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�For years, New York City has essentially maintained two parallel public school systems. A group of

selective schools and programs geared towards students labeled gifted and talented is mostly �lled with white

and Asian children. The rest of the system is open to all students and is predominantly Black and

Hispanic.� (New York Times, October 8, 2021)

�With Black and White students largely segregated within the schools they attend, racialized tracking has

made it possible to have desegregation without integration� (Tyson 2011)

Introduction

Reducing the racial sorting of students across schools has been among the most contentious and impactful

areas of educational policy in the US for decades, if not for centuries. The dismantling of racially identi�able

schools was the focus of the landmark 1954 Brown ruling, was among the central legislative aims of the 1964

Civil Rights Act, and was the stated goal of district-level busing policies in large urban districts nationwide

during the 1970s and 1980s, while more recently integration levels have regressed as judicial enforcement

and legislative e�orts waned. The levels, causes, and consequences of racial segregation across schools is the

subject of vast academic literatures within and beyond economics, with interdisciplinary reviews provided

by Rivkin & Welch (2006) and Reardon & Owens (2014).

But as the opening epigraphs emphasize, beyond the racial sorting of students across schools there is also

widespread concern that educational segregation occurs across classrooms or instructional groups even within

racially diverse school buildings. Much of the recent discussion of within-school racial segregation, particu-

larly at the primary school level, has pertained to the impacts of �gifted & talented� (G&T) programs. Public

attention to these programs was elevated by the 2021 announcement that New York City Public Schools

planned to phase out its G&T programs, with the e�ects of these programs on racial segregation explicitly

cited as a primary motivation for their elimination.

In this paper I use data on the existence and racial composition of G&T programs at virtually every ele-

mentary school in the US over a nine year period to provide transparent, systematic evidence on how G&T

programs contribute to racial segregation. I speci�cally investigate the relative racial compositions of G&T

versus general education programs; calculate how standard indices of racial segregation change when G&T

programs are treated as e�ectively separate schools; and estimate the dynamic e�ects of G&T programs

on race-speci�c enrollment patterns using event studies. Perhaps surprisingly, the balance of the evidence

I present suggests that G&T programs are a minimal contributor to racial segregation in US elementary

schools.
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1 Background

There is little question that within-school tracking programs like G&T education have historically been used

as an intentional strategy by segregationists to subvert legally required school integration. Many southern

districts initiated testing-based classroom assignments in the wake of strong school desegregation enforce-

ment in the 1970s, and many of these programs were successfully challenged in the courts, although the

general practice of ability grouping was never ruled unconstitutional per-se (Wright 2013). Contemporary

implementations of G&T programming are rarely seen as explicit attempts to resurrect de-jure racial segre-

gation. But racial gaps in tests scores as well as other common features of G&T screening, such as the use

of teacher referrals and parental interventions in the admissions process, have the strong potential to result

in de-facto racial imbalances in G&T programs and contribute to overall racial segregation.

The actual structure and content of G&T programs are locally determined and highly heterogeneous. While

no o�cial data is collected on the basic operations of G&T programs, a 2019 survey of more than 1,200

G&T teachers and coordinators conducted by Education Week (Kurtz et al. 2019) provides some systemic

information on the common practices of G&T programs.

This survey found that the most common method of delivering G&T instruction was �pull-outs� where G&T

students are removed from the mainstream classroom for a portion of instructional time, with 86% of G&T

educators reporting any use of pull-outs, compared to 32% reporting any use of self-contained classrooms.

Most educators also reported that their districts used multiple overlapping methods of screening students

for G&T services, with 79% of districts using non-IQ standardized tests, 71% using teacher referrals, and

66% using IQ-type standardized tests. Previous work suggests that many of these screening processes are

subject to some degree of racial bias (Useem 1992; Grissom & Redding 2016). Finally, the most common

G&T service was �content enrichment� where deeper coverage of grade-level topics was provided (90% of

programs), although �content acceleration� in which students move more quickly to new topics was common

as well (78%).

Given its prominence in recent policy discussions, there is surprisingly little academic research directly

addressing the e�ects of G&T programs on racial segregation.

A large body of research, primarily in educational sociology, documents that G&T programs disproportion-

ately enroll white and Asian students and investigates systematic barriers that disadvantaged students face

in accessing G&T education (Lewis & Diamond 2015; Roda 2015; Smith-Peterson 2021). This literature

primarily consists of informative qualitative case studies, but does not attempt to quantify the overall im-

pacts of G&T education on racial segregation. Another large interdisciplinary literature studies educational

tracking, including but not limited to G&T programs (Oakes 2005; Betts 2011; Bui et al. 2014; Card &

Giuliano 2016). This literature is primarily focused on tracking's e�ects on student outcomes, rather than

its e�ects on racial segregation.
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The previous work most closely related to the current study includes Conger (2005), Clotfelter (2021), and

Francis & Darity (2021), who all use classroom-level data to evaluate the relative importance of within-school

versus between-school segregation. I build on these previous studies by studying nearly all US elementary

schools, whereas these previous papers all focused on a single district (New York City) or a single state (North

Carolina); by studying the longitudinal e�ects of G&T programs on race-speci�c enrollment patterns, a

potentially important aspect of these program's impacts; and by focusing explicitly on G&T programs, rather

than overall classroom sorting, which is a highly relevant policy margin given that school administrators

directly choose whether to o�er G&T programs.

2 Data

Data is drawn from Civil Rights Data Collection surveys (CRDC), conducted by the Department of Educa-

tion's O�ce of Civil Rights. The CRDC is typically conducted biennially, and I use the �ve CRDC waves

covering the 2009-10, 2011-12, 2013-14, 2015-16 and 2017-18 school years, which is the range of years for

which the survey's timing and content relating to G&T programs was implemented in a consistent fashion.

Below I refer to school years using the calendar year occurring in the spring, with for example �2010� referring

to 2009-10 school year.

The CRDC collects information on a wide variety of school characteristics including enrollments, discipline,

teacher characteristics, expenditures, and curricular o�erings. Relative to other federal school data collection

e�orts like the Common Core or EdFacts, the CRDC is unique in that it disaggregates most data elements

by race and ethnicity (as well as by sex, English pro�ciency, and disability status). For the present study the

key data elements are simply a binary indicator of whether each school operated a G&T program in each

year, as well as the race-speci�c enrollments of both G&T programs (when present) and of the full school.

The CRDC is a census of public schools, rather than a sample: Virtually all public schools are required by law

to participate and certi�ed data is collected for more than 99% of the nation's schools. In practice the data

provided for CRDC by school districts is most commonly drawn directly from district IT systems and batch

uploaded, rather than being entered manually by school employees (National Forum on Education Statistics

2018). Since the data is essentially administrative, there is limited scope for intentional manipulation, and

any measurement error would primarily be due to inaccuracies within district's internal data collection.

I include public schools o�ering any grade from K through 6 in all 50 states plus Washington DC. I include

charter, magnet and alternative schools but exclude schools that o�ered only a special education curriculum.

Finally, I exclude approximately 6% of schools that were not observed in all �ve survey years, typically

because they were founded, disbanded, or merged over the study period.1 The resulting data set is a

balanced panel of 46,704 public elementary schools observed �ve times over a span of nine school years.

1None of the results below are sensitive to any of these basic sample restrictions.
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I calculate race-speci�c enrollments using the �ve racial and ethnic categorizations that were collected

in a consistent fashion across all survey years: Hispanics of any race, and non-Hispanic Whites, Blacks,

Asian/Native Hawaiian/Paci�c Islanders, and American Indian/Alaskan Natives.2 For brevity and because

many common segregation measures are de�ned in terms of two groups, most of the analyses below fur-

ther aggregate race and ethnicity into (1) white and Asian students and (2) Black, Hispanic and American

Indian students, and I refer to the latter group as under-represented minorities (URMs). In addition to

expositional and computational convenience, these more aggregated categorizations are often used in policy

discussions around segregation and G&T education. In the appendix I reproduce every result in the paper

using disaggregated racial and ethnic categories, and none of the key �ndings are changed.

3 Results

3.1 The Racial Composition of Gifted & Talented Programs

G&T programs are widely perceived to disproportionately enroll white and Asian students relative to Black,

Hispanic and American Indian students. I begin by providing systematic national evidence on the whether

these often anecdotally motivated perceptions are accurate.

Columns 1-5 of Table 1 report the average share of students in G&T and non-G&T programs who are from

each of the �ve racial and ethnic groups.3 Columns 1 and 2 show that the average G&T program enrolls

60.1% white students and 8.2% Asian students, whereas in non-G&T programs the analogous shares are

substantially lower at 50.9% and 5.1%. Columns 3-5 respectively show that Black students account for

17% of enrollments in non-G&T programs but only 11% of enrollments in G&T programs; that Hispanic

students account for 25.5% of non-G&T enrollments and 19.8% of G&T enrollments; and that American

Indian students account for 1.4% of non-G&T enrollments and .9% of G&T enrollments.

The enrollment shares reported in Columns 1-5 pooled all schools and school years, such that the racial

composition di�erences by G&T status may partially re�ect sorting of students across schools that do and do

not o�er G&T programs or changes in G&T prevalence and racial compositions over time. The �nal column

of Table 1 accounts for these possibilities by reporting the results of regressing the share of students who

are white or Asian onto a G&T dummy and school-by-year �xed e�ects. The highly statistically signi�cant

coe�cient of .134 indicates that, on average, the share of white and Asian students in G&T programs is 13.4

percentage points higher than the share of white and Asian students in the non-G&T program o�ered by

2Beginning in 2012, seven race and ethnicity categories were used rather than �ve, with the additional categories being Native
Hawaiian or Other Paci�c Islander and Two or More Races. To maintain consistent de�nitions, I collapse later surveys into
the �ve pre-2012 categories.

3Table 1 reports unweighted means, such that each school is given equal weight, but the results are very similar when weighting
by total enrollment.
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the same school in the same years.4

On balance, the results in Table 1 suggest that the widespread perception that G&T programs dispropor-

tionately enroll white and Asian students is basically accurate, although URM students are enrolled in G&T

programs at non-negligible levels as well.

3.2 Gifted & Talented Programs and Racial Segregation

The generally unrepresentative racial compositions of G&T programs has sometimes been used to argue that

standard between-school segregation measures substantially understate the true level of racial segregation,

and in turn that eliminating G&T programs could be an e�ective method of promoting integration. I evaluate

this argument by exploiting the availability of race-speci�c G&T enrollments in the CRDC to calculate how

standard segregation indices are changed when G&T programs are treated as fully separate schools.

I speci�cally calculate two versions of both the Dissimilarity Index and the Exposure Index, the two seg-

regation measures most widely used in the literature (Massey & Denton 1988). I �rst calculate each index

using only between-school variation, and then recalculate each index using variation both between-schools

and between G&T versus non-G&T programs within schools, and observe the magnitudes of the changes.

The Dissimilarity Index is de�ned as:

Dissimilarityd =
1

2

∑
s

∣∣∣∣As

Ad
− Bs

Bd

∣∣∣∣
where Ad and Bd denote the number of students in groups A and B within the overall unit (typically a school

district), while As and Bs denote the number of students in groups A and B within some sub-unit (typically

a school). The Dissimilarity Index is a measure of the evenness with which two groups are distributed across

sub-units, and can be interpreted as the share of students from Group A (or Group B) who would need to

move across sub-units in order to make the racial composition of each sub-unit (most commonly schools)

match that of the larger unit (most commonly districts). The Dissimilarity Index therefore ranges from 0 to

1, with larger values indicating greater segregation.

Using the same notation, the Exposure Index (of Group A to Group B) is given by:

Exposured =
∑
s

As

Ad
× Bs

As +Bs
.

The Exposure Index is a measure of how intensively one group is exposed to another group, and can be

interpreted as the probability among members of Group A that a randomly selected peer will be from group

B, such that larger values indicate less segregation (note that this is the opposite of the Dissimilarity Index).

4Given the constructions of the aggregated racial and ethnic groups, the enrollment share of URMs is conversely 13.4 percentage
points lower in G&T programs than in the non-G&T programs.
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The Exposure Index is asymmetric - the exposure of Group A to Group B is not the same as the exposure

of Group B to Group A. In the current application I focus on the exposure of URM students to white and

Asian students, not the converse. The minimum possible value of the Exposure Index is zero, which would

occur in cases where students from Group A had no exposure to students from Group B. Its maximum value

is the overall share of the district's students who are from Group B, re�ecting the fact that exposure to other

groups will be inherently limited in racially homogeneous (e.g. all URM) school districts.

To isolate the in�uence of G&T programs on racial segregation, I �rst calculate these two indices using

schools as the sub-unit and school districts as the overall unit, which re�ects only segregation occurring

between the schools in a district. I then re-calculate each index using the combination of school and G&T

program status as the sub-units. In terms of the notation above, this is simply de�ning the s subscript as

school ×G&T program rather than only as school. When calculated over school ×G&T program sub-units,

the indices re�ect both between school segregation and any within school segregation that results from G&T

programs. The di�erence between the two measures can be interpreted as the change in segregation that

would occur if the G&T programs were discontinued and the students enrolled in them fully returned to

the non-G&T programs of their schools, which is a conceptually reasonable measure of how G&T program

contribute to overall racial segregation.5

Note that this approach e�ectively assumes that G&T programs are separate schools, and observes how this

assumption a�ects the segregation indices. Because many G&T programs operate as �pull outs� and students

in the two programs likely have at least some interactions with each other, this approach likely overstates

the contribution of G&T programs to segregation, and the resulting estimates can in this sense be viewed

as upper bounds.

Table 2 reports average values of the Dissimilarity Index and the Exposure Index for several di�erent sets

of districts. In Panel A each district is given equal weight in calculating the average index values, while in

Panel B each district is weighted by its total enrollment, giving more in�uence to larger districts.

Beginning with the unweighted averages in Panel A, Column 1 shows that when calculated using only

between-school variation, the Dissimilarity Index in the full sample has a value of .151 (row 1). When

the Dissimilarity Index is re-calculated using variation between both schools and G&T programs, its value

increases to .172 (row 2). The change of .021 (row 3) is the within-school component attributable to racial

sorting in G&T programs. In the enrollment-weighted calculations in Panel B, the strictly between-school

Dissimilarity Index is .309, while the index value between both schools and G&T programs is .325, such that

the contribution of G&T programs within-schools is .016.

Column 2 of Table 2 has the same structure as Column 1 but uses the Exposure Index. In the unweighted

calculations in Panel A the Exposure Index falls by .004 after accounting for G&T programs (recall that

5The presence of G&T programs may also a�ect race-speci�c enrollments over time, a possibility I study directly in the next
sub-section.
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higher values of the Exposure Index indicate less segregation), while in the weighted results in Panel B the

within-school component is -.005.

Columns 3 and 4 of Table 2 repeat the same calculations for district-years where at least one school had a

G&T program, excluding the approximately 30% of district-years that had no G&T o�erings and where G&T

policy is arguably less relevant. Columns 5 and 6 report calculations for large, racially diverse district-years,

de�ned as district-years with at least 35,000 total students and URM shares between 10% and 90%, which

is intended to focus on contexts with greater scope for racial sorting and to mitigate potential measurement

issues when calculating the Dissimilarity Index as discussed by Allen et al. (2015).

In the unweighted results from Panel A, changes in the Dissimilarity Index are somewhat larger among

district-years with any G&T o�erings than in all district-years (.030 rather than .021) while they are some-

what smaller in large diverse district-years than in all district-years (.013 rather than .021). Changes in the

Exposure Index remain very small in both subsets of district-years. Applying enrollment weights in Panel

B further reduces the magnitudes of the changes in the Dissimilarity Index, which are .018 in district-years

with any G&T programming and .011 in large diverse district-years, while changes in the Exposure Index

continue to be uniformly close to zero in the weighted calculations.6

On balance, the calculations for the Dissimilarity Index in Table 2 suggest that students of di�erent racial

and ethnic groups would be more evenly distributed across education programs in the absence of G&T

education, but the magnitudes of these changes could reasonably be described as modest or small, while

the calculations for the Exposure Index suggest that eliminating G&T programs would have essentially no

impact on the exposure of URM students to white and Asian students.

The over-representation of white and Asian students in G&T programs, as shown in Table 1, may seem

incongruent with the lack of substantive changes in segregation measures after accounting for G&T programs,

as shown in Table 2. The primary explanation for this contrast is that G&T programs account for a small

overall share of enrollments, and that notwithstanding the signi�cant racial imbalances shown in Table 1,

G&T programs do enroll substantial numbers of URM students. For instance during the 2017-18 school year,

the schools included in the current analysis enrolled a total of 23.6 million students of whom 1.6 million were

in G&T programs, a non-negligible but quantitatively modest 6.9% share of overall enrollment. Furthermore,

27.3% of total G&T enrollments consisted of URM students, which is less than their overall enrollment share

of 47.4% but is still substantial.

6In New York City public schools, the largest school district in the US and a focus of G&T policy debate, similar calculations
show an increase in the Dissimilarity Index of .002 and decrease in the Exposure Index of .002.
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3.3 The Dynamic E�ects of Gifted & Talented Programs on Race-Speci�c En-

rollments

While the calculations in Table 2 suggest that G&T programs contribute very modestly to racial segregation

at a point in time, G&T programs may also have dynamic e�ects on school's racial compositions. For

instance the discontinuation of a G&T program may cause white and Asian students to unenroll from a

particular school, or conversely the establishment of a G&T program may disproportionate attract students

of particular racial and ethic groups.

The longitudinal structure of the CRDC data makes it well-suited for studying enrollment patterns surround-

ing the introduction or discontinuation of G&T programs, and within-school policy changes were reasonably

common over the study period: Of the 46,704 schools in the balanced panel 12,037 either initiated or elimi-

nated a G&T program during the study period.

I use this variation to estimate the e�ects of G&T programs on race-speci�c enrollments in an event-study

framework, and estimate separate speci�cations for schools eliminating versus initiating G&T programs.7

In the models estimating the dynamic e�ects of eliminating G&T programs, I use the sample of all schools

that had G&T programs during the �rst school year available in the data, 2010. There are 34,513 such

schools, of which 7,686 eliminated their G&T program at a subsequent point during the study period and

26,827 maintained a G&T program throughout the study period. The schools that eliminated their programs

comprise the �treated units� while I also retain the schools that maintained their programs throughout the

study period and use them as �never-treated' controls. Conversely, in the models that estimate the impacts

of initiating G&T programs, I retain the 12,191 schools that did not have a G&T program in the base year,

of which 4,351 added a program later in the study period and the remaining 7,480 serve as never-treated

controls.8

Given that data is available for a relatively narrow window of �ve observations spanning nine school years, and

that events are spread fairly evenly across the sample years, estimating a standard event-study speci�cation

using a panel that is balanced in event-time is quite restrictive. For instance to estimate event-study models

that include two pre-treatment observations and two post-treatment observations on a balanced panel would

require restricting the analysis to events occurring in 2014, eliminating a large majority of the events.

Conversely, to include events occurring in the middle three years of the sample (2012, 2014 and 2016) would

only allow one pre-treatment period and one post-treatment period to be evaluated.9

As an alternative, I divide the treated schools in my sample into four distinct �treatment cohorts� based

on the year in which they eliminated (initiated) a G&T program. I then estimate and report four separate

7The e�ects of eliminating versus initiating a G&T program are clearly related, but are also distinct, and there is no ex-ante
reason to assume that the e�ects of these two policy changes are equal and opposite.

8In the rare instances where a school initiates and then discontinues a G&T program all within the study period (or vice-versa),
I study only the �rst policy change and treat it as an �absorbing� state.

9This is because events occurring in 2012 have only one observable pre-period (2010) while events occurring in 2016 only have
one observable post-period (2018).
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event-study speci�cations, one for each treatment cohort, where in each of the four speci�cations I use never-

treated units as controls and include the full range of event-times that are estimable for that treatment

cohort.

For instance, the earliest observed events occur in 2012, and since each school is observed every two years

from 2010-2018, the 2012 treatment cohort has estimable coe�cients for event times -2, 0, 2, 4 and 6. I

therefore use a sample that contains schools with 2012 events as well as never-treated schools to estimate

the following speci�cation:

Enrollmentsy =
k=6∑
k=−2

γkI(year − event years = k) + δs + ηdy + εsy

where the dependent variable is a race-speci�c enrollment measure for school s in year y; δs and ηdy are

respectively school and district-by-year �xed e�ects; and γk are the coe�cients for indicators of whether

a G&T program was eliminated or (initiated) k years ago, or event time. The observation immediately

prior the event (event time -2) is omitted and serves as the reference category, and event time is set to

-2 for all untreated units. The school �xed e�ects in this speci�cation will account for all time-invariant

school characteristics a�ecting enrollment patterns, while the district-by-year �xed e�ects will account for

all time-varying enrollment determinants that are general to the district containing the individual school.

I estimate similar speci�cations for the treatment cohorts of 2014, 2016 and 2018, with the only di�erence

being that these other treatment cohorts have di�erent estimable ranges of event time. Speci�cally for the

2014 treatment cohort event times -4 through 4 are estimable, for the 2016 treatment cohort event times -6

through 2 are estimable, and for the 2018 treatment cohort event times -8 through 0 are estimable. I report

event study diagrams for each of the four treatment cohorts, and taken together these diagrams provide a

�moving window� that characterizes all estimable enrollment trends in the years surrounding the elimination

or initiation of G&T programs over a nine year period.

In addition to characterizing enrollment trends for as many schools and event times as possible, the described

approach addresses concerns related to two-way �xed e�ects speci�cations in settings where treatment timing

varies across units, which is the topic of an in�uential recent methodological literature (Callaway & Sant'Anna

2021; Goodman-Bacon 2021; Sun & Abraham 2021). A key issue raised by this literature is that two-way

�xed e�ects estimates with variable treatment timing are partially based on comparisons of later-treated units

to earlier-treated units and vice-versa. A particular concern is that if early-treated units follow di�erential

trends that continue into later periods due to the treatment itself, those trends will inaccurately characterize

the counterfactual outcomes of later-treated units.

The speci�cations I estimate here are e�ectively an implementation of the procedure suggested by Sun &

Abraham (2021) to address these issues in event-study settings. In particular Sun & Abraham (2021) suggest
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that researchers estimate separate event-study coe�cients for each treatment cohort using never-treated

units as the controls when available, as is done here. The authors refer to the event time coe�cients for

each treatment cohort as �cohort-speci�c average treatment e�ects on the treated� or CATTs, and their full

procedure then takes a weighted average of the cohort-speci�c event time coe�cients. Here I simply report

all estimable CATTs, rather than their weighted average, which allows me to estimate a broader range of

event time coe�cients. Intuitively, my adapted Sun & Abraham (2021) approach circumvents potential

issues from using schools treated in one period as controls for schools treated in another period because the

event-study coe�cients for each treatment cohort are based solely on comparisons of the schools treated in

that year to untreated schools, and not on any comparisons of early-treated schools and later-treated schools.

Figure 1 reports results for the elimination of G&T programs, while Figure 2 reports results for the initiation

of G&T programs. The dependent variable in both �gures is the share of the student population that is

white or Asian, since the possibility that G&T programs disproportionately attract white and Asian families

has been a focus of policy attention, but note that given the utilized racial and ethnic groupings the share

of URM student shares are identical to those shown in Figures 1 and 2 but with the signs reversed.

Overall, the patterns in Figures 1 and 2 do not provide any consistent evidence for a causal e�ect of G&T

programs on school's race-speci�c enrollments. None of the eight cohort speci�c event studies shown in

the �gures display a visually apparent trend break in white and Asian enrollment after the elimination or

initiation of a G&T program, only one of the 20 coe�cients for post-treatment event times is statistically

signi�cant at the 5% level, and relative to a baseline white and Asian enrollment share in pre-treatment

periods of approximately .50, the coe�cient magnitudes of less than .005 (one half of one percentage point)

are qualitatively small. There are also no indications from the pre-trends in Figures 1 and 2 that G&T

programs are initiated or discontinued in response to changing racial compositions, for instance that schools

with increasing shares of URM students are more likely to create G&T programs to retain or attract white

and Asian families.10

4 Conclusion

On balance, the �ndings reported above indicate that G&T programs are a small or negligible contributor to

racial segregation in US elementary schools. Eliminating all G&T programs nationally would have a minimal

estimated impact on standard measures of racial segregation, and the presence of a G&T program does not

appear to causally impact the racial composition of enrollments over time.

One caveat to these �ndings is that G&T education is primarily a feature of elementary schools in the US,

and previous research has found that within-school segregation is less extensive in primary schools than in

secondary schools (Betts 2011). An analysis of tracking and racial segregation at the high school level, for

10In the appendix I also show estimates for total enrollments, which indicate no dynamic e�ects from starting a G&T program,
and some suggestive evidence of modest total enrollment declines from ending a G&T program.
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instance in Advanced Placement or International Baccalaureate classes, might yield di�erent conclusions.

Another caveat is that there may be subtle interactions between racial segregation between and within

schools. For instance Clotfelter et al. (2021) report descriptive evidence that North Carolina school districts

with less segregation between schools also have more segregation within schools, and further research on this

and related patterns would be valuable.

These caveats notwithstanding, the current study's �ndings suggest that any impacts of G&T programming

on racial segregation at the elementary school level are likely to be minimal. Given this, the question of

whether a given G&T policy is desirable depends primarily on whether G&T programs provide bene�ts to

the students who enroll in them or have deleterious impacts on the students who remain in the general

education population. The e�ects of G&T programs on academic outcomes is the topic of a large literature,

but currently lacks consensus �ndings (see for example Rees et al. 2000; Betts & Shkolnik 2000; Bui et al.

2014 and Card & Giuliano 2016, as well as the review by Betts 2011). While the analyses reported here do

not directly prescribe whether G&T programs are a desirable overall education policy, they do indicate that

the e�ects of existing G&T programs on racial segregation should not be a �rst-order policy consideration.
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(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
White Asian Black Hispanic American Indian White or Asian

Gifted & Talented 60.1% 8.2% 11.0% 19.8% 0.9%
Non Gifted & Talented 50.9% 5.1% 17.0% 25.5% 1.4%

0.134***
(0.001)

0.556***
(0.000)

Gifted & Talented Indicator

Table 1: Enrollment Shares by Gifted & Talented Classification

Notes: Columns 1-5 report the average share of students in G&T and non-G&T programs who are from the indicated racial and ethnic group, pooling all schools 
and school years. Column 6 reports the results of regressing the share of students who are white or Asian onto a G&T indicator and school-by-year fixed effects, 
such that the reported coefficient estimates the average share of white and Asian students in G&T programs relative to the non-G&T programs in the same 
school and same year. All schools are given equal weight. For the regression in Column 6 standard errors are clustered at the school level and *, ** and *** 
indicate statistical significant at the 10%, 5% and 1% levels, respectively.  

Constant



(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Panel A: Unweighted

Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index
Segregation Between Schools 0.151 0.671 0.171 0.649 0.439 0.335
Segregation Between Schools and  G&T Programs 0.172 0.667 0.201 0.643 0.452 0.329
Difference (within-school segregation from G&T) 0.021 -0.004 0.030 -0.006 0.013 -0.006

Observations (district-years) 30,229 30,229 21,353 21,353 287 287

Panel B: Enrollment Weighted 
Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index Dissimilarity Index Exposure Index

Segregation Between Schools 0.309 0.488 0.323 0.467 0.493 0.279
Segregation Between Schools and  G&T Programs 0.325 0.483 0.342 0.461 0.503 0.273
Change (within-school component) 0.016 -0.005 0.018 -0.006 0.011 -0.005

Observations (district-years) 30,229 30,229 21,353 21,353 287 287
Notes: Table entries report mean values of the indicated segregation index within the indicated set of school districts. The reported between school figures use indices that sum over all of the 
schools in each district, while the reported between schools and G&T program figures use indices that sum over all school-by-G&T program combinations in each district. See Section 3.2 of the 
text for a detailed discussion. The mean values in Panel A give each school district equal weight, while the mean values in Panel B weight by total enrollment. The sample in Columns 1 and 2 
includes all district-years, the sample in Columns 3 and 4 includes district-years with at least one school that had a G&T program, and the sample in Columns 5 and 6 includes district-years where 
there were at least 35,000 total students and where the share of under-represented minority students was between 10% and 90%.  

All Districts Districts with G&T Programs Large Diverse Districts

Table 2: Gifted & Talented Programs and Segregation Indices

All Districts Districts with G&T Programs Large Diverse Districts



Figure 1: Dynamic Enrollment Effects of Discontinuing Gifted & Talented Programs

Notes: Figures plot the coefficients on event time indicators when the share of white or Asian students is regressed onto event time, school 
fixed effects, and year by district fixed effects. The sample in each figure consists of schools that discontinued a G&T program in the indicated 
year and "never-treated" schools that maintained a G&T program throughout the study period. Event time -2, the last observation prior to 
G&T program discontinuation, serves as the reference category. Each school is given equal weight. Vertical bands indicate 95% confidence 
intervals constructed using standard errors clustered at the school level. 
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Figure 2: Dynamic Enrollment Effects of Initiating Gifted & Talented Programs

Notes: Figures plot the coefficients on event time indicators when the share of white or Asian students is regressed onto event time, school 
fixed effects, and year by district fixed effects. The sample in each figure consists of schools that initiated a G&T program in the indicated year 
and "never-treated" schools that never had a G&T program during the study period. Event time -2, the last observation prior to G&T program 
initiation, serves as the reference category. Each school is given equal weight. Vertical bands indicate 95% confidence intervals constructed using 
standard errors clustered at the school level. 
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