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by Krystal Goree, Ph.D.

from the editor

“If I have seen a little further it is by standing on the shoulders of Giants.” 

The best-known use of the above-mentioned 
phrase was by Isaac Newton in a letter to his 
rival Robert Hooke in 1676; however, Newton 
was not the originator of the famous idiom. 
Twelfth-century theologian and author John 

of Salisbury used a version of the phrase in a treatise on 
logic called Metalogicon written in Latin in 1159. As I reflect 
on the Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented at this 
special time in its history, the well-known phrase comes to 
mind time and again. It has obviously stood the test of time 
and seems very appropriate for the occasion. Those who 
have come before us have certainly paved the way for us 
to continue to do great things! TAGT’s 40th anniversary is 
the perfect time to take a close look at our past as well as 
to look forward and set goals for the future!  

In preparing for this issue, I read through more than 150 
issues of TEMPO published over TAGT’s 40-year journey. 
Each one holds treasure troves of information about the 
history, work, challenges, and accomplishments of those 
who have dedicated their professional and personal lives to 
moving gifted education forward. What a trip down memory 
lane! A running record of the history of TAGT! 

I reviewed each copy of the journal with a desire to identify 
articles that addressed some of the most significant top-
ics, issues, and trends in gifted education; to find written 
contributions that provided an overview of the accomplish-
ments resulting from the grassroots efforts, dedication, and 
commitment of the members of TAGT over the history of 
the Association; and to offer a variety of perspectives on 
gifted education over the past 40 years—perspectives of 
teachers, parents, campus administrators, superintendents, 
Texas Education Agency staff, and others. My hope is that 
the several pieces of written work included in this special 
issue capture the essence of the spirit and devotion of all 
those who have contributed to the success of TAGT. 

Article 1, Section 2 of the Texas Association for the 

Gifted and Talented Bylaws states, “The purpose of the 
Association is to promote awareness of the unique social, 
emotional, and intellectual needs of gifted and talented 
students and to impact the development of appropriate 
educational services to meet those needs . . . ” TAGT mem-
bership has held fast to the purpose of the Association 
through the years. It is significant to me to note that the 
main thread that runs through each and every past issue 
of TEMPO is crystal-clear: Advocacy —the importance of 
advocating for gifted kids every step along the journey; 
advocating for every stakeholder, in every way possible; 
advocating for appropriate learning experiences for gifted 
students. That is TAGT’s purpose and must continue to be 
TAGT’s focus! 

I hope you enjoy this special issue of TEMPO. The expe-
rience of working with others to put it together has been 
an exceptionally enjoyable journey for me. At this time in 
TAGT’s history, our work is far from finished. In fact, in many 
ways, it is just beginning. After having spent much time tra-
versing the road of the 40-year history of our outstanding 
Association, it is clear to me that many of the challenges we 
face today are similar to (some, the same as) those faced by 
the “Giants from our past on whose shoulders we stand.” 
How can we say thank you to those who have worked so 
hard through the years to ensure that TAGT continues to 
thrive and accomplish its purpose? I believe I have a good 
idea of what they would likely say in answer to that ques-
tion. I think they would smile and reply, “Keep the spirit . . . 
Carry the torch . . . Stay in the fight . . . Don’t stop working 
hard for the kids, for our future . . . Continue to advocate 
for what is right and what is good for gifted kids.”

I so wish that we had enough room in this issue of TEMPO 
to share words of wisdom and history from every one of 
the past-presidents of TAGT and other leaders in the 
Association. Since that is not possible, I invite you to peruse 
the archived issues of TEMPO on the TAGT website when 
you get a chance! You will be glad you did. 
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by D’Lana Barbay, M.Ed.

from the president

Chartered in 1978, TAGT entered its 
40th year as we began 2018. This has 
truly been an amazing year for our 
association as we have celebrated 
our 40th birthday. It has provided a 

time for us to look back on our beginnings in Laura 
Allard’s garage to our robust association today. We 
currently serve more than 4,000 members and 
reach a global audience with #gtchat. It is the goal 
of TAGT to connect and empower both educators 
and parents to meet the unique needs of gifted 
and talented individuals. To meet this goal, we offer 
multiple ways for members to be involved through 
exceptional educational opportunities.

Conferences are one of those educational opportu-
nities with venues where members can experience 
new and innovative ways of learning. TAGT hosts 
three conferences each year: giftED, Leadership, 
and Gifted+Equity. Each of these targets a com-
ponent of gifted education that is essential to 
our gifted community. Most recently, TAGT held 
giftED18 in Fort Worth. Approximately 150 presen-
tation opportunities for learning were available for 
attending members. It truly was a time of camarade-
rie with nearly 2,000 friends and colleagues.  

In addition to conferences, educational opportuni-
ties are offered in a digital setting through #gtchat, 
TAGT Connect, and TAGT OnDemand. This year, 
#gtchat reached more than 9,000 individuals with 
a passion for gifted education through Twitter and 
more than 100,000 views through the #gtchat blog. 
TAGT Connect also saw participation growth and 
continues to be the perfect place for knowledge 
exchange, content curation, idea incubation, and 
professional networking among TAGT members. 

TAGT OnDemand delivered online PD to more 
than 28,000 individuals through 2018. This online 
resource has a library of nearly 150 individualized 
courses that have been created and vetted by highly 
respected authorities on gifted education.  

Our pursuit of learning with educational oppor-
tunities could not be complete without an official 
association publication. Since early 1979, TEMPO 
has played a vital role in our pursuit of connecting 
and empowering through knowledge. TEMPO has 
always been a champion of practitioners, research-
ers, and parents. It has delivered information on a 
multitude of gifted and talented topics and delved 
deep into best practices surrounding the gifted 
and talented. Through TEMPO’s columns and fea-
tured articles, it has captured the minds of readers 
who strive to serve our unique population. We are 
proud of TEMPO’s history, and this issue reflects 
that heritage.

As we move forward and plan for 2019, TAGT wants 
to remain true to its mission statement of providing 
relevant, innovative programs and services through 
an engaged, diverse membership. The upcoming 
year will prove to be challenging with the legislative 
session looming. As the session ensues, TAGT will 
keep members updated with legislative emails as we 
work to pursue our advocacy goals. Continue to visit 
the TAGT website (www.txgifted.org/advocacy) for 
the latest legislative news and links to advocacy, and 
to sign up for legislative emails and alerts. It is more 
important than ever to be connected, involved, and 
engaged. We invite you to be a part of our continu-
ing journey through your awareness, advocacy, and 
action.
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1977
Texas Passed the 
First G/T Legislation.

1978
TAGT Was Chartered and Held 
Its First Conference in Houston 
With 40 People.

1979 
First Issue 
of TEMPO 
Published.

The Story 
of TAGT

Ann Shaw, Texas Education Agency (right) and 
a colleague in 1983.

Laura Allard

Last winter, the TAGT staff, with the blessing of the TAGT board, 
decided to embark on a year-long history project for the association’s 
40th anniversary. We dug through boxes of photos and memorabilia, 
gathered items from members’ garages, and interviewed past-presi-
dents across the state to learn more about TAGT’s history. We found 
photos of committed, caring members when they were brand new 
to gifted education (and enjoyed the hair of the 80s and 90s). We 
laughed and cried over your stories of why TAGT is important to you. 

We found that in Texas, we’ve always helped lead the conversation 
on gifted education—starting early on when TAGT Past-President 
June Cox spearheaded a national book project in the early 1980s, 
Educating Able Learners, that brought together researchers from 
across the country with Texas leaders such as Laura Allard and Killeen 
ISD’s Charles Patterson. We saw how our members continue to pave 
the way for innovation in gifted education.

Looking back on TAGT’s first 40 years, there have been so many 
situations, so many decisions, and so many people who have influ-
enced this organization. Seeing its history unfold proves that TAGT 
is more than an association of individuals passionate about gifted 
education—TAGT is a family. (And every family has its story.) We 
plan to continue growing our family’s story with the TAGT History 
Project and welcome any members with photos or stories to share 
to contact our staff.

We hope the timeline on the next few pages gives you a glimpse into 
the rich history of gifted education in Texas and the individuals who 
helped grow TAGT into the robust association it is today. 

A Timeline of TAGT’s 
First 40 Years

It was 1978: gas was 63 cents, the 
first “test tube” baby was born, 

Jimmy Carter was President, 
and in Texas, a group of 

parents came together in Laura 
Allard’s garage to advocate 
for their gifted students . . .

TAGT was born.



Being a part of TAGT 
in its early years remains 
one of my fondest and 
most rewarding years in 
my career in education 
of over 40 years.

—Charles Patterson,  
TAGT President, 1982

President Ann Trull gives Charles Patterson the President’s Award in 1993.
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1982
TAGT Scholarship 
Fund Was 
Established.

1990
Texas State Plan for 
the Education of G/T 
Students Adopted.

Gifted  
Education Grows 

1987
Texas Passes G/T 
Legislation Mandate.

Laura Allard and other TAGT reps meet with 
Texas Governor Mark White circa 1985.

Volunteers at the 1987 conference.

A copy of the poster from TAGT’s 
anniversary.

TAGT hired its second Executive 
Director, Connie McClendon, in 1989.
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The  
Leading State 

Association

1992
Governor Ann Richards 
Proclaims November 15–21 as 
Gifted and Talented Week.

1994
Ray Bradbury Keynotes 
the TAGT Annual 
Conference.

1991
TAGT Holds Its First 
Parent Conference.

The most fun part was when it came time for 
conference, [TAGT] didn’t have an office staff—
Laura Allard was running the organization out of her 
house . . . we’d go over to [Charles Patterson’s] office 
after work and we would type and run off and fold 
programs and make name badges. It 
was a lot of work, but it was a neat 
time to be a teacher of the gifted.

—Ann Wink, TAGT President, 1995

Ray Bradbury gives the keynote address.



Tracy Weinberg and Ann Trull at the 1995 conference.
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1995
TAGT Membership  
Tops 8,000.

1997
First TAGT Conference 
With 6,000+ Attendees.

When the Texas State Plan was adopted, it 
provided momentum for developing programs at 
the K–12 level, teacher preparation programs at the 
university level, and state accountability documents. 
TAGT developed different levels of certificates and 
TEA developed DEC visits and then DEC+ visits 
for assessing the implementation of the State Plan in 
school districts. TAGT membership grew as a result.

—Susan Johnsen, TAGT President, 1997  
(pictured with Bobbie Wedgeworth, TAGT President 2005)Joyce E. Kyle Miller and colleague at 

the 2001 Annual Conference.
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2003
TAGT’s First Leadership 
Conference Held.

2004
The Legacy Book 
Awards Was Initiated.

It was never a doubt in my mind 
that I wouldn’t attend TAGT 
after I was president. It’s home. 
It’s what we do. And where we 
get our energy.

—Cecelia Boswell,  
TAGT President, 2009  

(pictured with Laura Mackay,  
TAGT President 2010)

1999
Texas Performance Standards 
Project Requires 30-Hour 
Trainings.

New 
Initiatives

TAGT Past-Presidents gather at 
the 2014 conference.

Plano’s Theresa Biggs with a colleague at the 2009 conference.
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2014
Texas House Bill 5 Adopted.

Looking to 
the Future

2015 
TAGT Rebrands.

2016 
TAGT Connect Created. 

2009
TAGT Begins Process 
to Revise Board of 
Director Positions.

New to annual conference in 2017 was the Playground, an interactive 
space where attendees discover new ideas for teaching their students.
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2017
Emerging Leaders 
Program Begins.

2017
TAGT’s First Gifted+Equity 
Conference Held.

2017 
giftED Is Born. 

TAGT has expanded 
the opportunities we 
give members over the last 
40 years. We hope to continue giving our 
members exactly what they need as we look 
forward to the next 40 years of TAGT!

—D’Lana Barbay, TAGT President, 2018–2019

Connecting Minds. Empowering Futures.

The TAGT Scholarship 
Fund, which began in 
1982, has now given 
out more than $1.2 
million in scholarships 
to students.

The Gifted+Equity Conference grew by 30% in its second year, 
and included many groups from the San Antonio area such as 
these teachers from Northside ISD.

The members of the Inaugural Emerging Leaders Program 
class (2017–2018).
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2018
TAGT Celebrates Its 
40th Anniversary. 
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It is no secret that the state of Texas is fac-
ing economic problems. Economic problems are, 
unfortunately, never isolated—they affect every area 

of state government. Cutbacks can be expected in road 
construction, state employment and, yes, in education. 
And whenever there are cutbacks in education, pro-
grams for gifted students invariably suffer.

The reason for this is that many of the myths 
regarding gifted education are still so prevalent. How 
many times have you, as parents or educators, heard 
others say, “Oh, those kids can take care of them-
selves,” “Gifted programs are just fun and games,” “Our 
only obligation is to make certain every child knows 
the basics.” It is important for us to do everything we 
can to dispel these myths so that others will begin to 
view the education of gifted students, not as an add-on 
program, but as a critical part of the educational contin-
uum school districts should provide for their students.

This means that all of us must become educators. 
Some parents may, at first, feel a little uncomfortable 
in this role. Remember, however, that you were your 
child’s first teacher and you remain his or her most 
important one. Long after Ms. Jones or Mr. Smith have 
receded into memory, your child will look to you for 
advice and example. You have been providing answers 
and explanations for years now, and if we are to have 
school programs that meet your child’s needs, you must 
take your experience as teacher out of the home and 
use it in the school district and in the community. 

And what do you say? There are a few basic ideas 
that I think may have been forgotten by some educa-

tors and legislators in their concern over the econ-
omy. We must do our best to highlight these concepts 
and remind people of their importance. In this issue 
of TEMPO, I will discuss two ideas that build on one 
another.

1 All children should not have the same 
education, but all children should have an 
appropriate education. Chapter 75 is the 

section in the Texas Education Code that defines the 
curriculum for Texas schools. The philosophy of the 
State Board of Education is included in this document 
and states, in part, “Public elementary and second-
ary education is responsible for providing each stu-
dent with the development of personal knowledge, 
skill and competence to maximum capacity.” [Texas 
Education Code, Chapter 75.1 (a)]. The State Board 
did not say that elementary and secondary education 
was designed to get a certain test score or a certain 
achievement test ranking. It said maximum capacity. 
This statement clearly indicates that the State Board 
is expecting educators throughout Texas to develop 
programs that are designed to meet the needs of every 
student, whether they need a bilingual, compensatory, 
or gifted program. Each of these programs, and others 
like them, are designed to assist students in attaining 
their maximum capacity. Each should be equally sup-
ported by the local district educator and by the local 
representative.

A COMMENTARY ON 
GIFTED EDUCATION 

by Evelyn Levsky Hiatt

This commentary was originally 
published in Volume VI, Issue 3,  
issue of TEMPO in 1986. 

A LOOK BACK AT 1986
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2 Programs for gifted students should be 
planned around a kindergarten through grade 
12 continuum and should have a curriculum 

that is differentiated to meet student needs. Many 
times, programs for gifted students are offered in grades 
3 through 8. While districts should be commended for 
these efforts, they also should realize that students do not 
suddenly become gifted in the third grade. In fact, by that 
time, many gifted students who have not been appropriately 
served are underachievers because they have never been 
challenged to use or develop their skills. No student should 
have to wait on an appropriate education. Districts should 
be encouraged to start their programs as early as possible 
so that the child’s natural abilities can be strengthened and 
enriched. Neither does a child lose his/her giftedness in the 
eighth grade. Secondary school programs should be continu-
ing the work that was done in elementary and middle school. 

We would not tell a promising middle school quarter-
back that he had to make it on his own in high school. We 
would not put him in a class with teachers who had not been 
trained to work with him. We would not tell him to go out 
on the football field without proper equipment. We would 
not tell him to play on the junior varsity when we felt he 
could be a Friday night hero on the varsity team. This same 
attitude should prevail with our academically talented high 
school students. We should not be putting students who 
have been in gifted classes during their elementary and 
middle school years into a regular honors class. These stu-
dents should have received training and skill development 
that makes their educational needs different from others. 
Courses should be designed to take advantage of the stu-
dents’ past training and provide continuity in their educa-
tional development. Secondary school teachers should be 
trained in strategies that encourage maximum performance 
in gifted students. Appropriate books and materials should 
be available for these classes. None of this is special treat-
ment—it is appropriate and adequate treatment. 

Providing a kindergarten through grade 12 program 
is important, but, as indicated above, it must be carefully 
planned and coordinated. It will do no good for a district to 
provide a program for the gifted if the students are concen-
trating on language arts skills one year and math the next, 
or have units on mythology in grades 2, 3, and 4. Although 
based on the regular school program, the curriculum for the 
gifted program should be differentiated from that curricu-
lum. “Differentiated” does not mean more of the same type 
of work, but rather work that expands and enriches what 
is offered in the regular program. This curriculum should 

provide in-depth content development, advanced process 
development, and complex product development. A scope 
and sequence should be apparent, with skills building on 
each other from one year to the next and with more sophis-
ticated products being expected. The teacher of the gifted 
should see both how her instruction in the gifted class differs 
from her instruction in the regular classroom as well as how 
that instruction is building on last year’s lessons and is leading 
to next year’s. Without this kind of continuity, we just might 
be offering a program that is fun and games rather than one 
that has a justifiable scope and sequence of content, process, 
and product development.

These two points—that programs for the gifted are 
designed to meet the educational needs of students and 
that the programs themselves must have a planned scope 
and sequence—are the basis from which all other discus-
sions emanate. If Mr. Smith tells you that gifted programs 
are fun and games, then he does not understand the first 
point. If Ms. Jones scoffs at you and says that the gifted 
program is just more of the same kind of work, and if Ms. 
Jones is right, then the district has not understood the 
second point. If Ms. Brown assures you that honors pro-
grams are adequate for gifted students, then she does not 
understand the second point.

It is our responsibility to see that we educate as many 
people as we can on the nature of gifted programs—on what 
they are and what they can do.

Evelyn “Evie” Hyatt served as President of TAGT in 1986 at which time she also provided leadership in gifted education as the Senior Director 
of Advanced Academic Studies at the Texas Education Agency (1979–2003). At TEA, Evie coordinated services for advanced and gifted students 
in Texas including gifted/talented education, Early College High Schools, International Baccalaureate, and Advanced Placement services. Since 
her work at the Texas Education Agency, Evie has served as Educational Consultant and President of Advanced Education, Deputy Assistant 
Commissioner of P-16 Initiatives for the Texas Higher Education Coordinating Board, and State Project Manager for AVID.

Evie Hiatt and colleagues
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To be educationally defensible, an 
appropriate program for primary 
gifted children must be qualita-

tively different from that provided aver-
age children. It does not merely provide 
more of the same kind of experience or 
simply schedule experiences earlier and at 
a more rapid pace. To establish appropri-
ate programs, educators must understand 
the unique characteristics and curriculum 
needs of primary gifted children and also 
be aware of the program models which 
are most appropriate for gifted young 
students.

CHARACTERISTICS
Educators who intend to meet the 

needs of children begin by being aware 
of the unique characteristics of primary 
gifted students (see Figure 1). Those chil-
dren characteristically have advanced 
language ability (in their first language), 
are highly analytical in their observations 
and thinking, strive for meaning in all 
experiences and keep at an issue until it 
makes sense, demonstrate unique per-

Appropriate 
Programs  
       for Young   
         Gifted    
      Children
by Bertie Kingore, Ph.D.

Figure 1. Characteristics.

Dr. Bertie Kingore, TAGT 1987 President, at 
the Annual Conference.

This article was originally published in 1990 in Volume 
X, Issue 2, of TEMPO. 

A LOOK BACK AT 1990
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spectives in their art and understand-
ing of multiple points of view, have a 
finely developed sense of humor, are 
intensely sensitive, and are capable of 
accelerated learning in their areas of 
interest (Kingore, 1990).

Knowledge of these characteris-
tics enables educators to establish nur-
turing learning environments which 
encourage teachers to become “kid 
watchers” and respond to what kids are 
trying to do. When teachers observe 
a child’s behavior which is unclear or 
seems unique or even off-task, they are 
encouraged to ask the child about it: 
“Tell me what you’re thinking about.” 
“Help me understand your thinking.” 
Experiences such as these allow teach-
ers to gain insight into the thinking 
and behaviors of gifted children and, 
thus, better meet the needs of the 
whole child.

Teachers do not just wait to see 
if these gifted behaviors accidentally 
occur. Rather, they select activities and 
strategies which allow all children to 
succeed while providing an oppor-
tunity for children to demonstrate 
what they are ready to do (Kingore & 
Higbee, 1988). Merle Karnes (1987), 
working with Head Start children, 
found that a nourishing program pro-
moting higher level thinking resulted 
in significant gains for both noniden-
tified and identified gifted children. 
The goal is not to push children faster 
and harder, but rather to set up an 
encouraging and stimulating environ-
ment with a well-trained adult who is 
able to respond to the children’s leads. 
As Karnes (1987) noted: “We may be 
selling all children short on what they 
are capable of acquiring in the way of 
higher-level thinking skills.”

Programs which nurture these 
characteristics also provide increased 
opportunities for “difficult-to-find” 
gifted students to emerge. Minority 
students, bilingual students, disad-
vantaged students, and other special 
populations have historically been less 
represented in gifted programs par-
tially because the identification pro-

cess may have made it harder for them 
to reveal their abilities (Karnes, 1987; 
Roedell, Jackson, & Robinson, 1980; 
Tuttle & Becker 1983). Ongoing 
observation of many kinds of behav-
ior in natural and challenging class-
room environments has enabled more 
of these difficult-to-find children to 
exhibit their potential.

By focusing on these character-
istics and observing children over 
a period of time, a profile of each 
child’s needs, talents, and interests 
can emerge. All gifted children are not 
alike; programs must respond to these 
characteristics and be more concerned 
with nurturing gifted children and 
meeting individual needs than with 
just affixing labels of ability.

CURRICULUM NEEDS
Curriculum needs for gifted pri-

mary students might be pictured as 
three concentric circles (see Figure 2). 
The center circle, the regular curricu-

lum for all students, provides the core 
knowledge and essential elements of 
each subject area. It serves as the foun-
dation for the construction of complex 
concepts and ideas. But, while gifted 
children need the regular curriculum, 
they must not be limited to its content. 
Gifted primary children are a unique 
population and thus require a differ-
entiated curriculum as represented by 
the second circle. Ultimately, however, 
we must recognize that gifted children 
have vast individual differences in 
their interests and their intellectual, 
physical, emotional, and social devel-
opment. Depending upon their indi-
vidual profiles of abilities and interests, 
different children have very different 
needs. Thus, the largest circle addresses 
the need for curricula which respond 
to these individual differences. The 
individual aspects of the curriculum 
allow children to pursue their own 
areas of interest through individual 
projects and studies in which the 
teacher serves as a facilitator.

Regular

Differentiated

Individual

Gi�ed

Figure 2. Curriculum for the gifted.
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A program for the primary gifted 
thus involves an integration of the 
regular, differentiated, and individual 
curriculum. Each individual student’s 
needs are best met through a slice of 
this curriculum pie. Just as a slice of 
pie typically widens as it goes out 
from the center, an appropriate pro-
gram for these gifted children strives 
to include more and varied differenti-
ated and individually motivated expe-
riences as the regular core curriculum 
is mastered.

PROGRAM MODELS
Several different program mod-

els have been developed which could 
be utilized with young children. 
Guilford’s Structure of the Intellect 
model is a complex look at multiple 
facets of abilities. The model and its 
implications for curriculum develop-
ment are explained in detail in Mary 
Meeker’s (1969) The Structure of the 
Intellect: Its Interpretation and Uses. 
Frank Williams’ “Think-Feeling” 
model accents the interaction of emo-
tional and intellectual development. 
The Williams model and multiple cur-

riculum ideas related to each objective 
are developed in Classroom Ideas for 
Encouraging Thinking and Feeling, 
Books I and II (1970, 1986).

While Renzulli’s Enrichment 
Triad model (1977) and Bett’s 
Autonomous Learner model (Betts & 
Knapp, 1985) have largely been used 
with older children, primary children 
could benefit from many aspects of 
these models. The Enrichment Triad 
cultivates background and group 
building experiences in preparation for 
individual investigations which elevate 
the learner from a consumer of infor-
mation to a producer of new ideas and 
products. What a primary child pro-
duces would obviously differ from the 
products of a much older student, yet 
still have original value for that child. 
Bett’s Autonomous Learner model 
intends to meet the diversified cog-
nitive, emotional, and social needs of 
gifted and talented students and guide 
them toward becoming autonomous 
learners. For primary children, cur-
riculum applications of the model are 
developed in Gavin’s (1989) Primary 
Activities: A Treasure Chest of Primary-
Level ALM Exercises.

The main advantage in using 
one of these models is to help dis-
tricts analyze program priorities and 
develop curriculum for the gifted. 
A model helps teachers define their 
task. It provides a structure for mak-
ing the gifted curriculum qualitatively 
different and something more than a 
haphazard potpourri of activities. A 
planned curriculum based upon one 
of these models or even combinations 
of these models, allows administration 
of the program with freedom and flex-
ibility. Indisputably, however, the key 
to effective programs for the primary 
gifted is the teacher. All models can 
be effective when teachers are well-
trained in the education of the gifted, 
committed to the model’s objectives, 
dedicated to children and sensitive 
to the children’s needs. As Roedell, 
Jackson, and Robinson (1980) noted: 
“The intense interaction of teachers 
and children involved in learning 
about topics of interest to both may 
be the formula for producing an effec-
tive program, no matter which model 
is followed” (p. 89).
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Recently, a colleague asked me a series of questions 
which reflected his obvious negative feelings toward 
the gifted and talented. As I responded, I took a firm 
stand on what I know to be true about the education 

of the gifted. I took an equally firm stand against prejudices, 
misconceptions, and misinterpretations which have harmful 
effects on the gifted. Five of the issues I can no longer stand 
for follow.

1. I will no longer stand for the misinterpretation and mis-
use of “research” as it supposedly applies to the gifted. 
For example, I can no longer stand by while “experts” 
espouse that any one grouping pattern is good for all stu-
dents at all times—that we, indeed, want what is best for 
all students including the gifted. In other words, I will stay 
informed so that I can respond as a prepared professional.

2. I will no longer stand for the abuse of gifted students’ 
time to learn. The overuse of gifted students as peer 
coaches, tutors, group leaders, and role models takes 
away from the time they need to learn what is new and 
appropriate for them. In fact, I believe one of the reasons 
gifted students may not choose teaching as a profession is 
that they have been used as “teachers” for 13 years, and 
thus, use their university time to pursue other professions! 
I concede that valuable socialization skills are learned 
as students work as peer coaches. I affirm that valuable 
skills are learned in cooperative groups. But when gifted 
students are always the group leaders and always the peer 
coaches and always the role models, there is a problem. 
Gifted students need time to work with their age peers, 
with their intellectual peers, and alone. I will stand up for 
their right to do all three.

3. I will no longer stand for emotion-packed terms like 
elitism being used to justify why gifted students should 
not work together on a regular basis. In 20 or so years 
of working with gifted students. I have found that elitism 
rarely occurs in classrooms of students who are chal-
lenged and stimulated by students of similar academic 
abilities. In fact, gifted students who are consistently “the 
best” in classrooms where they face no real challenges are 
much more likely to appear elitist. Roger Taylor reminds 
us that Matt Dillon must face Annie Oakley. I will follow 
Dr. Taylor’s lead in reminding people of the same.

4. I will no longer stand for the misconception that what is 
taught in classrooms for the gifted must necessarily be 
taught to everyone. However. I will be the first to point to 
Dr. Jim Curry’s letter published in Education Week, which 
states that there are no gifted toys, games, or materials, 
and consequently, that special toys, games, and materials 
that are being saved for the gifted do not a program make! 
I will affirm that all students should learn to think, to be 
creative, and to be productive. I will concede that many 
of the strategies used with the gifted can and should be 
used with all students. However, appropriate education 
for the gifted responds to the similarities as well as to 
the differences of gifted students and their age peers. As 
gifted students are like their age peers, they should be 
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taught like their age peers. As they are different, they 
should be taught differently. I will be knowledgeable, 
specific, and prepared in my understanding of what 
is appropriate for all students and what is, indeed, 
most appropriate for the gifted.

5. I will no longer stand for a lack of understanding of 
what it takes to be a quality teacher of the gifted. 
People who believe that teaching the gifted is easy are 
misinformed, naive, or both. The appropriate teaching 
of the gifted is as challenging as the appropriate teach-
ing of any special students. Teachers of the gifted 
need special training to understand the students they 
are charged to teach. They also need recognition for 
their dedication to teaching students who challenge 
and question everyone and everything. Teaching the 
gifted is as tiring and draining as it is rewarding. It is 
time to stand up for the teachers who give endlessly 
in meeting the needs of our students.

My challenge to you is to consider what you stand for in 
the education of the gifted. Equally important, I challenge 
you to consider what you can no longer stand for. In so 
doing, we will all function as stronger advocates for our 
gifted and talented students.

Adelle McClendon, President of TAGT in 1991, served as the 
Coordinator of Gifted Programs for Cypress-Fairbanks ISD and 
was very involved in the Texas Academic Decathlon and the 
Odyssey of the Mind competitions. Adelle passed away as a 
result of a car accident in 1995. That Saturday morning, she was 
on her way to judge a competition in which gifted students were 
competing. The story is shared that she told the EMT staff help-
ing her at the scene of the accident that they needed to get her 
to the competition . . . that kids were counting on her. TAGT has 
established a scholarship in Adelle’s name to honor her passion, 
work, and love for gifted kids.

Past-Presidents Wayne Craigen (1988) and Adelle McClendon 
(1991) catch up.
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Recent issues of education periodicals contain 
numerous articles pertaining to the “reform 
movement.” Defining reform is challenging, 
but there appears to be consensus among 

educators and the public that educational reform is 
essential.

Significant legislation affecting education has been 
enacted in Texas in the last decade, but one would ques-
tion an assumption that the legislation has resulted in 
quality educational reform. Perhaps the most significant 
“reform” legislation in recent years is the mandate for 
site-based decision making (SBDM). Of all the reforms, 
this concept presents a great challenge and yet a great 
opportunity for gifted education.

Contributors to this publication were to comment 
on the question of how reform can work for or against 
gifted students. My first observation is that “reform” 
which would adversely affect students should not be 
called reform. Reform should enhance the educational 
opportunities for all students.

A critical element for public school educators to 
address when planning or implementing reform is to 
ensure that all student populations will benefit educa-
tionally. Changes made in the name of reform which 
result in less opportunities for any student population 
group should be resisted. As an example, if heteroge-
neous grouping is the only pattern used on campus and 
this pattern results in less opportunities and few, if any, 
programs and activities appropriate for gifted students, 
then school leaders must speak up and oppose such 
efforts.

The responsibility for giving final approval to a 

SBDM plan rests with a school district’s Board of 
Trustees. Therefore, questions pertaining to which deci-
sions are central, campus, or shared should be defined 
and included in the district’s plan. Although some will 
disagree, it is my belief that in these early implemen-
tation stages of SBDM, those decisions which could 
have a significant impact on special programs (gifted, 
bilingual, special education, etc.) should remain at the 
central administration level. In future years, site teams 
will gain more information and have a greater aware-
ness of the needs of students enrolled in these special 
programs. Such initiatives as results-based monitoring 
(RBM) currently being piloted by the Texas Education 
Agency should result in campus personnel gaining new 
insights and knowledge of programs for students in spe-
cial programs.

Stories of gifted programs being eliminated at 
the campus level under the mistaken assumption that 
the only acceptable grouping pattern in the public 
schools is heterogeneous grouping are at best disap-
pointing and at the worst tragic. Grouping should be 
based on student needs! Dr. Lionel (Skip) Menoj, Texas 
Commissioner of Education, has addressed the issue of 
homogeneous vs. heterogeneous grouping: “It is not a 
question of one being the right way and the other being 
the wrong way. It is a question of developing a program 
that meets the needs of students in a particular area.”

There should be no conflicts between quality edu-
cational reform and programs for the gifted. Whatever 
barriers exist between proponents of reform and advo-
cates for the gifted must be confronted and eliminated.

Persons in leadership positions should remain vig-
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ilant and forceful in ensuring that quality programs for stu-
dents in special programs, including programs for the gifted, 
are retained and improved. But, it is also essential that advo-
cates for the gifted not assume a position of opposing reform. 
We desperately need major reform of public education in 
this state and in the nation.

Parents should play a strategic role in advocating pro-
grams for those children identified as gifted. Parents can 
serve on SBDM committees or, if not serving as a member of 
the committee, they can serve as resource persons. Parents 
can provide testimonials about gifted programs which are 

making a positive difference in the lives of their children.
Additionally, parents can network with advocates who 

are involved in other programs which promote opportuni-
ties for special needs students. For too long, advocates for 
gifted programs have been perceived as interested only in 
programs for the gifted. Collaborative efforts can change 
this perception.

Advocates of gifted programs should be seeking the 
“common ground” by identifying ways that educational 
reforms and education for the gifted can be in harmony.

Recently, I had the opportunity to participate in a sympo-
sium entitled “Gifted Education and School Reform: Making 
the Connection.” This promising venture was sponsored by 
the Council for Exceptional Children in association with the 
Aspen/WYE Institute in Queenstown, Maryland. The stated 
goal for the symposium was as follows: 

The symposium will combine individuals involved in serv-
ing gifted students with colleagues in general education, 
government, and business in an extensive and careful 

examination of policy and practice related to meeting 
the needs of gifted and talented students in the context 
of school reform.

As a concluding activity, the participants in this sympo-
sium identified some “common ground” between advocates 
of reform and advocates for the gifted. Some of the areas 
of agreement could be useful to educators in Texas as they 
address the challenges of reform and restructuring:

1. The “status quo” in education is unacceptable.
2. Supporters of reform, advocates for the gifted, and soci-

ety in general all desire improvement in public school 
education.

3. All school programs and activities should be student 
centered and address individual student needs.

4. Professional development opportunities for educators 
are essential.

5. Diversity must be honored.
6. An international community of learners must be created.
7. We must collaborate and communicate.

It would be useful if educators would focus on areas of 
agreement and lessen the rhetoric on areas of disagreement. 
Meeting the needs of all students must be our focus and our 
mission. Commissioner Menoj, in public statements and in 
print, has appropriately identified one of the “non-negotia-
bles” in developing a system of education for the future: 

The first [“non-negotiable”] is the student. The student is 
non-negotiable because it is our job as educators in this 
state and in the public schools to educate all the young-
sters. That doesn’t mean shoot for the middle and ignore 
an those at the top or the bottom. Or shoot at the bottom 
and ignore the others. What it means is to educate all the 
youngsters in a manner that meets their needs.

All students deserve our best thinking, our best efforts, 
and our highest degree of professionalism. A growing num-
ber of persons in this state are attacking and attempting to 
undermine public education. Their agendas are subtle, cre-
ative, and deceptive. Therefore, educators must find ways to 
link together as advocates for all students and as advocates 
for public education. The children are crying to us—are we 
listening?
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Charles Patterson, Ph.D., TAGT President in 1982, served as Superintendent in Killeen ISD from 1988 to 2004. An elementary school in Killeen 
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Charles Patterson, Killeen ISD, and Richard Benjamin, Fort Worth 
ISD, look on as June Cox, 1979 TAGT President, speaks at the 1983 
conference
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This century has not been very good about reading and following the 
script. From the rugged individualism of the 1700s and the 1800s, 
this century was not supposed to lead us to large scale corporations, 

businesses, bureaucracies, and organizations which created a centered homo-
geneous social system. A society where we all melt together, as Michael 
McGerr wrote, a smooth unfolding of organizational hegemony with fewer 
and fewer “individuals.”

This century has tried to do that, but as it turns out, the United States 
remains notably heterogeneous; corporations have failed to recast their own 
workers, let alone the American culture. There is a pervasive sense of self, 
of personal worth, a yearning for individual autonomy, the persistence of 
individualistic ideals, and, maybe, a little self-absorption.

This country was born of, and its foundations still rest on, a faith in per-
sonal responsibility, risk-taking, entrepreneurship, personal decision making, 
and the notion that one owns one’s own labor. Every breath we draw pulls 
air from an unbelievably diverse cultural heritage, and with McGerr, we can 
celebrate the fact that because of the strength of that diversity, we American 
individuals have been able to survive in the putatively hostile environment 
this century has tried to lead us into. The sanctity of the individual spirit 
is hanging on.

Let’s open the door to a classroom. There are indeed 22 totally individual 
children, but listen closely: “Every person is to open the book to page 51. 
Everyone will work the handout sheet which accompanies this page, you 
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will all have the first 30 problems for 
homework, and everyone will work 
every problem the same identical way 
as everyone else.” And that’s only math.

Education seems to move far-
ther and farther away from a quality, 
engaging, vigorous educational expe-
rience for each individual child by 
our misplaced dedication to the [test] 
scores, standardized tests, and teacher 
training that teaches about books and 
not about children.

Is it consummate arrogance to 
persist in placement of two or more 
dozen children or young adults 
together in a room, and to try to 
homogenize them by teaching them 
all from the same book, on the same 
time schedule, requiring the same out-
put, giving them all the same input 
at the same time; in short, creating a 
pseudohomogeneous, heterogeneous 
classroom environment? What in the 
world happened to appreciating chil-
dren’s differences? Where on Earth did 
celebrating the individual go? We want 
them to be individuals when they get 
out of school, but we do little to foster 
their practicing that role; there are no 
“two-a-days” for individualism.

A dangerously wimpy dedication 
to a democratic and spellbinding edu-
cation has been eroded further and fur-
ther as state policy and local response 
has created a diminution of expecta-
tions of students. Not as obvious, but 
to me more insidious, is the state-driven 
thinking that there is no room in the 
curriculum for intellectually stimulat-
ing discussions of ideas, contrasting 
viewpoints, or alternative ways of look-
ing at a process or notion. I guess that 
even if there were such things in the 
curriculum, there would be no time for 
them. A parent at our parent meeting 
last night told me that her gifted third 
grader got 34 worksheets as homework 

in the 14 days his class was preparing 
for the TAAS test. I think that some of 
these surely must not be germane to the 
education of a gifted individual.

Gifted children can’t help being 
individuals, but their need for express-
ing themselves within the safety net of 
their mental peers is great, for gifted 
children are very sensitive to the jeers 
and taunts of age peers who cannot 
understand their responses, their view 
of the world, or the abstractions which 
fascinate them. The place where gifted 
children feel most secure is among the 
same kind of thinkers. In 1992, John 
Feldhusen and Sidney Moon wrote in 
the spring Gifted Child Quarterly: 

Gifted students have unique learn-
ing needs that are difficult, if not 
impossible, to meet in heteroge-
neous learning environments.

They need instruction that is 
conceptually more complex and 
abstract than most learners can 
handle. Gifted students learn bet-
ter in unstructured environments 
and benefit from indirect teach-
ing methods . . . Sensible group-
ing practices match student needs 
with curricular opportunities. For 
gifted students, sensible grouping 
practices provide opportunities for 
interaction with other gifted stu-
dents in educational environments 
that are specially designed to meet 
the unique learning needs of gifted 
learners. (p. 63)

Gifted children must have a place 
where they are valued as individuals 
and the opportunity to express their 
individualism. They need a place 
with their mental peers that provides 
shelter, along with analytical, critical 
thinking, and complex activities.

It is painful to think of these chil-
dren, languishing in the regular class-

room where they are held back from 
advancing and learning all they can, 
missing the kind of enrichment they 
need. I read somewhere that it would 
be difficult to imagine that because 
a student was very good at basket-
ball, he would be kept from playing 
because the others had not caught up 
with him. We could let him be a stu-
dent-coach while the rest were catch-
ing on to the game. And, as Feldhusen 
and Moon (1992) wrote, it is also hard 
to imagine heterogeneous varsity foot-
ball teams or a heterogeneous varsity 
band where beginning, intermediate, 
and virtuoso musicians marched and 
tried to perform together.

Our children deserve the least 
restrictive environment to develop 
their own individuality. As with spe-
cial education students who need to 
take a step forward to achieve more 
and better learning, so do gifted stu-
dents need to take the step forward 
from the regular classroom to their 
mental peer group. It is a core truth 
that the child [with special needs] 
and the gifted child need to be in an 
environment where they each benefit 
from their classmates. It is imperative 
that America cultivate our nation’s 
resource of intellectual potential and 
gain a reservoir of intellectual talent. 
It is imperative that we write to our 
Congressmen, Senators, and state leg-
islators and exhort them to do so.

It is with a heavy heart that I sign 
my last column to you. I have never 
enjoyed so fulfilling a job as the rep-
resentation of you and of the 285,000 
gifted children in Texas. God speed.
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In 1750, Robert Gray dared to test the lit-
erary conventions of his day in poems like 
“Elegy Written in a Country Churchyard.” 

Moving from the elevated prose and styl-
ized poetry of Neoclassical literature, Gray 
examined the lives of common people, 
who “dwelt among the untrodden ways” as 
Wordsworth would say nearly 50 years later. 
These people, peasants and members of the 
lower classes, had long been considered too 
insignificant to merit the concern of any but 
their immediate families. Without education, 
they were denied “The applause of listening 
senates to command,” or the opportunity to 
“read their history in a nation’s eyes.” Yet, 
these insignificant ones were the multitudes 
who within 50 years would change the face of 
nations and establish democracy throughout 
the Western world.

In “Elegy,” Gray celebrates simple lives 
free of “The boast of heraldry, the pomp of 
power.” Ironically, he also admits that among 
their unschooled numbers, perhaps, lie peas-
ants with hearts “once pregnant with celes-
tial fire;/ Hands that the rod of empire might 
have swayed,/ Or waked to ecstasy the living 
lyre.” Without education, which was routinely 
denied to the common man during the 18th 
century, much talent was lost.

Are we any different? How many of our 
gifted children fall into the same categories, 
denied an appropriate education to awaken 
that “celestial fire”? When we fail to identify 
those children who do not fit easily into our 
preconceived notions of giftedness, we fail 
not only those children but our society as 
well.

The Texas State Plan for the Education of 
Gifted and Talented Students requires that we 
use multiple measures, both qualitative and 
quantitative, to identify students exhibiting 
high achievement or the potential for high 
achievement. Even as we celebrate that plan, 

we often fail in our mission to identify the chil-
dren who may need our services the most. 
No one questions that intelligent, middle-class 
children, who meet entrance criteria, need and 
deserve services to maximize their potential 
and assure continued growth in an educational 
setting. But what about those other children? 
Geniuses from different cultures struggle daily 
with a second language. Incredible children 
belong to families that discourage competition 
and reinforce passivity. Children from poverty 
do not know the hidden rules or have the role 
models (Payne, 1995) that enable them to 
compete successfully with their middle-class 
peers. Children with learning disabilities are 

frequently screened from programs because 
we fail to see past the disability to the ability 
beyond.

What then shall we, advocates for all 
gifted children, do so that the gifts and talents 
of these children are not lost? Can we as a 
state afford to lose the talents of unidentified 
gifted children or survive the negative impact 
of their misdirected gifts?

Gray suggests that people who fail to 
achieve their full potential also have “their 
crimes confined.” In that simpler time, the 
small world limited the problems created by 

DIVERSITY AND  
GIFTED EDUCATION
by Tillie Hickman

When we fail to identify 
those children who do 
not fit easily into our 
preconceived notions of 
giftedness, we fail not 
only those children but 
our society as well.

This commentary was 
originally published in 2003 
in Volume XXIII, Issue 1, of 
TEMPO. 

A LOOK BACK AT 2003



26 Te m p o • Vo l. XXXIX, Sp ec I a l IS S u e, 2018

the negatively focused gifted. Today our 
prisons are full of them, gifted individu-
als who did not have appropriate edu-
cation offered and so chose to educate 
themselves in the rules of the street and 
to rise to leadership positions in that 
nether world.

I’ll never forget David, an African-
American charmer who could talk his 
friends and many of his teachers into 
almost anything. As a 13-year old, he 
was the strongest leader in a class of 
nearly 300 students, but his leadership 
usually translated to leading a group 
of boys through afterschool shenan-
igans that attracted police attention. 

David had never been identified for 
the gifted program because he did not 
look like most gifted children, and he 
did not come to school with the skills 
most often associated with giftedness. 
As a prekindergarten student, David 
entertained himself without the books 
and games that middle-class children 
take for granted. He did not read early 
because he had no books and no audi-
ence to appreciate his curiosity or his 
energy. No teacher, trained in identify-
ing and educating gifted children, res-
cued him from his lack of intellectual 

stimulation. He was also handicapped 
because he had no parent to serve as 
his champion, demanding that he be 
given a chance to shine. As he grew 
older, he saw no purpose in school, 
and unwillingness to perform “boring,” 
routine tasks made him an unlikely 
candidate for a gifted program. Stuck 
in regular classes with the boys who 
looked to him for leadership, David had 
missed such huge pieces of academic 
learning that he struggled even to pass 
TAAS.

Frequently in trouble because 
he had little patience for busy work 
or teachers who failed to appreciate 

either his humor or his charm, David 
chanced into the lives of three teach-
ers of the gifted. Rather than seeing his 
behavior as a problem, they recognized 
the potential and asked that David be 
placed in their classes. Suddenly a 
totally different child emerged. Gone 
was the sullen troublemaker. David 
discovered historical research and 
reenactments and then science and 
its open-ended questions and exper-
imentation. Discipline problems dis-
appeared, at least for the time that 
three mentors pushed him relentlessly. 

David had an audience among the 
high-achieving students and no longer 
sought to entertain the underachievers 
who had served as his peer group.

Is this a gifted student? Absolutely! 
Will he pass an objective assessment to 
identify him as a gifted child? Probably 
not. Although one-on-one tutoring 
with someone who understands his 
strengths and weaknesses allows him 
to take giant steps, that tutoring will 
probably not be available. After all, 
he is passing state assessments, now. 
At 14, as he enters the anonymity of a 
large high school, David will slip back 
into the peer group that supports him 
unless other teachers see the potential 
and help this unlikely gifted child realize 
what could lie ahead for him.

The implications for each of us 
who work with gifted children are clear 
but not easy. Each of us must become 
the champion for those children who 
have no champions. Few of our quan-
titative identification measures identify 
children who are defined not by their 
high achievements but by their poten-
tial for high achievement. We must 
actively search for that potential and 
then nurture it in every way possible. 
We must understand the cultures that 
value giftedness differently. Help both 
children and their parents to claim an 
appropriate education. Thomas Gray 
said that “Full many a flower is born to 
blush unseen,/ And waste its sweetness 
on the desert air.” It is our responsibility 
to make sure they don’t!
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If there is one word that describes TAGT 
members, it is passionate. It is a pas-
sion born of the realization that there is a 

whole population of students that can be left 
out unless we advocate for 
their moral right to “a year’s 
growth for a year in school.” 
If students test above ability 
relative to their age as they 
enter public schools and fall 
to proficiency as they leave, 
as a society, we have not only 
failed them but have squan-
dered a national resource 
critical to our future. As your 
new president, I implore you 
to turn your intellectual pas-
sion into advocacy. 

As an engineer at Lockheed Martin 
Aeronautics, I feel strongly that our state and 
nation should develop its own talent in order 
to successfully compete in the global economy. 
Our lead in technology is at risk as India and 
China educate many, many more engineers than 
we do. This is not a problem that can be easily 
fixed. Our youngest students from all socio-
economic groups are encouraged to develop 
their talents or they will become one of our 
most under recognized groups of at-risk stu-

dents. Over the past 2 years I have heard calls 
from several quarters to implement a sequel 
to the National Defense Education Act which 
was implemented after the Soviets launched 

Sputnik. The result then was 
an emphasis on gifted educa-
tion which supported techno-
logical growth that created 
jobs that in turn created 
more jobs. Unfortunately, 
current initiatives which 
concentrate exclusively on a 
minimum competency level 
can create an environment 
where development at more 
advanced levels can actually 
be discouraged as teachers 

respond to the high-stakes testing environment. 
TAGT is in a unique position to play a part in 
a potential awakening among the larger popu-
lation. Advocacy is turning passion into action 
much as engineering is turning science into 
practical applications. 

As a father, I feel that all public schools in 
Texas should offer gifted children the opportu-
nity to develop their potential. Educators have 
my utmost appreciation for their selfless dedi-
cation to a higher ideal. Gifted educators in par-
ticular are often swimming against the current 

FROM THE PRESIDENT: 
COLUMN FOR THE 
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to help students realize their potential. TAGT must continue 
to work to make your teaching environment friendlier to both 
excellence and equity. Parents also sometimes feel as if they 
are swimming upstream if they see that their children’s needs 
are not being met. Parents and educators can be effective 
partners in the political arena as well as in the schools. 

As a parent who worked with other parents to build a 
successful TAGT parent affiliate, I appreciate the importance 
of the local parent groups all across our state. My wife, Mary, 
and I have always been interested in the education of our 

children and believe that public schools are critical to our 
future. We were encouraged to revive our local parent group 
by two educators, Dr. Bennie Hickerson, TAGT Past-President, 
and Ms. Nancy Nicks, our sons’ G/T teacher for several years. 
We all know that parents can be the most effective advocates 
but sometimes they might need a little encouragement to get 
started. Linda Foster, HEBISD G/T teacher, has done a great 
job of encouraging her parents to get involved in our local 
parent group. TAGT conferences are a great place for bud-
ding advocates to network and gather information and were 
instrumental to my development as an advocate. 

Here are some key elements for parents to remember 
as they advocate locally for their gifted children: 

 • Establish positive communication with your child’s 
teacher. Help the teacher to understand your child by 
sharing stories about their development. 

 • Become active in TAGT and your local parent affiliate. 
Your voice will be stronger as a member of these groups 
that are dedicated to the development of gifted children. 

 • Become active in your child’s education. Volunteer to 
help your child’s teacher during school or after depend-
ing on your own work responsibilities. Volunteer to serve 
on school district committees. Time spent in this way not 
only develops a relationship with your child’s school, but 
serves as a shining example to your child as to the value 
you place on their education. 

 • Always remember that giftedness is not a status symbol 
but a real learning difference that must be addressed. 
Gifted children have a diversity of backgrounds and 
needs. The payoff if these needs are addressed can be 
great for both our society as well as for the child. 

 • If ever a need exists to elevate a concern, always start 
with the teacher and never skip a step in the “chain of 
command.” 

 • Get the facts about gifted education. Texas has a funded 
mandate for gifted education. The Texas State Plan for 
the Education of Gifted and Talented Students provides 
what Texas law requires in the way of gifted services. 
The acceptable category is required by law. While the 
higher levels are optional, several school districts across 
the state have achieved the recognized level. 

Thanks in large part to the advocacy efforts of TAGT 
members and the far-sightedness of some Texas legislators, 
Texas was one of the first states to implement a mandate 
that gifted and talented students be served in our public 
schools. Texas lawmakers created a model that other states 
have followed. We still have much to do to ensure that all 
Texas students are given the opportunity to develop their 
potential.

Get to know your legislators. The new year [in 2006] will 
bring a special session on school finance, and your help might 
be needed to give gifted children a voice. Without grassroots 
support, we could lose much that has been gained. Our local 
legislators appreciate information from their constituents 
about issues before them. It is better to develop a relation-
ship early so that they know you as a valued source of reliable 
information and support for gifted education. Changes to legis-
lation can occur at a fast pace so stay informed through TAGT. 

I believe that because of the political situation in Texas 
with respect to school funding, even our initial gains could be 
at risk if lawmakers were to accept a shortsighted solution. 
Now that the Texas Supreme Court has ruled on the Texas 
school finance system, lawmakers will be working hard to come 
up with a solution to our school finance problems. The passion 
of those who understand the inequity of allowing tomorrow’s 
talent to vegetate can ignite those in power if we connect 
this injustice to the effect that it will certainly have on the 
economic future of Texas and the United States. 

In the grand scheme, our state and our nation must be 
able to compete in the global economy of the 21st century 
by allowing these children to become the creative forces 
and leaders that they are meant to be. Put your passion into 
action by advocating for the gifted students of Texas.

Raymond F. “Rick” Peters is a retired Lockheed Martin engineer and community volunteer. He earned his BA, BSEE, and MSEE degrees 
and served in the U.S. Navy. Rick was the Texas Association for the Gifted and Talented (TAGT) State Parent of the Year in 1996 and was elected 
to the TAGT Board for 7 years, serving as President in 2006. He and his wife Mary live in Keller, TX, where he currently serves on the boards 
of the Keller Public Library, Keller Community Emergency Response Team, Villas of Stone Glen Condominium Association, District 98 STEM 
Scholarship Foundation, and the TAMS Selection Committee.

Put your passion into 
action by advocating 

for the gifted 
students of Texas.
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This article was originally 
published in 1999 in Volume 
XIX, Issue 4 of TEMPO. 
For this anniversary issue, 
the article’s author, Dr. 
Susan Johnsen, a past-
president of TAGT and 
notable scholar in the field 
of gifted education, took 
a look at the 1999 piece, 
published as part of the 
Millennial Issue of TEMPO, 
and included commentary 
on how the article’s points 
have changed—or remained 
the same—since its original 
publication (see p. 36 for 
this update).

A LOOK BACK AT 1999
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During the past century, profes-
sionals have written about the issues 
that face the field of gifted education 
from identification to curriculum dif-
ferentiation. These pioneers often chal-
lenged societal myths and persevered 
when funding was virtually nonexis-
tent. As we approach the end of this 
millennium these past events may pro-
vide insight in identifying the import-
ant issues for the next millennium. 
For this review, articles published in 
Gifted Child Quarterly, Journal for the 
Education of the Gifted, and Roeper 
Review during the past 13 years were 
examined. To be included, the article 
had to focus on an histori-
cal examination of issues 
and events that influenced 
gifted education during the 
past century. I excluded 
articles that provided a his-
torical overview of a single 
program, programs outside 
the United States, and lon-
gitudinal studies of gifted 
individuals. I did include 
articles about pioneers and 
scholars who made signif-
icant contributions to the 
field of gifted education. As 
Borland (1990) mentioned, I 
did not find a comprehensive 
history of the gifted child movement. 
I did find summaries of historical 
events, legislation and litigation, and 
curriculum.

Authors tended to disagree on the 
originator of gifted education. Goldberg 
(1986) cited Thomas Jefferson’s proposal 
for free public school, for “able boys;” 
Silverman (1989) cited Sir Francis 
Galton’s Hereditary Genius (1869), 
and Borland (1990) identified Yoder’s 
(1894) pioneering study. “The Story 
of the Boyhood of Great Men,” as the 
seminal work. While these differences 
were present, those who examined the 
history of gifted education frequently 
mentioned these pioneers—Galton, 
Goddard, Terman, and Hollingworth. 
Galton, Goddard, and Terman devel-
oped instruments for measuring intel-

ligence. At Stanford Terman modified 
the Binet-Simon tests for use in the 
United States and initiated a longitu-
dinal study of 1528 gifted children that 
was published in the Genetic Studies 
of Genius series beginning in 1925. 
While Galton, Goddard, and Terman 
assumed a strong hereditarian view of 
giftedness, Hollingworth challenged 
their assumptions about individual dif-
ferences and the inferiority of women 
through her observational studies. She 
concluded that “eminence and supe-
rior mental ability are not identical” 
since “sociological factors might limit 
achievement” (cited in Silverman, 1989, 

p. 92). She focused her research on 
gifted children’s education, particularly 
those with intelligence quotients greater 
than 180, their vulnerabilities, and 
their need for nurturance. While cited 
by only one article, studies were also 
conducted with African-American chil-
dren during the 20s and 30s (Kearney 
& LeBlanc, 1993). Excluded from the 
early literature, these researchers similar 
to Hollingworth also concluded that 
“where sufficient provision is made 
for optimum development of Negro 
children, the gifted Negro child will 
emerge” (p. 133). 

It was not until the 50s, however, 
that more widespread research was 
published on gifted and talented edu-
cation (Abraham, 1986). At Columbia, 
Passow initiated the Talented Youth 

Project in 1954 (Kirschenbaum, 1998; 
Passow, 1986). Guilford, using the rela-
tively new statistical procedure of factor 
analysis, identified divergent produc-
tion as a separate factor not measured 
by intelligence tests. At the national 
level, Rickover recommended a sepa-
rate educational system for the gifted; 
but interest waned until the late 1950s 
with the advent of Sputnik (Abraham, 
1986). Following Sputnik, more reports 
about the quality of American education 
were issued, the NEA initiated a talented 
youth project, and Governor’s Schools 
were created. Acceleration and ability 
grouping became an administrative 

arrangement in many public 
schools. However, within 5 
years, funding was redirected. 
Legislation and litigation 
during the 60s and 70s tended 
to focus on equity issues—
Head Start, Education for 
All Handicapped Children 
Act, Section 504, and PARC 
vs. Pennsylvania (Gallagher, 
1986; Ford, Russo, & Harris, 
1995). While interest in the 
general field of gifted educa-
tion declined, conferences and 
publications on gifted handi-
capped increased (Johnsen & 
Corn, 1989). Interest was not 

renewed until federal legislation in 1969, 
the Gifted and Talented Children’s 
Education Assistance Act, the 1972 
Marland Report, and the initiation of 
the Leadership Training Institute. While 
the Office of Gifted and Talented was 
opened in 1978, Reagan dismantled it 
with a consolidated categorical funding 
program. It was not until the Javits Act 
(1988) that federal money was specifi-
cally allocated to gifted and talented 
children. Under this legislation, the 
National Research Center for Gifted 
and Talented was established during 
the 1990s. 
 Goldberg (1986) explained 
these frustrating cycles of interest in 
gifted education in her article, Citing 
Tannenbaum, she noted that when the 
nation feels vulnerable from external 

“The more things 
change, the more they 

remain the same.”—
Unknown change agent
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forces, then gifted education flourishes; 
when the nation is concerned with social 
inequities, then money is diverted away 
from gifted education. Gallagher (1986) 
also reflected that the government tends 
to respond to crises rather than to the 
development of long-term goals. Other 
researchers concluded that until gifted 
education has a federal mandate, its sup-
port will fluctuate and the educational 
entitlement of gifted students will not 
advance (Ford, Russo, & Harris, 1995; 
Zirkel & Steven, 1987). 

The concept of differentiatied 
curriculum has been elaborated by 
researchers and challenged by oth-
ers during this past century. Using 
the early work of Hollingworth and 
Goddard, curriculum adaptations 
during the 60s were divided primarily 
between the administrative arrange-
ments of acceleration and enrichment. 
Only Ward (1961) related curricular 
adaptations to gifted student charac-
teristics. This focus on individual dif-
ferences was supported by the research 
about expert vs. novice performance 
that was also begun during the 1960s 
(Hong, 1999). The Marland Report 
(1972) identified characteristics for a 
differentiated curriculum that included 
both the administrative arrangements 
of special grouping and the focus on 
the development of higher cognitive 
processes. Most curriculum models 
that were popular in the 60s and 70s 
were mainly process-oriented (Passow, 
1986). The only two content-specific 
models were Johns Hopkins SMPY 
and MEGSSS mathematics program. 
In 1981, the First National Curriculum 
Conference identified seven principles 
that addressed both content and process 
that are still referenced today. During 
the 90s, process-oriented models have 
been challenged because of limited 
research support. With national stan-
dards and achievement-oriented assess-
ments, the differentiated curriculum 
pendulum is swinging away from the 
earlier eminent models toward more 
rigorous content models. This change 
is supported by some (Margolin, 

1996) and decredited by others (Grant 
& Piechowski, 1999). Some fear that 
a common, rigorous curriculum for 
all might not result in an appropriate 
education for gifted and talented that 
would elicit a learner response ‘’com-
mensurate with gifts or talents” (Passow 
et al., 1988, Herzog, 1998, p. 214).

In summarizing the current status 
of the field of gifted education, these 
researchers mention many of the same 
issues that are current today: grouping, 
gender differences, technology, early 
identification, standards for identifi-
cation, fields of talent, parent educa-
tion, preparation of regular classroom 
teachers, and funding (Abraham, 
1986; Goldberg, 1986; Passow, 1986). 
This repetition led Passow to conclude 
that issues appear to be perennial—
what was said in the past is still rel-
evant today (Kirschenbaum, 1998; 
Passow, 1986).

Abraham, W. (1986). From Goddard 
to Gallagher and beyond. Roeper 
Review, 8, 218–222. 

Abraham reviewed the early history 
of gifted education in this article, 
outlining leaders, trends, issues, and 
its future. The author reported that 
before the 1950s, little research was 
published on gifted and talented 
education. References related only to 
Terman’s Genetic Studies of Genius, 
Leta Hollingworth, and Goddard’s 
Major Work Classes in Cleveland. 
During the 1950s, Rickover recom-
mended a separate educational system 
for the gifted and interest escalated 
after Sputnik. The author identified 
these issues that he believed should 
have been resolved earlier: flexible 
school entry, grouping, gender differ-
ences, technology, educational neglect, 
early identification, and funding. In 
the remaining part of the article, 
Abraham described seven essential 
components to the future of gifted 
education that included minority and 
handicapped children, parent educa-
tion and involvement, child commu-
nity awareness, preparation of regular 

classroom teachers, and a National 
“Think Tank” of Concerned Persons.

Borland, J. H. (1990). Leta Holling-
worth’s contributions to the psy-
chology and education of the 
gifted. Roeper Review, 12, 162–166. 

Borland reviewed Hollingworth’s con-
tributions to the field of gifted that 
included the first college course on the 
gifted (1918), the first comprehensive 
text (1926), the direct observation of 
gifted persons, the development of the 
Speyer School at Columbia (1922), the 
design of enrichment units, and her 
challenge to Terman’s stereotypes of 
gifted children as “happy, healthy, pop-
ular, and destined for greatness” with  
out appropriate nurturance. Borland 
concluded that the field of gifted edu-
cation has been in place since Yoder’s 
(1894) pioneering study, “The Story of 
the Boyhood of Great Men,” but that a 
comprehensive history of the gifted child 
movement has not been conducted.

Ford, D. Y., Russo, C. J., & Harris lll, J. 
J. (1995). Meeting the educational 
needs of the gifted: A legal imper-
ative. Roeper Review, 17, 224–228. 

This article provided a summary of 
the law for exceptional students and 
offered recommendations to ensure 
appropriate services for gifted stu-
dents. Beginning with PARC (1971, 
1972) and the Mills case in the 
District of Columbia (1972), the 
authors identified two major princi-
ples: children with disabilities have 
the right to receive a free and appro-
priate education based on their indi-
vidualized needs and are entitled to 
procedural safeguards. Section 504 
(1973) then protected all individu-
als with disabilities. P.L. 94-142 and 
later IDEA provided comprehensive 
rights for students with disabilities. 
Unfortunately in the Rowley case 
(1982), the Supreme Court established 
a floor of education that had the effect 
of “relegating the educational rights 
of gifted children to a low priority” 
(p. 226). In 1969, model programs 
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for gifted and talented were funded 
under Titles III and IV of ESEA. 
After the Marland Report (1972), the 
first Office of Gifted and Talented 
was established and Title IV monies 
were made available for gifted educa-
tion. While the Gifted and Talented 
Children Act of 1978 extended fund-
ing, all federal sources of funds for 
gifted education were placed in block 
funds under the Omnibus Budget 
Reconciliation Act of 1981. The Office 
of Gifted and Talented was closed as 
well. It was not until the Javits Act of 
1988 that gifted education was again 
funded. The authors concluded that 
until gifted education has a federal 
man  date, its support will fluctuate.

Gallagher, J. J. (1986). Equity vs. excel-
lence: An educational drama. 
Roeper Review, 8, 233–234. 

Gallagher described the conflict in 
education over equity vs. excellence. 
The emphasis on equity during the 
1960s and 1970s were reflected in 
Head Start and P.L. 94-142, the 
Education for All Handicapped 
Children Act. While money at the 
U. S. Office of Education provided 
over a billion dollars for handicapped 
children, no money was allocated for 
gifted children during the 1970s and 
early 1980s. Gallagher reflected that 
the government tends to respond to 
crises rather than to the development 
of long-term goals. He concluded with 
strategies for policy support.

Goldberg, M. L. (1986). Issues in the 
education of gifted and talented 
children: Part 1. Roeper Review, 
8, 226–233. 

Goldberg examined historical and 
current issues in the field of gifted 
education. She traced the initiation of 
gifted education to Thomas Jefferson 
who proposed that free public schools 
be initiated for able boys who were too 
poor to pay for education. Goldberg 
believes that gifted education tends to 
be influenced by social and political 
forces. Citing Tannenbaum, she noted 

that when the nation feels vulnerable 
from external forces, then gifted edu-
cation flourishes; when the nation is 
concerned with social inequities, then 
money is diverted away from gifted 
education. She reviewed three issues 
that relate to the determination of 
giftedness and talent: the identifica-
tion of fields of talent; the standards 
for identification; and the criteria for 
the selection of assessment proce-
dures. Historically, fields of talent are 
identified by national needs such as 
Sputnik. Standards are variable. For 
example, Conant proposed the top 5% 
identified as gifted and the top 20% 
as academically talented. While others 
define creatively gifted as those in the 
top 20% or the “number who can be 
accommodated by a particular school, 
class or program” (p. 229). Since per-
formance varies for disadvantaged 
children, Goldberg suggested differ-
ent criteria, situations, and/or areas of 
giftedness. The author also suggested 
different types of measures to assess 
aptitude in various fields. The author 
concluded by posing questions for 
research in the three issue areas.

Grant, B. A., & Piechowski, M. M. 
(1999). Theories and the good: 
Toward child-centered gifted 
education. Gifted Child Quar-
terly, 43, 4–12. 

The author summarized past the-
ories and discussed their value in 
understanding gifted children. They 
included philosophers and educators 
in their list of people who described 
the purpose of education and the role 
of the teacher.

Hertzog, N. B. (1998). Open-ended 
activities: Differentiation through 
learner responses. Gifted Child 
Quarterly, 42, 212–227.

This article reviewed the meaning 
of differentiation over the past two 
decades. In 1961, Virgil Ward pro-
vided a theoretical framework that 
related curriculum propositions to the 
characteristics of gifted children. These 

included the emphasis on “enduring 
methods and sources of learning’’ and 
“continuous, ongoing acquisition of 
data pertinent to problem situations” 
(p. 214). The Marland Report (1972) 
identified three characteristics for a 
differentiated curriculum—higher 
cognitive processes; instructional strat-
egies that accommodate content and 
learning styles, and special grouping 
arrangements. In 1976, the Office of 
Gifted Education defined differenti-
ated education as a process of instruc-
tion that is “integrated into the school 
program and is adaptable to varying 
levels of individual learning response” 
(p. 214). Renzulli (1977) emphasized 
modifications that are beyond the reg-
ular curriculum, that address student 
interests and styles, and that allow stu-
dents to pursue topics. In 1981, the 
First National Curriculum Conference 
identified seven principles that focused 
on curriculum for gifted/talented that 
are still frequently cited today. Maker 
(1982) suggested that the curriculum 
be accelerated, complex beyond the 
regular curriculum, match student 
interests, and address abstract con-
cepts. Little research, however, has 
been conducted that addresses the 
principles of curriculum differentia-
tion. Therefore the remainder of the 
article reported a study regarding the 
nature of open-ended activities that is 
related to Passow’s definition of differ-
entiated curriculum—the curriculum 
should elicit a learner response that is 
“commensurate with gifts or talents.”

Hong, E. (1999). Studying the mind 
of the gifted. Roeper Review, 21, 
244–252.

Research regarding expert perfor-
mance began during the 1960s. 
Differences between experts and nov-
ices noted in research are “amount, 
accessibility, and organization of 
knowledge, mental representations, 
accuracy and speed of information 
processing, and efficiency of cognitive 
strategies and metacognitive skills” 
(p. 245). The article then summarized 
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approaches to studying the mind and 
encouraged more research in the area.

Johnsen, S. K., & Corn, A. L. (1989). 
The past, present, and future of 
education for gifted children with 
sensory and/or physical disabili-
ties. Roeper Review, 12, 13–23.

This article described the history of 
the gifted handicapped field. While 
Leta Hollingworth described disabled 
individuals in her book Special Talents 
and Defects, it was not until the 1970s 
that this population began to be rec-
ognized. In 1976, the first National 
Topical Conference on Handicapped 
Gifted and Talented Students was 
held. By 1977, the CEC distributed 
a Fact Sheet on Gifted Handicapped 
and TAG established a special com-
mittee on the Gifted Handicapped. 
Maker (1977) wrote the first book, 
Providing Programs for the Gifted 
Handicapped. With IEP’s and Public 
Law 94-142, more attention was paid 
to disabled students with strengths 
or gifts. During the 1970s, more 
research was conducted with special 
populations but interest waned during 
the 1980s as funding dissipated. The 
reminder of the article discussed char-
acteristics of programs for the gifted 
disabled.

Kearney, K., & LeBlanc, J. (1993). For-
gotten pioneers in the study of 
gifted African-Americans. Roeper 
Review, 15, 192–199. 

These authors reviewed the work 
of five scholars who studied gifted 
African-American children. At the 
University of Chicago, Bond (1927) 
found evidence to suggest that excep-
tional Black children, those scoring 
130 IQ on the Binet-Simon Scales, 
had been encouraged by their par-
ents to read. He believed that early 
enrichment might compensate for 
poor schooling. Proctor (1929), a social 
worker, identified 30 exceptional chil-
dren in the Washington, D.C., schools 
and described the poor quality of 
their education and limited access to 

enrichment. Terwilliger (1934), one of 
Hollingworth’s students, studied 10 
gifted children from Harlem and con-
cluded that 90% of the group selected 
professional occupations. Jenkins 
(1935) a student of Paul Witty, studied 
seven racially segregated elementary 
schools on the south side of Chicago. 
Through a multi-level screening pro-
cess, 103 gifted children were located. 
He concluded that “where sufficient 
provision is made for optimum devel-
opment of Negro children, the gifted 
Negro child will emerge” (p. 1993). 
Finally, Terman (1942), another stu-
dent of Paul Witty, conducted a fol-
low-up study of Jenkins’ children. She 
found that the students were highly 
interested in school but had a much 
lower achievement test rating than the 
gifted white boys and girls in Terman’s 
study. The authors concluded these 
studies were not integrated into the 
field because of the established social, 
political, and academic paradigms of 
the 1930s.

Kirschenbaum, R. J. (1998). Interview 
with Dr. A. Harry Passow. Gifted 
Child Quarterly, 42, 194–199. 

Through his involvement in the field 
of gifted education since the 1950s, 
Dr. Passow provided a valuable per-
spective of the field of gifted educa-
tion. Passow discussed his research 
at Talented Youth Project begun 
at Teacher’s College in the 50s, 
Columbia University; the National 
Educational Association’s Conference 
on the academically talented following 
the launch of Sputnik; the National 
Defense Education Act of 1958 that 
stimulated curriculum reform; the 
UNESCO Institute that focused 
on measuring international levels of 
achievement; and national reports 
such as A Nation at Risk. In his discus-
sion, he addressed such issues as equity 
vs. excellence; teacher training; various 
conceptions of giftedness; adminis-
trative arrangements vs. curriculum 
differentiation; assessment; national 
curriculums; and his definition for 

a gifted person: “an individual with 
potential for outstanding achievement 
in a socially valuable area” (p. 198). 
He concluded the interview by stating 
that what was said in the past is still 
relevant today.

Margolin, L. (1996). A pedagogy of 
privilege. Journal for the Educa-
tion of the Gifted, 19, 164–180. 

Margolin reviewed the early gifted-
child curriculum in this article. This 
curriculum primarily focused on pro-
moting students ahead of their peer, 
or placing them in separate rapid- 
advancement classes. Goddard and 
later researchers, however, found that 
this rapid advancement was not based 
on the “character and needs of gifted 
children” (p, 166). The focus of gifted 
education changed to creating a cur-
riculum that nurtured the characteris-
tics of the gifted learner. From a survey 
of introductory texts in gifted educa-
tion, the author found that only 11% 
of the pages dealt with teaching basic 
academic subject matter. The author 
concluded that it is not what is taught 
but “from where it is taught and who 
is taught” (p. 177).

Morelock, M. J. (1996). On the nature 
of giftedness and talent: Imposing 
order on chaos. Roeper Review, 
19, 4–12. 

This article traced the history of theo-
retical concepts, identified significant 
empirical studies, and proposed a theo-
retical framework for the field of gifted 
education. Morelock reviewed Galton, 
Binet and Terman, and Hollingworth’s 
conceptions of giftedness. While 
Galton and Binet and Terman all took 
a genetic view of intelligence, they all 
understood that environment assumed 
an important role. Hollingworth exam-
ined the social-emotional difficulties 
of gifted children and also emphasized 
the importance of those who nurtured 
their development. All viewed gifted 
students as having a “generalized 
capacity’’ that surpassed peers of sim-
ilar chronological age and as needing 
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support. The field was influenced by 
the research of Terman (the IQ test), 
Guilford (divergent thinking or cre-
ativity), the Marland report (federal 
definition), Feldman (child prodigies), 
Gardner and Sternberg (broader con-
ceptions of intelligence), Vygotsky 
(social construction), and those who 
have studied IQ, independent and 
dependent abilities. The author con-
cluded her article by comparing and 
contrasting the Talent Development 
Movement with the Columbus Group 
Movement. She concluded that both 
the concepts of giftedness and talent are 
social constructs, refer to different phe-
nomena, and are educationally relevant.

Passow, A, H. (1986). Reflections on 
three decades of education of 
the gifted. Roeper Review, 8, 
223–226.

Passow reviewed the past history of 
education beginning with his 1954 
Talented Youth Project at Teachers 
College. He suggested that the 1955 
publication Planning for Talented 
Youth: Considerations for Public School 
might still be timely since the issues 
remain unchanged. While the launch-
ing of Sputnik produced interest, the 
Marland Report of 1972 could still 
describe the inadequacy of services to 
gifted students. It described the need 
for a “differentiated curriculum.’’ 
Passow then reviewed the history of 
“differentiated curriculum.” He first 
described four types of curriculum: 
general education, specialized, sub-
liminal, and non-school. During the 
1960s, curriculum adaptations were 
divided between acceleration and 
enrichment. Only Ward (1961) related 
curricular adaptations to gifted stu-
dent characteristics. Curriculum 
models that were popular during the 
1960s and 1970s were mainly pro-
cess-oriented and included Bloom’s 
Taxonomy, the Structure of the 
Intellect, Synectics, Phenix’s realms 
of meaning, creative problem solv-
ing, multiple talents, Taba’s cognitive 
function, Kohlberg’s moral develop-

ment, Renzulli’s enrichment triad, and 
Williams’ total creativity program. The 
only two content-specific models were 
Johns Hopkins SMPY and MEGSSS 
mathematics program. He concluded 
by saying that issues appeared to be 
perennial and that gifted educators 
will always need to concern themselves 
with “legislation, funding, mandates, 
etc. but then [without them] there 
would be no challenge and no excite-
ment!” (p. 226).

Passow, A. H., Richert, E. S., Roed-
ell, W. C., Roeper, A., Barrons, 
G., Braunstein, D., Doyle, P., & 
Lawson, S. (1988). Open forum. 
Roeper Review, 10, 212–218. 

This article summarized the open-
ing session of the Annual Meeting of 
the Roeper Review Editorial Advi sory 
Board. Passow indicated that educa-
tional reform has been encouraged 
since the early 1970s. By the 1980s, 
13 reports had been published. Many 
of the reports address “excellence.” 
Excellence meant for individuals to 
perform on the “boundary of indi-
vidual ability;” for colleges to set 
high expectations; and for society to 
be prepared “to respond to the chal-
lenges of a rapidly changing world” 
(A Nation at Risk, 1983; cited on 
pp. 212–213). John Gardner indi-
cated that excellence related to actual 
achievement, the value of the field, and 
its encouragement. These reports did 
not address the education of gifted and 
talented directly but did stimulate a 
large number of state and local task 
force initiatives. The focus was on the 
establishment of more rigorous aca-
demic requirements. The participants 
believed that such focus on a common, 
rigorous curriculum might not result 
in an appropriate education for gifted 
and talented children.

Silverman, L. K. (1989). It all began 
with Leta Hollingworth: The story 
of giftedness in women. Journal 

for the Education of the Gifted, 
12, 86–98. 

Silverman reported that the study 
of giftedness began with Sir Francis 
Galton’s Hereditary Genius (1869). 
Galton reported that males outper-
formed women on all dimensions. 
Hollingworth challenged Gatton 
and many of the conclusions of ear-
lier researchers. She concluded that 
“eminence and superior mental abil-
ity are not identical” since “sociolog-
ical factors might limit achievement” 
(p. 92). While Terman was inter-
ested in the description of giftedness, 
Hollingworth was more concerned 
with their education. Hollingworth 
advocated special classes for gifted 
because she believed that enrichment 
in the regular classroom was mostly 
busy work. Silverman concluded that 
Hollingworth’s work is still a helpful 
guide for educators of gifted students 
today.

Tannenbaum, A. J. (1986). Reflection 
and refraction of light on the 
gifted. Roeper Review, 8, 212–218. 

This was the introductory article 
to a special issue that reviewed the 
field of gifted education for the past 
25 years. Tannenbaum discussed 
four issues that continue to confront 
gifted education: IQ, provisions for 
gifted education, the nurturance of 
talent, and anti-intellectualism. He 
then described positive influences on 
the field such as increase in funding, 
leadership through the Leadership 
Training Institute (initiated during 
the 1970s), the development of grad-
uate programs (Graduate Leadership 
Education Project), advocacy groups, 
instructional models, acceleration, and 
enrichment.

Torrance, E. P. (1986). Glimpses of the 
“promised Iand.” Roeper Review, 
8, 246–251. 

In this article Torrance reflected on 
his career and ideas that he believed 
would continue without his presence. 
These ideas included future prob-
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lem solving (initiated in 1974), the 
Torrance Tests of Creative Thinking 
(1966), international networks, the 
Torrance Center for Gifted, and his 
instructional model. He believed that 
other ideas that might still have an 
opportunity to be pursued included 
a broader concept of intelligence, cre-
ative reading, the teaching of research 
and inventive skills, sociodrama, the 
inclusion of the intuitive domain, 
intergenerational learning, the Sounds 
and Images tests, inclusion of creative 
instructional materials, and identify-
ing areas that relate to gifted children’s 
interests. He concluded with ideas that 
have been rejected, ignored, or for-
gotten such as levels of consciousness, 
gifted disadvantaged, career-future 
awareness models, creative activities 
for the elderly, and the healing quali-
ties of creativity.

Vialle, W. (1994). “Termanal” science? 
The work of Lewis Terman revis-
ited. Roeper Review, 17, 32–38. 

Vialle reviewed Terman’s work within 
the framework of his time and space. 
She reviewed his positions on gender, 
race, social class, and intelligence test-
ing. Given the hereditarian views of 
his time, Terman was interested in 
human differences and believed in spe-
cial classes, special curricula, and spe-
cial classroom procedures for “every 
form of exceptional talent” (p. 37).

Ward, V. S. (1986). Theory in the prac-
tice of differential education for 
the gifted. Roeper Review, 8, 
263–271. 

At the beginning of this article, Ward 
presented five propositions on the 
field of Differential Education for 
the Gifted. He then reviewed the 
background history for these propo-
sitions. Beginning with his own dis-
sertation research in the early 1950s, 
he reviewed theory in actual form 
within these historical events: pro-
fessional training in differential edu-
cation at the University of Virginia, 
the Academically Talented Student 

Project of the National Education 
Association in 1958, the Southern 
Regional Project for Education of the 
Gifted, and the Governor’s School of 
North Carolina. He concluded that 
the field had become politicized and 
needed to nurture new leadership and 
incorporate advances in the arts, sci-
ences, and new technologies.

Zirkel, P. A., & Steven, P. L. (1987). The 
law concerning public education 
of gifted students. Journal for 
the Education of the Gifted, 10, 
305–322. 

This article provided a comprehen-
sive overview of law concerning the 
education of gifted students on the 
federal and state levels. The U. S. 
Office of Education established a 
section on Exceptional Children 
and Youth in 1931, yet interest 
waned until the late 1950s with the 
advent of Sputnik. Federal funding 
was redirected in the 1960s until 
the first federal legislation in 1969, 
the Gifted and Talented Children’s 
Education Assistance Act. Congress 

passed similar acts in 1974 and 
1978. The 1974 Act established an 
Office of Gifted and Talented and 
the 1978 Act defined “gifted and 
talented.” The Office was disman-
tled when Reagan consolidated cat-
egorical funding into the Chapter II 
block grant program. Approximately 
44 states had legislation or regula-
tions regarding gifted students in 
1980; 17 required IEPs and/or due 
process. The largest number of due 
process cases have been reported 
in Pennsylvania since it included 
“gifted and talented school-aged 
persons” under its 1975 regulations 
that defined “exceptional persons.” 
The authors reported that most of 
these decisions have not enlarged 
the educational entitlement of gifted 
students. The difference between 
the advancement of handicapped 
students vs. gifted students can be 
attributed to the absence of a federal 
mandate.
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REFLECTIONS ON 
THE MILLENNIAL 
ISSUE REGARDING 
THE FIELD OF GIFTED 
EDUCATION
Susan K. Johnsen, Ph.D.

In reviewing this article from the 
1999 Millennial Issue of Tempo, I 
asked these questions, “What is still 

relevant today from the past? What is 
new? Where might the field of gifted 
education be headed? What 
might the field of gifted edu-
cation be doing?” Below is a 
brief summary of my thoughts 
and current research related to 
these topics addressed in the 
earlier research review: cycles 
of interest in gifted education, 
diversity among gifted and 
talented students, definition 
of gifted and talented stu-
dents, identification, program 
services, curriculum, and professional 
development.

CYCLES OF INTEREST
With no federal mandate, the 

field of gifted education must still 
contend with cycles of interest, fluc-
tuations in funding, and inconsisten-
cies across and within states in terms 
of services to gifted students. While 
Texas does have a mandate to serve 
students beginning in kindergarten 
through grade 12 and a State Plan 
for the Education of Gifted/Talented 

Students (TEA, 2009) that provides 
requirements, inconsistencies are 
apparent between school districts and 
even across campuses within the same 
district. House Bill 5 (HB 5), which 

was passed in 2013, does include 
gifted and talented education in school 
districts’ performance rating systems 
within the Community and Student 
Engagement section. The bill requires 
local committees to develop criteria 
to evaluate educational programs for 
gifted and talented students. However, 
with site-based decision making, cri-
teria vary and therefore the quality 
and comprehensiveness of the pro-
grams also vary. On the more posi-
tive side, HB5 does require schools 
to report the number of identified 
gifted students and the availability of 

Advanced Placement, International 
Baccalaureate, and dual or concur-
rent enrollment classes. Funding still 
remains an issue, with a recent report 
from the Texas Commission on Public 

School Finance recommend-
ing a reallocation of gifted 
and talented allotment funds, 
eliminating the G/T allot-
ment for distribution through 
the Basic Allotment. TAGT 
and other advocates need to 
remain vigilant to protect cur-
rent programs, as well as cre-
ate new avenues for services.

DIVERSITY AMONG 
G/T STUDENTS

 Similar to the past, educators 
acknowledge the diversity of the gifted 
population in terms of areas of strengths 
and needs, as well as racial, ethnic, 
cultural, and economic backgrounds. 
More recently, twice-exceptional stu-
dents—those who have a gift and a 
disability—have been increasingly 
included in this group. Unfortunately, 
certain groups continue to be under-
represented in gifted and talented pro-
grams (TEA, 2018). While Hispanic 
students comprise 52.4% of the school-

With no federal mandate, the 
field of gifted education must still 

contend with cycles of interest, 
fluctuations in funding, and 

inconsistencies across and within 
states in terms of services to 

gifted students. 



 Te X a S aS So c I aT I o n f o r T h e GI f T e d & Ta l e n T e d 37

age population, only 41.6% are in 
G/T programs. Similarly, only 6.4% 
of African American students are in 
G/T programs, although they comprise 
12.5% of the Texas population. Even 
relatively smaller percentages of eco-
nomically disadvantaged students are 
involved in gifted programs—37.4% 
are in gifted programs, whereas 58.7% 
of the school-age population is from 
low-income families. White and Asian 
groups continue to be overrepresented 
(38.1% in G/T vs. 27.9% of the pop-
ulation and 10.6% in G/T vs. 4.4% 
of the population, respectively). Only 
0.1% of students in G/T programs have 
disabilities, whereas estimates suggest 
9.1% of students with disabilities may 
be identified as gifted (Barnard-Brak, 
Johnsen, Hannig, & Wei, 2015). These 
limited services have created large gaps 
in academic achievement, particularly 
between top-performing minority, 
disadvantaged students and their 
White, more affluent peers (Plucker, 
Burroughs, & Song, 2010). Over the 
past generation, this widening gap has 
created a persistent “talent underclass” 
(Plucker, Hardesty, & Burroughs, 
2013). A recent report indicates that 
Texas does have equal representation 
of low-income students among AP 
exam takers (perhaps due to HB5), but 
large discrepancies in math and reading 
achievement (Plucker, Glynn, Healey, 
& Dettmer, 2018). Plucker et al. (2018) 
recommended these areas for closing 
the excellence gap: creating state poli-
cies, programs, and funding allocations 
that support high-ability students and 
help ensure that low-income students 
have equal access to advanced learning 
opportunities; identifying the extent 
to which a state’s students participate 
in advanced learning opportunities 

and how this participation compares 
to other students in advanced learn-
ing opportunities; and examining the 
extent to which students in a state reach 
advanced levels of academic excellence 
relative to other students.

DEFINITION
 The definition for gifted and tal-
ented students has remained the same 
in Texas and is based on the 1993 
federal definition (U.S. Department 
of Education, 1993). It focuses on 
high performance capability in five 
areas: intellectual, creative, artistic, 
leadership, and specific academic 
fields, which are still relevant today. It 
also emphasizes that the comparison 
group, which differentiates those stu-
dents needing services, should be of the 
same age, experience, and environment. 
More recently, discussion about a com-
mon national definition has examined 
the development of ability or talent 
as a lifelong process (NAGC, 2010) 
that encompasses the “whole child” 
(NAGC, 2018). Most researchers would 
agree that a definition of giftedness 
should address capability; performance 
level in one or more domains; a com-
parison group of peers who are similar 
in age, experience, and environment; 
diversity; interventions specific to the 
student; possible adverse effects without 
services; social and emotional as well 
as academic development; and services 
that vary as each and every G/T stu-
dent’s strengths and needs varies. 

IDENTIFICATION
 Identification aligned to standards 
is still a current issue today. Similar to 
past research, it is important to iden-

tify students early and provide contin-
uous and comprehensive services in 
their areas of talent. Texas has been a 
leader in this area by requiring multiple 
assessments from at least three sources 
since 1989. However, given the chronic 
underrepresentation of students from 
diverse backgrounds in G/T programs, 
more emphasis is now being placed on 
identifying children from poverty, those 
who are culturally different, and those 
with disabilities. Newer recommended 
strategies include (a) using more inclu-
sive definitions and cut-off scores; (b) 
using universal screening along with 
other assessments; (b) incorporating 
differentiation within a Response to 
Intervention Framework at all tiers of 
service; (c) aligning assessments and 
criteria to the characteristics of the stu-
dents and the specific domain of talent; 
(d) using multiple criteria at each phase 
in the process; (e) using alternative 
assessments for diverse groups; and (f) 
providing professional learning for all 
involved in the identification process to 
minimize bias (Johnsen, 2018).

PROGRAM SERVICES
 Similar to the past, grouping and 
acceleration remain issues among edu-
cators. While some educators suggest 
that grouping is similar to tracking, 
more than 100 years of research show 
that students benefit academically from 
within-class grouping, cross-grade 
subject grouping, and special grouping 
for gifted students (Steenbergen-Hu, 
Makel, & Olszewski-Kubilius, 2016). 
Acceleration also has substantial 
research support and continues to be 
an effective service delivery option 
for students with accelerated students 
significantly outperforming their 
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nonaccelerated same-age peers. The 
key to positive effects appears to be 
matching the curriculum to individual 
student’s strengths and needs. Given 
this foundation of research, the Belin-
Blank’s Acceleration Institute provides 
resources for making acceleration deci-
sions and implementing academic 
acceleration policies. To access these 
resources, educators may want to visit 
https://www2.education.uiowa.edu/
belinblank/research

CURRICULUM
The movement toward more 

domain-specific curriculum mod-
els has increased and remains in the 
field of gifted education. Research 
supports general and domain-specific 
abilities, task commitment, and learn-
ing opportunities as contributing to 
outstanding performance (Subotnik, 
Olszewski-Kubilius, & Worrell, 2011). 
Fueled by the standards movement in 
specific content areas, professionals in 
gifted education have examined ways 
that general education and specialized 
curricula can be differentiated for 
gifted students (see Adams, Cotabish, 
& Ricci, 2014; Adams, Cotabish, & 
Dailey, 2015; Hughes-Lynch, Kettler, 
Shaunessy-Dedrick, & VanTassel-
Baska, 2014; Johnsen & Sheffield, 
2013; Johnsen, Ryser, & Assouline, 
2014; VanTassel-Baska, 2013). Along 
with the Texas State Plan, NAGC 
has also developed program stan-
dards that address curriculum dif-
ferentiation (Johnsen, 2012). Specific 
recommended practices include (a) 
developing comprehensive, cohesive 

programming based on standards; (b) 
incorporating differentiated curricula 
in all domains; (c) using balanced 
assessment systems; (d) pacing instruc-
tion according to each student’s rate of 
learning; (e) using specific strategies 
such as critical and creative thinking, 
metacognitive, problem solving, and 
inquiry models; (e) developing and 
using culturally responsive curricu-
lum that integrates career exploration; 
and (f) using high-quality resources. 
Similar to fears expressed in the ear-

lier article, a constant challenge for 
educators of gifted students has been 
the rigid alignment of curriculum to 
standards-driven assessments based on 
state tests such as STAAR. In some 
cases, the inflexible pacing guides and 
benchmark tests reduce the breadth 
of the curriculum taught and limits 
what general education teachers decide 
to teach in their classrooms. Gifted 
educators will need to work with 
general education teachers and cur-
riculum specialists in differentiating 
the curriculum in the following ways: 
incorporating acceleration and pacing, 
integrating creativity and innovation, 
adding depth and complexity, making 
interdisciplinary connections, using 
themes or concepts, embedding higher 
order thinking and problem solving, 
addressing global issues, and focusing 
on student interest. 

PROFESSIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT

Preparation of teachers in gifted 
education remains minimal. For the 
most part, preservice teachers do not 

take any coursework specific to gifted 
education and bring to the classroom 
common misconceptions such as 
“gifted students will make it on their 
own” and “gifted programs are elitist.” 
Similar to the past, Texas requires only 
30 clock hours for teachers who teach 
students identified as gifted and tal-
ented. Since school districts are allowed 
to determine specific professional 
learning experiences within broad 
areas such as “curriculum and instruc-
tion for gifted/talented students” (see 
TEA, 2009), educators have varying 
degrees of knowledge and skills when 
implementing programs and services. 
Although there are national program 
standards, there is no nationally recog-
nized professional development such as 
workshops provided by the Leadership 
Training Institute in previous years. 
Therefore, evidence-based professional 
development is needed for every gen-
eral, special, and gifted education 
teacher to dispel myths and increase the 
likelihood of quality programs and ser-
vices for gifted and talented students. 
Moreover, parents also need education 
about gifted education so they might 
advocate for their children at the local, 
state, and national levels. 
 In summary, the article from 1999 
reviews the history of gifted education 
and the “frustrating cycles” of inter-
est in gifted education. These cycles 
continue. Differentiated curriculum 
still includes acceleration and enrich-
ment with a focus on developing stu-
dent’s gifts and talents within specific 
domains. Challenges continue in the 
areas of funding; defining giftedness 
relative to peers who are similar in age, 
experience, and environment; identi-
fying and serving gifted and talented 
students from diverse backgrounds; 
implementing research-based prac-
tices; and providing quality profes-
sional development to all educators 
and families of gifted students.

Moreover, parents also need education 
about gifted education so they might 

advocate for their children at the local, 
state, and national levels. 
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CAN LAWMAKERS SAVE 
SCHOOL FINANCE THIS TIME?
A Legislative Update on Gifted Education in Texas

Marty DeLeon

From classrooms to board rooms, public schools all 
across Texas are sending distress signals about their 
lack of funding. The big question is: Can lawmakers 

save school finance this time? To solve school finance, to 
do something previous Legislatures could not accomplish, 
lawmakers will have to do the equivalent of leaping a tall 
building in a single bound and be faster than a locomotive. 
Lawmakers have their chance to display their heroism during 
the 86th Legislative Session that began January 8.

THE RIDDLE
This legislative session begins with much buoyancy and hope. 
The November elections suggested that voters want change. 
While Republicans control the Governor’s mansion and both 
chambers, the House and Senate have shifted more to the 
middle compared with last session’s roster. Thanks in part to 
the Beto effect, there are more Democrats in the Senate and 
House, which will likely force members to reach across the 
aisle. Plus, the Texas House selected a new Speaker, Dennis 
Bonnen, who has proclaimed his top priority this session 
will be school finance, an issue that has bedeviled many. A 
Winston Churchill quote is apt: “It is a riddle, wrapped in a 
mystery, inside an enigma . . . ” School finance is byzantine, 
full of algebraic formulas, arcane terms, and complex fig-
ures. With more than 1,000 school districts, varying in size, 
and student populations as diverse as the color spectrum, 
there are dozens of formulas and allotments. With so many 
formulas and allotments, come constituencies. Any changes 
will cause a ripple effect that we are sure to see firsthand at 
our schools. Any changes will not be simple. The question 
remains: What changes can we expect? 

SHOW ME THE MONEY
With the state’s share of public education hovering around 
35%, many hope lawmakers will turn around this trend around 

and pump more new money into the school finance system. In 
fact, both the House and Senate released their base budgets 
putting in $9 billion and $6 billion, respectively, into public 
education. Is all this money really for public schools? Not 
exactly. While the House would like to enact legislation that 
increases the state share and reduces recapture, the Senate 
is interested in giving only classroom teachers a $5,000 a 
year pay raise.  Both bills, however, seek to provide significant 
local property tax relief which will not be cheap. What about 
the lottery? The lottery, in a good year, raises $1 billion. To 
fund public schools for one year costs the state roughly $20 
billion. What about our Rainy Day Fund? The state predicts 
there will be roughly $15 billion by August 2021.

WHAT ABOUT G/T?
The Texas Commission on Public School Finance, made 
up of lawmakers and educators, has spent the past year 
researching the school finance issue. Their final report was 
due December 31, 2018. The Commission seems intent on 
streamlining many formulas and allotments, including the 
G/T Allotment. The Commission seeks to eliminate outdated 
formulas, update policy on student outcomes, and create 
“savings.” This proposal has 29 such recommendations. It 
is reminiscent of SB 2145 from last session. Recall TAGT 
repelled the effort to repeal the G/T Allotment. Without 
any superpowers or capes, TAGT was able to make a differ-
ence. That legislation did not pass; however, we can expect 
a similar approach this coming session. Lawmakers need to 
know and be reminded that any school finance legislation 
needs to include the continuation of the G/T Allotment. If 
Avengers: Infinity War left us wondering if there any heroes 
left, TAGT knows its members will be here working for a 
Hollywood ending. 

Marty De Leon, an attorney with Escamilla & Poneck, is about to begin his 10th legislative session at the Capitol, having started in 2000. Marty 
serves as Policy Consultant for TAGT. In his career, Marty spent 7 years at TASB Governmental Relations representing ISDs on all issues, includ-
ing school finance, governance, curriculum, and much more. He spent 2 years at the State Comptroller’s office working on tax policy. Marty is 
known in the Capitol for his education policy expertise and his ability to work with Republicans and Democrats. A graduate of UC Berkeley, 
Marty taught fifth grade at Edgewood ISD before beginning his legal career.

Note. In searching old issues of TEMPO for this special issue, we noticed that many issues contained a legislative update and information on advocacy in Texas. Thus, we wanted 
to continue that tradition in this special issue, including an update from TAGT’s Policy Consultant about legislative efforts and concerns for 2019.



TEMPO welcomes manuscripts from 
educators, parents, and other advocates of 
gifted education. Manuscripts may focus on all 
areas of gifted/talented education including 
policies, applications of research, programs, 
and practices. TEMPO is a juried publication 
and manuscripts are evaluated by members of 
the editorial board and/or other reviewers. 
 Please keep in mind the following when 
submitting manuscripts:
1. Manuscripts should be 2,000 to 10,000 

words on a topic related to gifted education.
2. References should follow the APA 

style outlined in the sixth edition of the 
Publication Manual of the American 
Psychological Association.

3. Submit an electronic copy, typed, 12 pt. 
font, double-spaced manuscript. Use a 1 
1/2" margin on all sides and number pages.

4. In addition to the title page, a cover page 
must be attached that includes the author’s 
name, title, school or program affiliation, 
home and work address, e-mail address, 
phone numbers, and fax number.

5. Place tables, figures, illustrations, and 
photographs on separate pages. Each 
should have a title and be referenced 
in the text. Submit electronically with 
manuscript.

6. Author(s) is fully responsible for accuracy 
of quotations, citations, figures, and facts.

7. Author(s) of accepted manuscripts must 
transfer copyright to TEMPO, which holds 
copyright to all articles and reviews.

8. Upon acceptance of a manuscript, 
the author(s) submits a 50–100-word 
biography and a 100–150-word abstract of 
the manuscript.

Please send manuscripts and inquiries to:
Lacy Compton
TAGT Communications Manager
tempo@txgifted.org
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