

A Parent's Perspective on Grouping 

A speech given before the Austin ISD Board of Trustees Forum 
on Academic Ability Grouping on January 11, 1993 

Marty McDougal, Austin Parent 

Heterogeneous clasBrooms deprive two distinct and very 
important groups of children in our community of their 
right to an appropriate curriculum-the educationally 
challenged and the educationally gifted. I'm here tonight 
to speak in opposition to the way heterogeneous theories 
are currently put into practice in AISD. 

Afj proponents of heterogeneous education have conceded 
and research has consistently shown, gifted children 
need part of their day with other gifted students for 
educational motivation. They do not need the repetition 
that others need. That i. why the State mandated that this 
district and every other district in this state provide 
appropriate curriculum for gifted students. 

Contrary to the implication. of some, this is not a racial 
or economic issue-this is an educa.tional issue. Those of 
us who are of lower economic status know that children 
of all races and economic levels are served by these 
programs and will suffer if we lose gifted and honors 
classes. In fact, our district is slightly above the state 
average for ethnic representation in the gifted program 
and that representation is increasing every year. If 
anything is discriminatory, it is applying for a waiver to 
delay identifying students as gifted in K through 2. At 
those grade levels, minorities and boys are more likely 
to be identified. 

As much as 15% of gifted students are at risk for 
dropping out because of the lack of appropriately 
stimulating curriculum. In classrooms of 30, a teacher 
canoot teach all levels and so teach.s to the middle. The 
educationally challenged become hopelessly frustrated 
and give up. The educationally gifted become increasingly 
bored, leading to discipline problems. 

Most of us agree campus autonomy is a positive concept. 
However, allowing the abandonment of gifted and honors 
under the guise of campus autonomy does not eliminate 
the negative impact of heterogeneous classrooms. Instead, 
provide our campuses with a clear framework within 
which to make campus level decisions. 

In the pro-heterogeneous r.search I have read, it is 
strongly pointed out that implementation of heteroge
neous classes without enough training! commitment! 
support and planning is worse than tracking. The Javits 
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Project at Oak Springs Elementary is a project supported 
by a federal grant and the TEA. They are 2'/, years into 
training from the TEA and national experts. The principal 
is committed to heterogeneous groupingj but says there 
are still teachers who are not differentiating the curricu
lum well. They have not abandoned gifted education; they 
have a pullout program for gifted student •. 

If heterogeneous classrooms are not implemented with 
the proper training and support from the district, support 
from the community! and programs that meet individual 
student's needs, our district will end up in worse shape. 
It will cause bright flight, not white flight. Our cOmmu
nities will lose their leaders of all backgrounds who will 
move to districts that can meet their children's educa
tional needs. Parents have expressed dismay that they 
may be forced into making a moral choice between their 
racially integrated neighborhoods and the appropriate 
education for their children. 

In order for our society to compete globally, we must 
provide curriculum that meeh each student's needs. 
Gifted programs and honors classes are a necessity. It 
makes no sense to bring the bottom up by bringing the top 
down. Lers bring all levels up. • 

OF SPECIAL INTEREST TO PARENTS 

Dr. Bertie Kingore, 1992 Texas Gifted and Talented 
Teacher of the Year, has been named to chair the Parent 
and Community Division of the National Association for 
Gifted Children (NAGCl. Contact Dr. Kingore with ideas 
and news for NAGC's publication Communique at Hardin
Simmons University, 2200 Hickory, Drawer E, Abilene, 
TX 79698, 915/ 670-1353. 

Myrtis Smith named flrat TAGT .. 
OUTSTANDINOPARENT OF THE YEAR • .. 

'" S~~SPREADSHEETfor artlcle.anet, 
. ..199,.3 Nomination form. ...',. ~~ 
.~>. ../' ~~;.~.:;. . " . 'f" .'. 
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CALL FOR ARTICLES 
Spring '93 

Parenting the Gifted 

Although tempo regularly includes information for par
ents, we have been asked on several occasions to publish 
an entire issue on parent concerns. Accordingly, the 
focus of the Spring '93 is.ue of tempo 
will be on parenting the gifted. We 
invite articles on any issue related to 
parenting such as raising a gifted child, 
important parent concerns, organizing 
parent groups, and strategies of advo
cacy for gifted education by parents. 
We are especially interested in articles 
written by parents and counselors. 

Many of our parents are organizing 
and presenting their concerns to their 
echool boards. These presentations 
could easily be rewritten as ar-' 
tieles. Please contact the editor with 
any queetiona. 

The deadline for receipt of articleB i. March 1, 1993. 

Summer '93 
Research By and With the 

Gifted 
Research has always been the backbone of the pedagogical 
process. It is where we should turn for answers about how 
and what to do with the gifted. The Bummer issue of tempo 

will focus on .everal aspects of re
searching. 

We will be looking for research by 
individual teacher. and by students; 
collegial efforts between teachers, and 
collaborative efforts between teach
ers and university researchers, action 
research involving anecdotal record
ing of observations or case studies of 
children; and historical information 
which sheds some light on how we can 
work better with our special children. 
Pot your collectivs minds together and 
plan aome research that you can share 
with our tempo readership. 

The deadline for receipt of articles is May 1, 1993. 

Guidelines for article submissions 
Your contribution to TAGT tempo is welcomed 

Please use the follOwing guidelines when submitting articles: 
1. Addreel;l the article to the theme of an upcoming issue or to a 
... guI .. re .. ture. 
2. Submit. double-spaced typed Or oomputer printed oOPY (50 
charaetere per Une, 25lineI!J pet page). Pleal!Je send a computer disk 
(Bave aB "text only" (Maolnto.h) or DOS. RTF. Or ASCII (IBM 
fonnat)j indicate software used). Plea.$e consider Out IJPac:e and 
reproduction limitations. 

3. Include a cover i!lheet with yOUI' nanle, addtE!$$. position/role, 
school dtstrict and region! and da.ytime telephone ntunbel', 
Send all submissions to: 
TAGT tempo, 406 E. 11th St. ~310, AUBlln, TX 78701-2617. 

1-------------------------------------1 

I 
i 
t; 
ES 

NAme Home Address 

Home Telephone 

Campus Name 

BU51ness Affiliation 

Buslnesl;! Telephone 

Membership Cate&orl88 

( ) $15 Individual 
( ) $25 Family 
( ) S10 Stud.nt 
( ) $100 Patron 
( ) $250 Sponsor 
( ) $400 L~atime 
( )$1000 SOhOlarship Sponsor 
( ) $10 GIT Coordinatorsl Division* 
( ) $10 Research Dlvi9ion* 

Amount enclosed 

Smoot DiStrir:1: Affiliation 

ESCRogion ________________ _ 

Aadress 

( ) Parent ) Educator ( ) Bu!lnessperson 

Membership Services 

ttempo, quarterly journal and newsletter .Scholarshlps and awards 
-Prot •• ,ional development work,hop' With MT and Inservlce credit 
.Parent services and Information -Legislative representation and networking 
-Reduced regl'tratlon te., for annual confe<ence 

TAGT is an affiliate of the National As,OCiation For Gifted Cnildren 

Please make checks payable 10: TAGT Membership 
406 East 1 1th Street. Suite '310 
Austin, TX 78701·2617 

Wfi'le G/T CoOrdinatol1l' and Re!iI;l.arcl1 Dlvilillons were created to provide services arxl networtdng opportun~les to coordinators and researchers of wr programs. DIvIsion 

L __ ~.~"rshIP~1~~I~d~~~~GT~~OIOln~l~n~I&a.!.I~!!!~ ~e~~e~(j~~e~~~~e!.. ___ ..J 
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TAGT 
EXECUTIVE COMllll'ITEE 

Prellilident 
Ann Trull 
903/737-H73 
Pari, ISD 
PO Drawer 1159 
Pari" TX 75461 

President-Elect 
Kathy Hargrove 
214/768-4275 
Southern Methodist Univ. 
Box 382 
Dalla., TX 75275-0382 

First Vice-President 
Mary Seay 
916/942·6767 
San Angelo ISD 
1621 University 
San Angelo, TX 76904 

S@cond Vice-President 
Ann WeiSllil 
713/420·4453 
Goose Creek ISD 
4026 D.cker Drive 
Baytown j Irx 77520 

Third Vice-PrelBident 
lIlyrt!o Smith 
903/595·1875 
East Texas Symphony 
3011 Old Bullard Road 
Tyler, TX 75701 

Treasurer 
Ann Wink 
817/526·4530 
KilleenISD 
902 North 10th Street 
Killeen, TX 76541 

Immediate Past·Pre$ident 
Amanda Batson 
512/2M·443I, Ext. 402 
Round Rock ISD 
1311 Round Rock Ave. 
Round Rock, TX 78681 

Executive Direoto:r 
Connle McLendon 
5121499·TAGT (8248) 
TAGT 
406 E. 11th St., Suite 310 
Austin, TX 78701-2617 

TAGTtempo 
Mary Seay, Editor 
406 East 11th Street, Suite 310 
Austin, Texas 78701-2617 
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EXECUTIVE 
REUIONAL DlRl>:CTORS 

I Ann William8 
210/ 618-6007 
McAllen ISD 
2000 North 28rd 
McAllen, TX 78601 

n Angle Ramos 
6121 994-3664 
Corpus Chri,ti ISD 
41)25 SQuth Alameda 
Corpus Christi, TX 78412 

m Debra Baros 
5121275·6312 
Cuero ISD 
806 Hunt Lane 
Cuero, TX 77964 

IV Susan Spates 
713/920-6962 
Pasadena ISD 
l:5H.i CherrybrQok 
Pasadena, 'IX 77502 

V Chri. Shahan 
4091983-1888 
Port Arthur ISD 
42a6 Sunken Court 
Port Arthur, TX 7764Z 

VI Bobbie Wedaceworth 
7131391·2184, Ext. 38$ 
KatyISD 
PO Box 159 
Katy, ')'X 77492-0159 

VII Ma:t&ha Harrison 
214/1)90-0277 
Tyler Friends of the Gifted 
2104 Parkway Place 
Tyler, TX 75701 

VIII Patti Stapl •• 
9031784-2854 
ParisISD 
655 South Collegiate Dr. 
Paris, TX. 7M60 

IX Rebecca Sikes 
8171872·3~86 
Bowie ISD 
4 CrElekwood Dr. 
Bowie, ')'X 76230 

X Andl William. 
214/ SAO-6788 
Richardson ISD 
16406 Arbor Downs Dr. 
Dallas, TX 75248 
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XI Ann Broek 
817/290-331. 
Burleson ISD 
Route 5, Box 911 
Burleson, TX 76028 

XII April Meaobam 
Education S~tvic", C@.nter 12 
817/7~7·0106 
a804 Huaco Lane 
Waco, TX 76710 

XIII Mary Ethered~e 
5121392·94H 
H.y.CISD 
Box 603 
Kyle, ')'X 76840 

XIV Kathy Aldridge 
915/692-1A3S 
Abilene ISD 
48 Augusta Drive 
Abilene, TX 79606 

XV Ron Salladay 
915/949-8755 
San Angelo ISD 
3821 Hillcrest 
San Angelo, Tl( 7690' 

XVI Janet Slaul:hter 
806/435·3601 
Perryton ISD 
510 Eton 
Perryton, ')'X 79070 

XVII J~a.:n GIlles 
806/592-2600 
Denver City ISD 
501 Mustang Avenue 
Denver City, TX 79323 

XVIII Claudine Northcutt 
915/366-6785 
Ector County ISD 
1316 Bonham Avenue 
Ode .. a, 'I'X 79761 

XIX Madeleine Bnllock 
915/8~9·6801 
Y!;Ileta ISD 
8253 McElroy Avenue 
El 1"'0, ')'X 79907 

XX Roslyn Velesga Blaohe 
210/533-8051 
SliD. Antonio ISD 
635 Rigsby Avenue 
San Antonio, TX 78210 
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