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Abstract: Public schools often offer enrichment activi
ties only to certain students. Educator assessments of
which students should receive enrichment services
are of great importance in such circumstances. Little
is known, however, regarding educator beliefs re
garding which students should receive enrichment
services. The current national study surveyed 900 ur
ban educators regarding which students they be
lieved would benefit most from enrichment. The edu
cators believed that a majority of students should re
ceive enrichment services, but were less likely to
think so for students who demonstrated talents in the
visual arts, theatre, music, or dance. Certain educators
also demonstrated a belief that enrichment should on
ly be available for those students who engaged in cer
tain teacher-pleasing behaviors. Such results are po
tentially devastating to urban students, who may de
pend more upon the schools for enrichment than their
suburban peers.

M

any school districts, schools, admin
istrators, and teachers work to en
sure that their students receive an
education that is commensurate with their
needs and abilities. Many feel a special obliga
tion to provide enrichment and extension for
highly talented learners. These same school
districts, schools, administrators, and teachers
feel pressure to close the achievement gap be
tween Caucasian students and those from oth
er groups. Services offered to either group vary
greatly from place to place. Certain jurisdic
tions provide legal mandates that require pro
vision of such services. Other schools or dis
tricts, although free of requirements regarding
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enrichment, gifted education, or advanced
classes feel an obligation to their students to
provide all learners with appropriate chal
lenge. Parents, the media, and local business
concerns compel still other school districts to
provide opportunities for highly able students.
Although the impetus for offering gifted edu
cation services may vary, such services exist in
a broad variety of settings.
Little is known about the perceptions of
enrichment services held by those who deliver
services to students. This study mailed sur
veys to a national sample of 900 urban educa
tors to determine beliefs about a wide-ranging
array of topics central to talent development,
enrichment, and gifted education. These topics
include factors influencing which students are
selected receives services. This study focused
around two research questions: 1) What per
ceptions do administrators, gifted education
specialists, and regular classroom teachers
have regarding key beliefs for enrichment op
portunities?; 2) Are there differences of percep
tions regarding key beliefs of gifted education
across these groups? Data was analyzed that
demonstrates the varying beliefs of these three
groups and areas where the groups demon
strate statistically significant differences.

Review of the Literature
Effective school enrichment programs offer
educational services that are qualitatively dif
ferent than those offered in regular education
classrooms (Avery, VanTassel-Baska &
O’Neill, 1997; Callahan, 2005; Ford, Baylops &
Harmon, 1997; Karnes & Karnes, 1982; Lan
drum, 2001; VanTassel-Baska, Willis & Meyer,
1989). Such services are frequently provided in
conjunction with, or through, a school district’s
gifted education program (Borland, 2005; Ren
zulli & Reis, 1997; Renzulli & Reis, 2003; Tom
linson, Gould, Schroth & Jarvis, in press). Even
in those districts where the enrichment pro
gram is viewed as successful, however, certain
schools and classrooms are more successful
than others (Avery et al., 1997; Callahan, 2005;
Landrum, 2001; VanTassel-Baska et al., 1989).
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Where enrichment programs are not success
ful, either at a particular school or with an in
dividual teacher, various variables are identi
fied as possible reasons for the failure (Avery
et al., 1997; Callahan, 2005; Landrum, 2001;
Van Tassel-Baska et al., 1989). The variables
most commonly identified include poor com
munication, inadequate training, or lack of
administrative vision and support (Avery et
al., 1997; Callahan, 2005; Landrum, 2001; Van
Tassel-Baska et al., 1989). It may also be that,
since such programs are often intertwined with
gifted education, the various individuals
charged with referring gifted students, deliver
ing gifted education services, and administer
ing gifted programs have divergent notions of
what enrichment services should look like and
how and to whom they should be delivered.
Even when enrichment education programs
offer quality services to their students, these
programs are sometimes decried as elitist, dis
criminatory, or worse (Oakes, 2006; SaponShevin, 1994). Dual pressures exist for enrich
ment programs to serve more students, yet al
so to serve all enrolled effectively. To date,
most attempts to achieve an evenhanded solu
tion to this quandary have been unsatisfactory
(Borland, 2005; Borland, Schnur & Wright,
2000; Moon & Callahan, 2001; Tomlinson, Cal
lahan & Lelli, 1997). Failure to achieve both
excellence and equity may come about because
prior training related to serving gifted learners
hinders developing talents in diverse learners.
Many gifted education programs, for example,
traditionally have had identification proce
dures that, whether intentionally or not, have
excluded many children of color, Englishlanguage learners, and low-SES students (Bor
land, 2005; Callahan, 2001; Ford & Harris, 1999;
Oakes, 2006). Some school districts have at
tempted to become more inclusive in their
identification of gifted learners, hoping that
this step would make their enrichment pro
grams more accessible to underrepresented
groups. While altering identification proce

dures can, and has, increased participation by
many of these previously underrepresented
groups in enrichment programs, most are dis
satisfied with the results (Borland, 2005; Calla
han, 2001; Ford, 2003). Enrichment has not al
ways proved enticing for certain learners, es
pecially those who are children of color, Eng
lish language learners, or from low-SES back
grounds (Cooper, 1998; Fullilove & Treisman,
1990; Moon & Callahan, 2001). If educators be
lieve that only certain students benefit from
enrichment programs, even when the dispari
ties stem from other inequities, it seems unlike
ly that they will deliver enrichment equitably
or fairly.
Little is known about the philosophical goals
of teachers, administrators, and gifted educa
tion specialists with regard to enrichment, es
pecially at the elementary school level. As a
result, it is impossible to know if curricular of
ferings at schools are aligned with identifica
tion processes, service delivery, or instruction
al methods. Without understanding percep
tions of administrators, gifted education spe
cialists, and regular classroom teachers regard
ing key elements of enrichment programs,
much spending on enrichment is wasted. If, for
example, regular classroom teachers are able
and willing to provide differentiated instruc
tion to all students in a regular education class
room, separate pull-out programs are probably
unnecessary for some students now served
solely or largely in pull-out settings. If, howev
er, most regular classroom teachers are incap
able of or averse to serving all students, highquality enrichment pull-out programs or spe
cial classes will prove crucial to assure highlyable students’ continued development. The
success of enrichment programs would thus
seem to rely, at least in part, upon the coopera
tion of administrators, gifted education spe
cialists, and classroom teachers. Incongruity
between these groups’ views of such issues as
populations to be served by gifted education,
inclusiveness, commitment, and rationale may
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be the cause of many of the problems some
programs face.
METHODOLOGY
The target populations for this study included
three groups of educators: administrators,
gifted education specialists, and regular class
room teachers who work in urban school dis
tricts. The sampling plan was developed based
upon data obtained from Market Data Retriev
al (MDR), a division of Dun & Bradstreet, Inc.
MDR provided, in Excel format on CD-ROMs,
information regarding elementary school per
sonnel: number of individuals employed at
elementary schools in the United States, cate
gories of employment, schools that serve stu
dents enrolled in grades K through 5, names,
and mailing addresses. Included amongst
those categories of employment are listings for
administrators, gifted education specialists, and
classroom teachers. The MDR listings were cho
sen because of the scope of its database. MDR
provides access to all administrators, gifted
education specialists, and regular classroom
teachers with an urban elementary school
background.
From the lists of eligible members from these
three populations, random sampling methods
were used to obtain a representative sample of
300 from each group. The research design cho
sen for this study includes descriptive statistics
because descriptive studies are concerned with
assessing attitudes, opinions, and preferences
and inferential statistics to explore the descrip
tive results (Brown, Renzulli, Gubbins, Siegle,
Zhang & Chen, 2005; Gay & Airasian, 2003;
Pedhazur & Schmelkin, 1991). The survey
items were constructed using a three-step
process. First, an extensive literature review
validated student characteristics that influence
the selection of students for inclusion in
enrichment programs (e.g., Borland, 2005; Cal
lahan, 2001; Ford, 2003; Renzulli & Reis, 2003;

3

Sternberg, 2003; Tomlinson, 2003). Next, a pan
el of enrichment experts, including classroom
teachers and administrators from urban school
districts and three past presidents of the Na
tional Association for Gifted Children (NAGC)
reviewed the survey for construct validity. Fi
nally, survey reliability was ascertained to be
at a .94 level using the Spearman-Brown splithalf approach (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005). The
900 surveys were mailed to respondents via
United States Mail. After ten business days, a
post-card reminding recipient of the survey
was mailed to all members of the sample who
had not, at that point, responded to the initial
mailing. The response rate, n = 411, was 45.6%.
After collection, the data was analyzed pur
suant to standard procedures (Cohen & Swer
dlik, 2005; Fink, 1995; Pedhazur & Schmelkin,
1991). First, the number of dependent variables
were counted and entered into SPSS. A deter
mination was made for each whether to use
nominal, ordinal, or ratio scales for each of the
variables. For those variables asking for the
respondent’s job title, for example, nominal
scales were used since these produce data that
fit into categories (Cohen & Swerdlik, 2005;
Fink, 1995). Ordinal scales were used with
those questions that asked for ratings of
agreement (e. g., strongly agree, agree, disag
ree, strongly disagree) (Cohen & Swerdlik,
2005; Fink, 1995a). Ratio scales were used with
items that asked for information such as num
ber of students eligible for federally funded
free or reduced-price lunch (Cohen & Swer
dlik, 2005; Fink, 1995). Descriptive statistics,
including frequencies and summary statistics
by survey item were produced.
Ordinary least squares (OLS) regression in its
various forms (correlation, multiple regression,
analysis of variance) is the most common li
near model analysis in the social sciences
(Pohlman & Leitner, 2003). Appropriate analy
sis techniques were performed in order to de
termine answers for each of the study ques
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tions. These techniques included descriptive
statistics and the calculation of an analysis of
variance (ANOVA) (Maxwell & Delaney,
2004). ANOVA was chosen over other alterna
tives because it assists in formulating a linear
model that is appropriate for analyzing data
and is most superior to other models insofar
that it combines “simplicity with adequacy”
(Maxwell & Delaney, 2004, p. 67). While an α
of .05 was desired, and used, throughout, the
investigators were aware that for items with
multiple subparts, some might argue that the
chance of a Type I error increases to the num
ber of subparts multiplied by .05 (Maxwell &
Delaney, 2004). To control for this, the α for
multiple contrasts can be controlled by divid
ing .05 by the number of contrasts conducted
(Maxwell & Delaney, 2004). Such controls were
conducted as part of this investigation.

services.
Table 2 shows administrator, gifted education
specialist, and regular classroom beliefs related
to the importance that enrichment programs
serve various constituencies of students. Many
of these items, culled from the literature re
garding the characteristics of gifted students,
demonstrated certain alignments and disa
greements between the groups. On the one
hand, all three groups indicated it was impor
tant to some degree that students who use ad
vanced thinking, processing, and problemsolving skills and those who understand com
plex and abstract concepts receive such servic
es. On the other hand, gifted education special
ists showed more preference for serving stu
dents enrolled below the third grade and those
who do not receive good grades in the regular
classroom.
Differences between groups

FINDINGS
The study’s first research question sought to
ascertain educators’ beliefs about the impor
tance that gifted education programs serve cer
tain groups of students. For the most part,
educators favored an inclusive approach. As
indicated in Table 1, 94.6% of educators be
lieved that it was either very important or im
portant to serve students whose academic per
formance is at an advanced level compared to
their age peers. Over 90% of educators also
thought that students who learn material ra
pidly, who understand complex and abstract
concepts, and who use advanced thinking,
processing, and problem-solving skills were all
the type of students enrichment programs
should serve. Many fewer educators, however,
felt it important that students with poor
grades, who are not well behaved, who do not
complete assignments, or are enrolled below
the third grade, be served by enrichment pro
grams. Fifty-five educators additionally indi
cated they did not know whether students
with poor grades should receive enrichment

The study’s second research question investi
gated whether differences of perceptions ex
isted regarding key beliefs toward enrichment
amongst administrators, regular classroom
teachers, and gifted education specialists. The
authors had hypothesized that no statistically
significant differences would exist between
groups. ANOVAs indicated, however, that sta
tistically significant differences between
groups existed at the p < .01 level relating to
rapid learners and students who possess a
well-developed memory. Table 3 also demon
strates that statistically significant differences
between groups existed at the p < .05 level re
lating to students whose academic perfor
mance is at an advanced level; students who
do not make good grades; students who un
derstand complex and abstract concepts; and
students who use advanced thinking,
processing, and problem-solving skills.
The Tukey and Scheffé tests indicated that a
statistically significant difference at the p < .01
level existed between administrators and
gifted education specialists relating to rapid
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learners; and between regular classroom
teachers and gifted education specialists with
regard to students who possess a welldeveloped memory. A statistically significant

difference at the p < .05 level also existed between gifted education specialists and regular
classroom teachers relating to students performing at an advanced Level between

Table 1: Educator Beliefs Regarding Importance that the Following Groups of Students Receive Enrichment Services
Don’t
Know
3
(0.7)

Missing

9
(2.2)

Very
Unimportant
0
(0)

122
(29.7)

146
(35.5)

13
(3.2)

55
(13.4)

26
(6.3)

Students who complete assigned
tasks such as homework

17
(4.1)
50
(12.2)

114
(27.7)
122
(29.7)

191
(46.5)
164
(39.9)

64
(15.6)
39
(9.5)

12
(2.9)
20
(4.9)

13
(3.2)
16
(3.9)

Students enrolled below the third
grade

84
(20.4)

165
(40.1)

91
(22.1)

42
(10.2)

19
(4.6)

10
(2.4)

Students who learn material ra
pidly

172
(41.8)

207
(50.4)

18
(4.4)

3
(0.7)

0
(0)

11
(2.7)

Students who understand com
plex and abstract concepts

301
(73.2)

94
(22.9)

6
(1.5)

0
(0)

0
(0)

10
(2.4)

Students who demonstrate talent
in the visual arts

94
(22.9)

208
(50.6)

80
(19.5)

6
(1.5)

9
(2.2)

14
(3.1)

Students who demonstrate talent
in music

96
(23.4)

188
(45.7)

86
(20.9)

12
(2.9)

12
(2.9)

17
(4.1)

Students with a high degree of
motivation

171
(41.6)

171
(41.6)

50
(12.2)

3
(0.7)

3
(0.7)

13
(3.2)

Students who use advanced
thinking, processing, and prob
lem-solving skills

333
(81)

62
(15.1)

6
(1.5)

0
(0)

0
(0)

10
(2.4)

Students who demonstrate in
tense interest in certain areas of
study or academic work

174
(42.3)

188
(45.7)

32
(7.8)

0
(0)

7
(1.7)

10
(2.3)

Students who possess a well
developed memory

83
(20.2)

224
(54.5)

81
(19.7)

3
(0.7)

10
(2.4)

10
(2.4)

Students whose academic per
formance is at an advanced level
compared to age peers
Students who do not make good
grades in the regular classroom
Students who are well-behaved

Very
Important
289
(70.3)*

Important

Unimportant

100
(24.3)

49
(11.9)

* ( ) indicates % of respondents.

Originally published in the Journal of Urban Education, Volume 5, Issue 1, 2008.

10
(2.4)

6

Journal of Urban Education: Focus on Enrichment

Table 2: Summary Data Regarding Importance That the Following Groups of Students Receive Enrichment Services
Very Important
A
GS
T
94
94
101
(81)
(69)
(64)*

Important
A
GS
41
19
(28)
(16)

T
40
(27)

Unimportant
A
GS
6
0
(4)
(0)

T
3
(2)

Very Unimportant
A
GS
T
0
0
0
(0)
(0)
(0)

Students who do not make good
grades in the regular classroom

6
(4)

31
(27)

12
(8)

52
(35)

31
(27)

39
(26)

60
(41)

31
(27)

55
(37)

3
(2)

0
(0)

10
(7)

Students who are well-behaved
Students who complete assigned
tasks such as homework

0
(0)
15
(10)

9
(8)
9
(8)

8
(5)
26
(18)

47
(32)
52
(35)

26
(22)
33
(28)

41
(28)
37
(25)

76
(51)
55
(37)

53
(46)
59
(51)

62
(42)
50
(34)

10
(7)
11
(7)

22
(19)
11
(10)

32
(22)
17
(12)

Students enrolled below the third
grade

18
(12)

41
(35)

25
(17)

73
(49)

29
(25)

63
(43)

30
(20)

30
(26)

31
(21)

16
(11)

6
(5)

20
(14)

Students who learn material rapidly
Students who understand complex
and abstract concepts

45
(30)
95
(64)

67
(58)
91
(78)

60
(41)
115
(78)

81
(55)
43
(29)

45
(39)
22
(19)

81
(55)
29
(20)

12
(8)
3
(2)

0
(0)
0
(0)

6
(4)
3
(2)

3
(2)
0
(0)

0
(0)
0
(0)

0
(0)
0
(0)

Students who demonstrate talent in
the visual arts

29
(21)

18
(16)

45
(31)

74
(50)

66
(57)

68
(46)

33
(22)

21
(18)

26
(18)

3
(2)

21
(18)

2
(1)

Students who demonstrate talent in
music

34
(23)

20
(17)

42
(29)

64
(43)

64
(55)

60
(41)

37
(25)

18
(16)

31
(21)

3
(2)

6
(5)

5
(3)

Students with a high degree of moti
vation

54
(37)

39
(34)

78
(53)

68
(46)

59
(51)

44
(30)

16
(11)

15
(13)

19
(13)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

Students who use advanced think
ing, processing, and problem-solving
skills

108
(73)

103
(89)

122
(83)

30
(20)

10
(9)

22
(15)

3
(2)

0
(0)

3
(2)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

Students who demonstrate intense
interest in certain areas of study or
academic work

53
(36)

52
(45)

62
(42)

74
(50)

52
(45)

62
(42)

13
(9)

6
(5)

13
(9)

0
(0)

3
(3)

0
(0)

Students who possess a well
developed memory

22
(15)

29
(25)

69
(47)

87
(59)

68
(59)

69
(47)

30
(20)

16
(14)

35
(24)

0
(0)

0
(0)

0
(0)

Students whose academic perfor
mance is at an advanced level com
pared to age peers

( ) indicates % of respondents.

between gifted education specialists and regu
lar classroom teachers relating to rapid learn
ers; and between administrators and gifted
education specialists relating to students who
use advanced thinking, processing, and prob
lem-solving skills. Post hoc tests also indicated
statistically significant differences between
gifted education specialists and regular class
room teachers relating to students who do not
make good grades in the regular classroom

and between administrators and gifted educa
tion specialists relating to students who under
stand abstract and complex concepts.
As Table 4 indicates, controlled p-values indi
cated statistically significant differences ex
isted between groups with regard to the need
to provide gifted education services to stu
dents who learn rapidly and those with welldeveloped memories.
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Table 3: Analysis of Variance of Administrator, Gifted Education Specialist, and Regular Classroom Teacher Beliefs Regarding Importance That the Following Groups of Students Receive Enrichment Services
Administrators

Regular Classroom Teachers

M

SD

Gifted Education
Specialists
M
SD

M

SD

F

Sig.

Students whose academic performance is at an advanced level compared to age peers

0.37

0.56

0.16

0.37

0.47

1.20

4.5*

.01

Students who do not make good grades in the regular
classroom

2.17

2.07

1.91

2.49

2.76

2.63

4.1*

.02

Students who are well-behaved

1.94

1.31

1.96

1.30

1.99

1.30

0.04

.96

Students who complete assigned tasks such as homework

1.70

1.45

1.69

0.97

2.08

2.14

2.4

.09

Students enrolled below the third grade

1.51

1.39

1.44

1.92

1.69

1.76

0.7

.45

Students who learn material rapidly

0.81

0.67

0.40

0.49

0.63

0.56

14.9**

.00

Students who understand complex and abstract concepts

0.34

0.52

0.19

0.39

0.23

0.47

3.6*

.02

Students who demonstrate talent in the visual arts

1.05

0.73

1.27

1.31

1.15

1.58

0.8

.41

Students who demonstrate talent in music

1.21

1.26

1.27

1.34

1.26

1.61

0.07

.92

Students with a high degree of motivation

0.72

0.65

0.78

0.66

0.78

1.30

0.1

.83

Students who use advanced thinking, processing, and
problem-solving skills

0.25

0.48

0.08

0.28

0.19

0.44

4.9*

.01

Students who demonstrate intense interest in certain
areas of study or academic work

0.76

0.87

0.77

1.33

0.76

1.22

0.01

.99

Students who possess a well-developed memory

1.15

1.02

0.88

0.62

1.44

1.74

6.2**

.00

* p <.05, ** p <.01.

Table 4: Controlled p-Levels for Significant F-Tests & Effect Size
Controlled p-level Significance Level of .004
Students who learn material rapidly

.00***

Effect Size
η2
.07

Students who possess a well-developed memory

.00***

.03

*** p <.001.

DISCUSSION
The data used in this study provides a snap
shot of administrator and teacher views on
enrichment. The survey items ascertained per
ceptions based upon student behaviors and

modes of representation that occur inside of
schools. While obvious, this point is signifi
cant insofar as the preferences of teachers and
administrators are structured through three
sorts of experiences:
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Theoretical knowledge gained through
professional development (broadly de
fined),



How this information is supported or re
considered by work in the schools with
children, and



By the outside resources that support indi
vidual enrichment programs (i.e., the
amount of funding, continued professional
development, in-school resources that con
stitute the enrichment programs).

Thus, while this snapshot provides a picture of
perceptions of enrichment services as consi
dered in light of the administrators and teach
ers experiences with enrichment, it is also im
portant to consider possibilities in light of: the
importance of enrichment opportunities for
those labeled as academically advanced; taking
into account central concepts invoked when
enrichment is considered by administrators,
gifted education specialists, and regular class
room teachers; and the question of criteria and
the seeming disconnect between classroom
teachers and administrators and gifted educa
tion specialists in regards to who ought to be
served.
The data show that all parties believe that
children whose academic performance is ad
vanced should receive special services. Yet,
opportunities for special services are depen
dent upon numerous factors outside the con
trol of any individual administrator, classroom
teacher, and gifted specialist, regardless of per
sonal philosophical stance. For instance, while
an administrator may believe that children
who show academic prowess in particular
domains ought to have access to enrichment
opportunities, the reality of school resources
may obscure or completely hide the possibility
from ever reaching children. That is, beliefs
about who ought to receive services and what
these services “are” may be impacted by the
types of programs and opportunities that can
be presented to children. Furthermore, beliefs
about what constitutes an academically ad

vanced student are contingent upon the means
and modes of representation that the school
can offer as part of the general education curri
culum. Thus, while this study provides data
about the perception of the importance of
enrichment programs for the academically ad
vanced students, further research should in
vestigate how the views of enrichment by ad
ministrators, classroom teachers, or gifted spe
cialists are necessarily tempered by the local
realities of schooling. These views are espe
cially important in light of the often large dis
crepancies in terms of resources in urban
schools.
Second, whereas the data from this study
shows that students with various sorts of abili
ties (i.e., either within particular subject areas
or a general disposition to excel in specific
domains), this data set does not consider the
importance of examining how administrators
and practitioners define, and more importantly
operationalize, concepts such as talent, inter
est, and motivation. These three concepts are
distinct and far more individualistic than aca
demic performance or behavior, which are
viewed in comparison to other children en
gaged in a similar activity. Looked at diffe
rently, if a teacher spends much of her or his
time focusing on academic behavior as a
means to identify children that could benefit
from enrichment, issues such as a talent, moti
vation, or interest which may or may not be
demonstrated in the areas that are likely em
phasized when considering academic perfor
mance, may be overlooked.
The data seems to support this insofar as 94.7%
of respondents stated that in comparison of
age peers, students who show advanced aca
demic performance ought to receive enrich
ment programs. This is in distinction to 73.5%
of children that demonstrate talent in the visu
al arts and 69.1% of children that demonstrate
talent in music should receive enrichment in
those areas. This view accentuates a very real
problem for many children in urban schools.
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That is, those students who attend an under
funded school or school with exceptionally li
mited resources (not to mention the numbers
of schools that are cutting their arts education
programs), may be overlooked for the specific
types of enrichment that may serve them most
deeply. Thus, additional research should be
conducted examining the thoughts of teachers
and administrators in regards to their opera
tionalized definitions of ideas such as talent,
motivation, and interest, and the relationship
of these definitions and operations to the
enrichment opportunities provided in specific
school spaces.
Third, the disconnect between administration
and classroom teachers and gifted specialists is
telling insofar as it provides another entry
space for the analysis of the previous points.
More specifically, this discrepancy allows for
the consideration of how, in a very general
way, enrichment programs are viewed as a
reward for certain types of behaviors in the
classroom. The gifted educational specialists,
possibly because of their distance from the
everyday work with children, showed greater
preference towards offering enrichment pro
grams for those who were enrolled below the
third grade and those who did not receive
good grades in the regular classroom. While it
is difficult to get a sense of the reasons for this
difference in preference, it can be suggested
that the role of enrichment programs in schools
are such that one must “earn” entrance
through showing academic prowess, the abili
ty to think abstractly, and the ability to get
good grades. Unfortunately, these sorts of
“hoops” are not only potentially exclusionary,
but also imply that particular sorts of learning
and representation are valued more highly
than others. This in no ways implies that
children should not be held to high academic
standards of accountability. Rather, when con
sidering the reality of many urban schools, the
district by district criteria for admission into
enrichment programs, the view that one earns
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his or her way into enrichment programs see
mingly denies the chance for participation for
many students. While research that attempts
to examine if one’s academic achievement is
higher from engagement in a variety of
enrichment programs has not shown im
provement in other areas (see Winner & Coop
er, 2000), it would be useful to study the pro
gram offerings, criteria for admission into
enrichment programs, and student achieve
ment in light of access to enrichment activities.
Great disparities exist in schools, of course,
that are caused by conditions outside of practi
tioners’ control. Evidence of this difference is
manifest in a plethora of areas (Kozol, 2005;
Oakes, 2006). African American and Latino
students, for example, each now make up over
17% of American students (U. S. Senate Health
Education, Labor, and Pensions Committee,
2002). These groups, however, score consis
tently lower on the SAT and ACT exams than
do their Caucasian or Asian counterparts (Col
lege Board, 2000; Ford & Harris, 1999; Oakes,
2006). This disparity in performance begins
early and is startling in its pervasiveness (Col
lege Board, 2000). In a study that examined the
academic performance of nearly 3 million stu
dents, for example, the College Board (2000)
found that African American students com
prised 1% of those scoring above the 95th per
centile in first grade reading achievement
while Hispanic students made up only 5% of
this group. Caucasian students constituted
88% of the high-achieving group, and Asians
comprised 5% of these students (College
Board, 2000). Other measures of success are
equally grim. For example, “median black fam
ily income is 64% of white family income and
median black family net worth is only 12% of
white family net worth” (Levine, 2005, p. 1). By
the end of fourth grade, African American and
Latino students, and low-SES students of all
ethnicities, are two grade levels behind weal
thier peers in reading and math (Levine, 2005).
Recent studies indicate that the problem has
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grown to gargantuan proportions in some
areas, such as Los Angeles, where more than
half of adults are deemed functionally illiterate
(Uranga, 2004). This performance gap may in
fluence teacher perceptions of talent and need.
CONCLUSION
To be sure, no school can offer unlimited
enrichment opportunities for every student.
The differences in perception between central
concepts of enrichment, and who ought to be
served will be as different as the various school
districts, administrators, classroom teachers,
and gifted specialists. Further research is ne
cessary to consider how preferences affect
work in the schools, and to identify those con
cepts and realities that both support and deny
children the opportunity to receive enrichment
services. In this way, hopefully, children from
all backgrounds can receive opportunities to
succeed in schools and professional develop
ment can be delivered to assist practioners in
devising ways, within their unique localities,
to ensure that children have enrichment oppor
tunities.
REFERENCES
Avery, L. D., VanTassel-Baska, J., & O’Neill, B. (1997).
Making evaluation work: One school district’s
experience. Gifted Child Quarterly, 41(4), 124-132.
Borland, J. H. (2005). Gifted education without gifted
children: The case for no conception of gifted
ness. In R. J. Sternberg (Ed.), Conceptions of giftedness (2nd ed.) (pp. 1-19). New York: Cam
bridge University Press.
Borland, J. H., Schnur, R., & Wright, L. (2000). Eco
nomically disadvantaged students in a school
for the academically gifted: A postpositivist in
quiry into individual and family adjustment.
Gifted Child Quarterly, 44(1), 13-32.
Brown, S. W., Renzulli, J. S., Gubbins, E. J., Siegle, D.,
Zhang, W., & Chen, C. H. (2005). Assumptions
underlying the identification of gifted and ta
lented students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 49(1), 68
79.

Callahan, C. M. (2001). Fourth down and inches. The
Journal of Secondary Gifted Education, 12(3), 148
156.
Callahan, C. M. (2005). Introduction to program eval
uation in gifted education. In C. M. Callahan
(Ed.), Program evaluation in gifted education (pp.
xxiii-xxxi). Thousand Oaks, CA: Corwin Press.
Cohen, R. J., & Swerdlik, M. E. (2005). Psychological
testing and assessment: An introduction to tests and
measurement (6th ed.). Boston: McGraw-Hill.
College Board (1999). Reaching the top: A report of the
national task force on minority high achievement.
New York: Author.
College Board (2000). Advancing minority high achievement: National trends and promising programs and
practices. New York: Author.
Fink, A. (1995). How to analyze survey data. Thousand
Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.
Ford, D. Y. (2003). Two other wrongs don’t make a
right: Sacrificing the needs of diverse students
does not solve gifted education’s unresolved
problems. Journal for the Education of the Gifted,
26(4), 283-291.
Ford, D. Y., Baytops, J. L., & Harmon, D. A. (1997).
Helping gifted minority students reach their po
tential: Recommendations for change. Peabody
Journal of Education, 72(3 & 4), 201-216.
Ford, D. Y., & Harris, J. J. (1999). Multicultural gifted
education. New York: Teachers College Press.
Fullilove, R. E., & Treisman, P. U. (1990). Mathematics
achievement among African American under
graduates at the University of California, Berke
ley: An evaluation of the Mathematics Work
shop Program. Journal of Negro Education, 59(3),
463-478.
Gay, L. R., & Airasian, P. (2003). Educational research:
Competencies for analysis and application (7th ed.).
Upper Saddle River, NJ: Pearson Education.
Karnes, F. A., & Karnes, M. R. (1982). Parents and
schools: Educating gifted and talented children.
The Elementary School Journal, 82(3), 236-248.
Kozol, J. (2005). The shame of the nation: The restoration
of Apartheid schooling in America. New York:
Crown.
Landrum, M. S. (2001). An evaluation of the Catalyst
Program: Consultation and collaboration in
gifted education. Gifted Child Quarterly, 45(2),
139-151.

Originally published in the Journal of Urban Education, Volume 5, Issue 1, 2008.

Journal of Urban Education: Focus on Enrichment
Levine, A. (2005). Why should I worry about schools
my children won’t attend? (2004 Annual Re
port). New York: Teachers College, Columbia
University.
Maxwell, S. E., & Delaney, H. D. (2004). Designing experiments and analyzing data: A model comparative
procedure (2nd ed.). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erl
baum and Associates.
Moon, T. R. & Callahan, C. M. (2001). Curricular mod
ifications, family outreach, and a mentoring
program: Impacts on achievement and gifted
identification in high-risk primary students.
Journal for the Education of the Gifted, 24(4), 305
321.
Oakes, J. (2005). Keeping track: How schools structure inequality (2nd ed.). New Haven, CT: Yale Universi
ty Press.
Pedhazur, E. J., & Schmelkin, L. P. (1991). Measurement, design, and analysis: An integrated approach.
Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum and Asso
ciates, Publishers.
Pohlman, J. T., & Leitner, D. W. (2003). A comparison
of ordinary least squares and logistic regression.
Ohio Journal of Science, 103(5), 118-125.

11

Tomlinson, C. A., Gould, H., Schroth, S. T., & Jarvis, J.
(in press). Multiple case studies of teachers and
classrooms successful in supporting the academic
needs of high-potential low-income students of color.
Charlottesville, VA: University of Virginia, Na
tional Research Center on the Gifted and Ta
lented.
U. S. Senate Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions
Committee. (1992). Keeping the promise: Hispanic
education and America’s future. Washington, DC:
Author.
Uranga, R. (2004, September 8). Illiteracy shockingly
high in L. A.: Half of workers unable to read. Los
Angeles Daily News. Retrieved November 27,
2006, from http://www.dailynews.com
VanTassel-Baska, J., Willis, G. B., & Meyer, D. (1989).
Evaluation of a full-time self-contained class for
gifted students. Gifted Child Quarterly, 33(1), 7
10.
Winner, E., & Cooper, M. (2000). Mute those claims:
No evidence (yet) for a causal link between arts
study and academic achievement. The Journal of
Aesthetic Education, 34(3-4), 11-75

Renzulli, J. S., & Reis, S. M. (1997). The Schoolwide
Enrichment Model: A how-to guide for educational
excellence (2nd ed.). Mansfield, CT: Creative
Learning Press, Inc.
Renzulli, J. S., & Reis, S. M. (2003). The Schoolwide
Enrichment Model: Developing creative and
productive giftedness. In N. Colangelo & G. A.
Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education (2nd ed.)
(pp. 184-203). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Sapon-Shevin, M. (1994). Playing favorites: Gifted education and the disruption of community. Albany, NY:
State University of New York Press.
Sternberg, R. J. (2003). Giftedness according to the
theory of successful intelligence. In N. Colangelo
& G. A. Davis (Eds.), Handbook of gifted education
(2nd ed.) (pp. 88-99). Boston: Allyn & Bacon.
Tomlinson, C. A. (2003). Fulfilling the promise of the differentiated classroom: Strategies and tools for responsive teaching. Alexandria, VA: Association for
Supervision and Curriculum Development.
Tomlinson, C. A., Callahan, C. M., & Lelli, K. M.
(1997). Challenging expectations: Case studies of
high-potential, culturally diverse young child
ren. Gifted Child Quarterly, 41(2), 5-17.

Originally published in the Journal of Urban Education, Volume 5, Issue 1, 2008.

