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W

ith a quick read, the eleven articles in this volume appear loosely
connected. They are qualitative, quantitative, and narrative reports. They
deal with specific models, general curriculum guidelines, particular instructional strategies, varied populations of interest, preservice and inservice
teachers, teacher characteristics, learner responses, student achievement,
teacher change—and that just begins the list. In addition, the articles span not
twenty-five years, as is the case with many of the collections in this series, but
only the last thirteen. Both the seeming scatter of focus and the relatively recent
publication dates might suggest a topic newly and not definitively formed. To
the contrary, the set of articles represents an issue born in the field of gifted
education, and one that continues to experience rebirth.

CREATING A FRAME FOR READING
One article at the chronological midpoint in the group offers a useful way to
frame the collection. Entitled “Interface between Gifted Education and General
Education: Toward Communication, Cooperation, and Collaboration,”
(Tomlinson, et al., 1996) the report stemmed from a Task Force formed during
the NAGC presidency of James Gallagher. Task Force researchers and authors
used a three-tiered interview and qualitative synthesis process to sample attitudes
xxi
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among general educators and educators of the gifted regarding linkages
between the two practices. The dominant theme of the fifty interviews conducted with general educators and gifted educators at state and local levels was
an urgent need for communication, cooperation, and collaboration between the
two facets of education.
While emphasizing potential benefits of movement from improved communication to extended cooperation to persistent collaboration, respondents
representing both perspectives also issued a cautionary note. They pointed out
that while general education and gifted education share many of the same
goals, they do not have identical missions and messages. The field of gifted
education cannot thrive unless it aligns itself with the broader field of education, respondents explained. Neither can it thrive, they pointed out, if it abandons its distinctive birthright.
A helpful way of thinking about the articles in this volume, then, is that some
approach the topic of differentiation of curriculum with a greater emphasis on the
distinctive mission of gifted education. Others look at differentiation with a
greater emphasis on the goals, issues, and missions shared between general education and gifted education. Drawing from an analogy with anthropology,
Tomlinson et al. (1996) remind us that “splitters” in that field focus on differences
among cultures while “lumpers” have a greater interest in what cultures share in
common. That analogy provides a second way of looking at the focus of the articles in this volume, with one set working more as “splitters” and posing questions about what happens for high-ability students in mixed-ability settings,
while the second set functions more as “lumpers,” questioning what common
issues and solutions exist for multiple populations in mixed-ability settings.
The message of the group of articles as a whole could be construed in two
complementary ways. First, there is knowledge and insight to be gained from
the “distinctive mission” or “splitter” approach. Second, there is knowledge
and insight to be gained from the “shared mission” or “lumper” approach.
Different as they are in many ways, however, all of the pieces point to inevitable
and desirable interfaces between gifted education and general education—
interfaces that work to the benefit of both groups and the students they
inevitably join in serving.

A SHARED INQUIRY
The eleven articles in this volume have a common focus on what we might call
“differentiation” of curriculum and instruction. In one way or another, each of
the articles probes what that concept means and what happens when it is
implemented in some way.
As part of the literature reviews for several of the studies, authors capsule
the long history of the concept of differentiation in the field of gifted education,
reminding readers of contributions to that concept by educators of the gifted
such as Virgil Ward (1961), Kaplan (1974), Renzulli (1977), Harry Passow (1982),
© 2006 Hawker Brownlow Education CO099X
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Maker (1982), VanTassel Baska (1985), and Tannenbaum (1986). These authors
have given counsel on what it means to teach gifted learners in ways that
respond appropriately to their particular learning needs. Work in this line of
inquiry might be framed as focusing on differentiation from the distinctive
focus of gifted education—or a “splitter” perspective.
Somewhat more recently, the term “differentiation” has been applied to a
broader range of students and, in that context, has to do with ways in which
teachers can respond effectively to the varied needs of students in academically
diverse settings—including, but not limited to students with high-ability
and/or advanced learning status (e.g., Tomlinson, 1999, 2001). Work in this line
of inquiry might be framed as focusing on differentiation from the shared focus
of general and gifted education (as well as other specialty areas such as second
language learning, cultural diversity, literacy, and special education)—or from
a “lumper” perspective.
As is evident from a closer reading of the eleven articles included here,
themes and findings from both groups of articles reinforce both the assertion
that gifted education and general education grapple with common issues and
the assertion that the field of gifted education rightly addresses some special
areas of concern that are its particular concern.

LOOKING THROUGH THE
LENS OF GIFTED EDUCATION
While the eleven articles in this volume link gifted education and general education in a variety of ways, eight of the articles report on studies or provide
guidance with particular emphasis on the learning needs of students identified
as gifted, or students, while not identified as gifted, who have high degrees of
ability or talent. A brief synopsis of the eight follows in the order of the articles’
publication. The goal of the synopses is simply to highlight methods and key
findings for each piece.
“Effectiveness of the Schoolwide Enrichment Model on Selected Aspects of
Elementary School Change” (Olenchak & Renzulli, 1989) used both qualitative
and quantitative methods to study impacts on 1698 K-6 students, 236 parents,
and 10 principals in schools where the Schoolwide Enrichment Model (SEM)
(Renzulli & Reis, 1985, 1997) was used over the span of a year. While the
researchers were not able to obtain an effective control population, findings
from the SEM schools studied indicated that student creative products
increased; attitudes of classroom teachers, the general student population, and
parents about education of gifted learners improved; numbers of enrichment
and interest-based activities increased in classrooms; and cooperation between
classroom teachers and gifted education specialists improved. A conclusion of
particular interest is that teachers in the study were able to change their classroom
practice without great angst because they could see the benefit of the changes
for their students.
© 2006 Hawker Brownlow Education CO099X
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“The Impact of Staff Development on Teachers’ Ability to Modify
Curriculum for Gifted and Talented Students” (Reis & Westberg, 1994) studied
the impact of three treatment conditions for training teachers of 300 grade 2–6
teachers in 20 schools to use curriculum compacting (Renzulli, Smith, & Reis,
1982) in their classrooms. Treatment Group 1 worked with video training
modules as well as books and articles on compacting. Treatment Group 2 used
the same materials as well as a two-hour group simulation on compacting.
Treatment Group 3 worked with the training materials, the simulation, local
consultant services, and 6–10 hours of peer coaching.
Researchers used quantitative methods to look for possible impacts of the
treatments on the degree to which teachers modify curricular and instructional
practices to address needs of gifted and talented students in their classrooms,
teacher decisions about future use of compacting, and quality of teacher use of
compactor forms used to plan for students. Teachers in Treatment 3 were significantly different from those in the other two groups in the amount of curriculum eliminated for their advanced learners. Over half of teachers in all three
groups indicated intent to continue using compacting, and there were no statistical differences among the groups regarding intent. While quality of compactor forms was higher for each successive treatment, there were no
statistically significant differences among ratings for teachers in the three
groups on quality of compactor form. As was the case in the previous study,
teachers showed little resistance to change in their practice because they saw
benefits for students.
“A Multi-Site Case Study of Successful Classroom Practices for High Ability
Students” (Westberg & Archambault, 1997) used qualitative method to study
10 elementary classrooms (2 urban, 6 rural, 2 suburban) in various parts of the
country with a reputation for addressing the learning needs of high-ability
students. Among hallmarks of the teachers across sites were: (1) advanced
training and knowledge, (2) willingness to embrace change, (3) collaboration
with peers, (4) teacher awareness of student differences and willingness to
reflect on and plan for students as individuals, (5) supportive leaders, and (6) a
teacher sense of both autonomy and support.
“Open-Ended Activities: Differentiation through Learner Response”
(Hertzog, 1998) approached differentiation for high-ability learners in an
unusual way. The researcher poses the question of whether differentiation may
occur, not so much because of curricular modification, but as a result of varied
student responses to the same curriculum. In other words, she asked whether
open-endedness in tasks can become an effective tool for differentiation for
high-ability learners because it allows these students to work on topics of
greater interest, in modes that are more comfortable, with materials that are
more suitable, and so on.
The study included 3 heterogeneous third and fourth-grade classrooms.
Drawing from observation and interviews with students and teachers, the
researcher ultimately used qualitative data analysis to examine student
responses to over 33 open-ended activities. She concluded that differentiation
© 2006 Hawker Brownlow Education CO099X
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occurred for high-ability students because they responded to the tasks in
greater depth, with higher levels of skills, and were guided by their own learning preferences—not because the teacher offered tasks that were more complex
or abstract. Hertzog also observed that open-endedness often led to student
groupings segregated by ability, raising potential questions about equity in
such groupings. Further, she noted that open-endedness often resulted in highability learners selecting comfortable rather than challenging options.
“Curriculum Compacting and Achievement Test Scores: What Does the
Research Say?” (Reis et al., 1998) studied achievement of 436 students in grades
2–5 in 27 districts who experienced curriculum compacting in math, language
arts, science, social studies, and spelling. Achievement of students whose curricula were compacted was compared with students in control groups who did
not participate in compacting. Out-of-level testing was used (Iowa Test of Basic
Skills) to avoid possible ceiling effects.
Using statistical treatments, researchers found that students who participated in compacting had ITBS scores that were not statistically different from
control students who completed all prescribed classroom work. This was the
case even when students had as much as 40–50% of course content eliminated
or streamlined via compacting. Researchers concluded that the findings should
assuage the concerns of teachers who fear that student achievement will be
depressed if they omit prescribed coursework.
“Building Bridges Between General Practitioners and Educators of the
Gifted: A Study of Collaboration” (Purcell & Leppien, 1998) reports on a survey
of 289 enrichment specialists, classroom teachers, and administrators focusing
on the nature of collaborative efforts on behalf of high-ability learners in general
education classrooms. Using qualitative coding methods, researchers examined
expectations of general classroom teachers of enrichment specialists who might
collaborate with them, and vice versa. Both classroom teachers and enrichment
specialists emphasized the key role of the specialists in serving as the initial catalyst for collaboration. Classroom teachers expected specialists to be resourceful in addressing a variety of classroom elements and to communicate
consistently, effectively, and empathetically. Enrichment specialists expected
classroom teachers to be flexible, to know how to monitor learner needs and
adapt curriculum accordingly, to appreciate differences among students, and to
be highly curious learners with an interest in creativity. Researchers concluded
that enrichment specialists likely expect more than classroom teachers can
deliver and need to support teachers in professional growth in the attributes
rather than assuming, or even hoping for, their presence at the outset of collaborative relationships. Findings have implications for both initiating and sustaining
successful collaboration.
“Changing General Education Classroom Practices to Adapt for Gifted
Students” (Johnsen et al., 2002) reports on a multi-year study in which
researchers supported teacher change in differentiating curriculum for gifted
learners in general education classrooms. There were 74 teacher participants
from 6 sites. Extensive teacher training included 22 units on a variety of topics
© 2006 Hawker Brownlow Education CO099X
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with emphasis on teachers selecting their own goals for change and staff
development options supporting those goals. Mentor teachers provided ongoing support to teachers. Administrators and community liaison representatives
also participated in training. A classroom observation scale, designed to enable
observers to watch systematically for change in teacher practices related to
organization of content, use of time and pacing, use of assessment, environment
adaptations, and attention to student preferences was important in tracking
teacher change over time. Quantitative analysis was used to analyze data
obtained with the observation scale. Computer assisted qualitative data analysis was employed in finding trends and patterns across sites from field notes,
classroom observation notes, and interviews in the six sites.
Almost all of the project teachers made observable changes in their practice
over the two-year project span. Many of the changes were more conservational
(allowing teachers to retain core frameworks of practice) than transformational
(calling for significant changes in the core frameworks of practice). In general,
teachers preferred making changes relative to environment and student preference rather than the more demanding areas of content and assessment, for
example. Nonetheless, over the span of the study, 66 of the 74 teacher participants made transformational changes in one or more areas.
Factors cited as important in promoting the high rate of teacher change in
practice were positive attitudes among participants and leaders; a clear vision
of goals provided by the project; freedom to select goals for change; the nature
of staff development; support from mentors, peers, and leaders; and positive
effects of the project on students.
“A Curriculum Study of Gifted-Student Learning in the Language Arts”
(VanTassel-Baska et al., 2002) reported on use of a quasi-experimental study of
impacts of the William and Mary language arts curriculum on gifted students
(K-8) in 46 schools in 17 school districts. The concept-based curriculum units
are designed to develop analytic and interpretive skills in literature, persuasive
writing, linguistic competency, listening and oral communication skills, and
reasoning in language arts. Using a range of statistical treatments, researchers
examined comparisons between treatment and comparison groups, gender
comparisons, impacts of treatment on various student proficiencies, impact of
grouping model on effects of treatment, comparisons of single-year and multiyear exposure to the model, and comparisons between low and high SES
groups. Treatment impact was generally positive under all conditions. Use of
the model proved effective for students at all grades, with both genders, across
economic lines, and in all grouping arrangements.

LOOKING THROUGH
THE LENS OF GENERAL EDUCATION
Two articles in the section examine issues surrounding the concept of differentiation from the general education perspective. Rather than taking a particular
© 2006 Hawker Brownlow Education CO099X
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The Effectiveness of the
Schoolwide Enrichment
Model on Selected Aspects
of Elementary School
Change
F. Richard Olenchak
The University of Alabama

Joseph S. Renzulli
The University of Connecticut

This study examined the effectiveness of a yearlong application of the
Schoolwide Enrichment Model in eleven schools. Subjects consisted of
Editor’s Note: From Olenchak, F. R., & Renzulli, J. S. (1989). The effectiveness of the
schoolwide enrichment model on selected aspects of elementary school change. Gifted
Child Quarterly, 33(1), 36-46. © 1989 National Association for Gifted Children. Reprinted
with permission.
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1,698 elementary grade students, 236 teachers, 120 parents, and 10 principals.
Data analysis revealed positive changes in student and teacher attitudes.
Student creative products were numerous and exceeded the norm of typical student creative output. Most notable among qualitative data analysis
were: remarkably favorable changes in attitudes toward education of the
gifted on the part of classroom teachers and the general student population, large increases in student-centered enrichment activities and work on
self-selected interests, greater cooperation between classroom teachers and
gifted education specialists, and more favorable attitudes toward special
programming on the part of parents.

INTRODUCTION
Although programs that serve gifted and talented students have traditionally
been restricted to small and select groups, there has been a trend in recent years
to experiment with more flexible approaches to both identification and programming. This trend is undoubtedly the result of recent research on the nature
of human abilities (e.g., Sternberg, 1982; Gardner, 1983; Bloom, 1985) and a realization that some of the activities recommended for the gifted can successfully
be applied to larger segments of the school population (Renzulli, 1977; Reis &
Renzulli, 1982; Shore & Tsiamis, 1985; Feldman, 1983; and Birch, 1984). A greater
interest in performance-based identification and a concern about the “condition
of separateness” that often exists between special and regular programs have
also contributed to a willingness to experiment with approaches that hold
promise for overcoming some of the problems that historically have drawn
criticism to the field of gifted education.
The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of a programming
model that was specifically designed to apply some of the technology of
gifted education to the overall process of schoolwide enrichment. The model
employed as the experimental treatment was The Schoolwide Enrichment Model
(SEM, Renzulli & Reis, 1985), and the experimental design used both qualitative and quantitative variables. The study compared differences between a
control group and several groups participating in yearlong SEM programs.
The specific factors examined were student attitudes toward learning, teacher
attitudes toward teaching, the extent and quality of students’ creative productivity, and the processes involved in the implementation of SEM. Two
overall goals of the study were (1) to determine if a school’s participation in
this type of program would result in specific and quantifiable indicators of
schoolwide change, and (2) to examine whether or not such participation
would result in more favorable attitudes toward the entire concept of gifted
education.
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