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ABSTRACT

The purpose of this study was to discover how a school district used a particular
gifted service delivery model to provide services for its elementary students identified as
gifted. Specifically the study investigated the strengths and challenges of the Enrichment
Cluster Program as perceived by general education teachers, gifted education specialists,
parents, and administrators. Also studied were the factors that influenced effective
resource consultation between the gifted education specialist and the general education
teacher and the forms of administrative support that facilitated successful implementation
of this model.

Data were collected through questionnaires to all general education teachers as
well as in-depth interviews with all gifted education specialists, administrators and
selected general education teachers. Documents such as school handbooks, parent
newsletters, and district surveys and reports were also analyzed.

Results of the study indicated that cluster grouping of enrichment students had a
positive impact on non-identified students who were enrolled in the enrichment cluster
classrooms. They had greater access to academic challenge than non-identified students
who were not enrolled in the enrichment cluster classroom. In addition, although
administrators and teachers viewed differentiation of core curriculum as the cornerstone
of the Enrichment Cluster Program, this differentiation often was not based upon the
academic needs of individual students, but rather was more of a set enrichment program
that was provided to all identified students regardless of individual strengths or interests.
Furthermore, all interviewed expressed concern over what was viewed as the challenge of

identifying the right students for the program. Finally, although there were

it



commonalities, the Enrichment Cluster Program was implemented differently in each
building depending upon the philosophy of the principal toward the program. This was

most evident in the number of identified students assigned to each cluster classroom.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Historically, depending upon the social and political issues of the day, the
American education pendulum has swung between the competing educational agendas of
excellence and equity (Gallagher, 1991). During periods of perceived outside military
threat, American policy makers rally to the call for excellence and invest more in the
most capable students, in hope that their leadership and scientific achievements will carry
the nation forward. Once the crisis passes and the country focuses on domestic issues, the
emphasis seems to change to one of equity whereby the needs of the many are seen as
more important than the needs of the few (Coleman & Gallagher, 1995).

In recent years there has also been a tremendous push to end segregation by
ability in American schools. Many schools are moving to end the segregation of students
with disabilities and toward creating fully inclusive schools in which students with
behavioral and cognitive challenges are educated in general education classrooms
alongside their chronological peers (Stainback & Stainback, 1996). This is the definition
of inclusion as related to special education. Furthermore, the continued attention to the
racial segregation of school opportunities and a growing commitment to multicultural
education have focused considerable attention on all school tracking programs. As more
and more schools move toward detracking (George, 1992; Oakes, 1985; Wheelock,
1992), gifted programs, in some ways, the ultimate track come under closer scrutiny.

Indeed many educators and parents point out the philosophical conflict between
moving schools toward educating students with disabilities in more inclusive settings

with a commitment to heterogeneous education and the maintenance of segregated gifted



programs that serve only a small group of students often in separate settings. In fact,
Sapon-Shevin (1996a) states that . . . the ways in which gifted education is defined,
constituted, and enacted leads directly to increased segregation, limited educational
opportunities for the majority of students, and damage to children’s social and political
development” (p. 196).

At the same time that gifted education is being challenged educationally and
politically, economic cutbacks in education have jeopardized the continuation of funding
for gifted services. Thus gifted education advocates have been forced to defend the
appropriateness and legitimacy of allocating any resources to their programs. Some
educators and many parents of non-gifted students are not swayed by the proposition that
unrecognized and unsupported talent is wasted talent. A common reaction is “Those kids
will make it on their own” or “Give the extra help to kids who really need it.” The
argument is that providing special services for highly able or talented students is elitist. In
other words, by giving special services to students who are already excelling
academically something is denied to other students and therefore special services for the
gifted are unfair and undemocratic (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).

Finally, since 1980, there has been a constant cry to reform education. In the past,
excellence in education was defined as helping bright and creative students develop their
capabilities and realize their potential contributions to society. Now it seems that school
reform is focused on the equity of excellence. This has lead to challenging all students to
work harder, master more complex material, and meet higher standards of achievement.
Unfortunately for educators of gifted children, most of the discussion and emphasis has

been on raising achievement for those students who are performing at low or average



levels. Thus many believe that available resources should be spent on those who do not
meet these higher standards instead of on those whose performance already exceeds
them. In most cases, very little attention has been given to the necessity of further
challenging top performing students. It is the enrichment resource teacher, working

collaboratively with the general education teacher, who can provide this attention.

Purpose and Significance

Due to a decrease in school funding and an increased emphasis on students who
are not currently meeting state standards, programs for gifted students are being
decreased or eliminated. If programs for gifted students hope to survive and/or thrive,
services need to be aligned with general education to assist with appropriate curriculum
differentiation to ensure that gifted students' educational needs are being met. This will
necessitate new arrangements of personnel and resources with an emphasis upon
collaboration with general education teachers (VanTassel-Baska, 1991, 1992).

One of these new arrangements of personnel and resources for delivering services
to gifted students is the Resource Consultation Model (Kirschenbaum, Armstrong, &
Landrum, 1999; Landrum, 2001a; Ward & Landrum, 1994). Although collaboration and
consultation have been used in the field of special education for a number of years
(Abeson & Weintraub, 1977), these techniques are now gaining popularity for delivering
services to gifted students. As the Resource Consultation Model gains momentum as a
viable gifted education service delivery model, its strengths and weaknesses become
increasingly important to understand. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to gather

data concerning how one district is using the Resource Consultation Model to deliver



services to its elementary students identified as gifted. Also of interest are the perceived
strengths and weaknesses of this service delivery model from the perspectives of the
enrichment resource teachers, general education teachers, and administrators. Other than
the work of Landrum (Landrum, 1998; Kirchenbuam, Armstrong, & Landrum, 1999,
Landrum, 2001a; Ward and Landrum, 1994) little research has been conducted on the
factors that promote the implementation of the Resource Consultation Model in gifted
education. The insights gained in this study can be used to provide guidance for others

wishing to successfully implement this model.

Research Questions

The following relevant terms are defined:

Enrichment Cluster Program A differentiated gifted service delivery model
designed to address the needs of identified gifted students. There is an emphasis upon
collaboration between the general education teacher and the enrichment resource teacher
with services being provided by both professionals in pull-out and push-in settings.

Administrator Building principals, superintendent, assistant superintendent, and
associate director of instructional services.

Enrichment Resource Teacher A teacher who is available to general education
teachers to answer questions about a child, materials, or methods of instruction and to
provide supplementary teaching aides and materials. The enrichment resource teacher can
provide a continuum of services including co-teaching in the general education classroom
as well as direct instruction in a resource room. This is the person who will implement

the Resource Consultation Model in each school.



Cluster Grouping The practice of placing a group of five to ten identified gifted
students together in one classroom because of similar learning needs allowing them daily
opportunities to learn at their appropriate challenge level.

Cluster Classroom Teacher The primary teacher assigned to a heterogeneous
classroom in which identified enrichment cluster students have been grouped.

Enrichment Cluster Classroom The general education classroom in which
identified students in the Enrichment Cluster Program have been grouped.

Enrichment Cluster Student A students who has been identified for the
Enrichment Cluster Program.

Push-in Services Services provided by the enrichment resource teacher in the
general education classroom.

Pull-out Services Services provided by the enrichment resource teacher outside of
the general education classroom typical in a resource room.

The following research questions will guide the study:

1. How does the Center School District use the Resource Consultation Model to
deliver services to its elementary students identified as gifted?

2. What are the strengths and challenges of the current gifted service delivery
model as perceived by general education teachers, enrichment resource
teachers, parents, and administrators?

3. What factors influence effective resource consultation between the enrichment
resource teacher and the general education teacher?

4. What forms of administrative support facilitate successful resource consultation
and the implementation of the current gifted service delivery model?



CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
This chapter reviews literature on the topics of gifted education and gifted service
delivery models. To understand how a collaborative approach to delivering services to
gifted students might be implemented, it is important to understand the history of gifted
education, alternative gifted delivery systems, and the controversy surrounding ability
tracking. A study of the inclusion of students in special education and the use of the
inclusion model in gifted education also need to be reviewed; as well as the use of
consultation and collaboration in school settings with an emphasis on the Resource

Consultation Model.

History of Gifted Education From the 1950s

In the late 1950s, the United States was shocked when the Soviet Union launched
Sputnik, the first orbiting space satellite. The national attention immediately focused on
the education system and the need to change the curriculum, particularly in the areas of
math and science, to ensure that the brightest students would be challenged so that the
United States would win the space race (Davis & Rimm, 1997; Gallagher & Weiss,
1983). This wave of curriculum reform was funded by massive federal grants and was
part of the country’s overall defense strategy. Students who had superior abilities in math
and science benefited greatly from these reforms, and for a short period of time teachers
were encouraged to teach to the highest levels of student capacity instead of to the middle
of their class (Gallagher & Weiss, 1983). New approaches to meet the needs of gifted

students were initiated, including mentor programs, Saturday workshops, and special



summer residential programs (French, 1964). The notion of radical acceleration was
introduced to allow students to move quickly through the standard curriculum and
students were most often grouped for instruction by ability (French, 1964). The post-
Sputnik period, from the late 1950s through the early 1960s, was perhaps the closest the
country has come to addressing the needs of gifted students on a national scale (Davis &
Rimm, 1997).

The 1960s and 1970s saw the escalation of the conflict in Vietnam and the Civil
Rights movement. The nation’s education system was focused upon the challenges
associated with the desegregation of the public schools. Beginning in 1969, a White
House Task Force was established to address programming for gifted and talented
students. With the passage of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of
1969 the need for gifted programs was highlighted and Federal funding was provided for
some types of programs. Funding measures, however, stipulated that a definition of
giftedness was required so that funding efforts would be focused upon a group of
individuals with specific characteristics of giftedness (Davis & Rimm, 1997).

In the 1972 Marland Report, Sidney Marland, U.S. Commissioner of Education,
offered the first national definition of giftedness and presented a strong case for different
educational programming to meet the needs of the children who were identified. Included
within the Marland definition were the categories of superior cognitive ability, leadership
potential, academic talent for a specific discipline, creative thinking skills, and potential
as manifested in performing arts abilities (Borland, 1989; Marland, 1972). The Marland
concept of giftedness reflected a “multifaceted construct” (Borland, 1989, p. 11) that

placed giftedness within the framework of multiple potential. The Marland Report was



also swift to point out that only a small percentage of gifted students received special
education services and improper provisions disguised as programs abounded (Marland,
1972; Clark, 1988; Borland, 1989).

As the country moved into the 1980s, the educational pendulum swung back to
the basics. Minimum competency tests were developed for high school graduation and
textbooks moved back toward the “three R’s”. This movement, combined with detracking
efforts (Oakes, 1985) eliminated many ability-grouped classes and created difficulty for
gifted students who remained unchallenged in their general education classrooms.

It was during the 1980s that the Jacob K. Javits Gifted and Talented Students Act
was established. The Javits Act was intended to:

1. Provide financial assistance to state and local educational agencies

2. Initiate a coordinated program of research designed

3. Build a nationwide capability in elementary and secondary schools

4. Meet the special academic needs of gifted and talented students. (Sec. 3062 b))
The Javits Act granted recognition to new dimensions of giftedness (Baldwin, 1985;
Feldman, 1991; Frasier, 1992; Shaklee, 1992) which included students with limited
English proficiency, economic disadvantages, or disabilities (Sec. 3065 (a) (1)). Although
the importance of multiple potential was recognized through the Javits Act, it did not
mandate the creation of programs to serve able learners.

The 1990s began a time of many changes in gifted education. Many of these
changes had to do with either a growing understanding of the complexity of intelligence
or the emphasis on education reform and restructuring. For many years, psychologists

and educators viewed intelligence as that which can be measured by an intelligence



test. Unfortunately, intelligence tests were designed largely to measure aptitude for
school with a focus on linguistic and mathematical ability (Davis and Rim, 1997).
With the work of Gardner (1983) the definition of intelligence has broadened to include
many dimensions that go beyond the standard verbal and mathematical skills that
dominated the standard intelligence test. Also, intelligence began to be viewed as
something that was constantly evolving and developing rather than a constant that was
established at birth. The effort to discover and nurture the hidden talents of students from
culturally diverse backgrounds, gifted underachievers or gifted children with learning
disabilities has engaged many educators in the 1990s (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).
Another major influence during the 1990s was the emphasis on educational
reform and restructuring. This effort was mainly based on the assumption that the
educational system was a failing operation; turning out too many students of limited
skills who could not compete successfully with other nations in many academic areas
(America 2000, 1991; Coleman & Gallagher; 1995). This restructuring movement
underscored the classic conflict in American culture between two desirable goals;
excellence and equity. The conflict was clearly visible in the national education goals
approved in 1991 by the 50 states and the president of the United States. The contrast
between one of the goals stressing excellence; “We will be first in the world in
mathematics and science by the year 2000” and another goal stressing equity “We will
also graduate ninety percent of an age group from high school” is heightened by a new
effort to educate all children in the same or similar setting (full inclusion) (America 2000,

1991).



At the beginning of the 21% century the field of gifted education is continuing to
undergo many changes. As noted by Passow and Rudnitski (1994), “The changing
context of gifted education has placed it within the realm of general education, or the
education of all students" (p. 271). Because of this changing context, gifted educators
have seen demands for different service delivery models and more emphasis on

differentiating instruction and curriculum in the general education classroom.

Gifted Service Delivery Models

One way to categorize gifted service delivery models is by the way in which
students are grouped (Colangelo & Davis, 1997). The most common service delivery
models for elementary students can be characterized as either full-time homogeneous
classes, full-time heterogeneous classes, or part-time or temporary groups. Full-time
homogeneous classes include magnet schools, special schools for the gifted, and special
self-contained classes within otherwise heterogeneous schools. Magnet schools usually
have a clear purpose of offering specialized training in one area such as the arts, math,
science, or are designated as superior abilities schools for students with overall superior
general academic ability. Special schools have curriculum which will include both
traditional academic content, based upon district guidelines and requirements, plus
special enrichment and accelerated training in whatever academic, artistic, scientific or
personal development areas the school chooses to emphasize. Usually there are numerous
diverse enrichment opportunities (Colangelo & Davis, 1997). Both magnet schools and
special schools are more common at the elementary level in very large school districts or

at the secondary level in both medium and large districts. Elementary schools that have
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self-contained gifted classes typically have only one or two such classes, most often in
grades three through six (Feldhusen and Sayler, 1990; Witham, 1991). Often all gifted
students within a particular grade level, age or age range will be assigned to a special
class. In addition to covering prescribed grade level objectives, and usually extending
beyond them, a variety of enrichment, personal development, and skill development
experiences are provided.

Advantages of full-time homogenous groupings include academic challenge, high
student motivation, and increased social-emotional development (Feldhusen & Sayler
1990). Disadvantages include students resenting being separated physically and
psychologically from general education peers. Furthermore, it is not unusual for other
students to resent the gifted student’s special status and make him feel socially
uncomfortable by making fun of him or simply ignoring him (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).

Full-time heterogeneous classes include the cluster grouping of students in
heterogeneous classrooms as well as the mainstreaming of gifted students in general
education classes. Cluster grouping is the practice of putting selected groups of 5 to 10
students together in one general education class along with 15 to 20 other students. These
students then engage in a variety of enrichment and/or acceleration activities either
individually or in small groups. Teachers must be certain that the special activities and
experiences stimulate, not penalize students in the gifted cluster. For example, if special
learning experiences amount to piling on more work, the students may prefer not to be
identified as gifted (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).

Mainstreaming is the term used for placement of gifted students in general

education classrooms with each general education teacher providing whatever enrichment
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and acceleration is needed. Unfortunately mainstreaming of the gifted sometimes
becomes a default program when the school or district has no formal gifted and talented
program. If gifted and talented children are not truly involved in differentiated curriculum
within their general education classrooms, one cannot say that the school is providing for
their academic needs (Colangelo & Davis, 1997).

Part-time or temporary grouping is the third service delivery option. This includes
pull-out programs, resource programs, special classes, and activity clubs. The pull-out
format has been the most common programming option for gifted students at the
elementary level (Cox & Daniel, 1984; Cox, Daniels, & Boston, 1985; Gallagher &
Weiss, 1983). A pull-out program is one in which identified gifted students leave their
classroom for a specified period of time to attend a class designed to meet their special
needs.

It is ironic that pull-out programs which are the most popular programming design
are also the most severely criticized gifted service delivery model (Cox, Daniels, and
Boston, 1985; Belcastro, 1987; Davis & Rimm, 1997; Colangelo & Davis, 1997). The
value of pull-out programs in educating gifted students has been vigorously debated. The
classic criticism is that pull-out curricula frequently include too much “fun and games”
and too little theory-based training (Renzulli and Reis, 1985). Other weaknesses include:

1. The belief that pull-out is a part time solution to a full time problem

2. The development of friction between the general education teacher, the gifted

education specialist, the pull-out student, and the pull-out students parents,
when the classroom teacher is saddled with the dilemma of permitting
students to miss general education class work or requiring them to make it

up; thus punishing them for their participation in the pull-out program

3. The fragmentation and disruption of general education classroom routines
and instruction as well as missed instruction by the pull-out student

12



4. The comfort level of students who are visibly separated from their
classmates, get to participate in fun activities instead of completing
general education class work, and then also be labeled as gifted
(Colangelo & Davis, 1997)

Strengths of the pull-out model include interaction with other gifted children,
highly trained teachers and differentiated curricula (Belcastro, 1987; Colangelo & Davis,
1997). Vaughn, Feldhusen and Asher (1991) concluded that these programs typically
have a positive effect on achievement, creativity, and thinking skills. Additional
advantages include bringing gifted and talented students together for social interaction
and if the program has a well-planned, challenging, and integrated curriculum, offering
gifted children good opportunities for developing higher level skills (Reis, 1993).

At the elementary level, part-time special classes are often ability tracked
academic ones. For example, a school may provide a high math or reading class in which
students with superior academic talent in one area are grouped for that academic subject.
These classes are most prevalent in the intermediate elementary grades.

Although somewhat rare at the elementary school, gifted students can also be
served through special interest groups or clubs. Often these clubs meet before or after
school or on Saturday. By meeting outside of school time, clubs avoid some of the
disadvantages of pull-out services, but they incur other disadvantages such as the need for
students to find their own transportation. These clubs also have to compete with other
after school activities such as music lessons, scouts, and sports activities (Colangelo &

Davis, 1997).
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Ability Grouping

The grouping of student by ability is one of the oldest and most controversial
issues in elementary education and especially in gifted education. Ability grouping is
defined as placing students of similar academic ability in the same group for instruction.
Ability grouping can be within a single classroom, across one grade level, or even across
many grade levels. These groups can be permanent or temporary, with students being
grouped and regrouped as instructional needs change. Permanent across grade level
ability grouping is also often referred to as tracking. In theory, ability grouping increases
student achievement by reducing the range of ability levels in an instructional group.
Thus a teacher can provide instruction that is neither too easy nor too hard for most
students (Allen, 1991; Coleman, 1995; Gentry, 1999).

In the past several years, a sweeping reform movement has been underway to
eliminate ability grouping for all students at both ends of the ability spectrum. For gifted
students, this reform movement has often involved not only abolishing accelerated
classes or special classes for the gifted, but sometimes entire gifted programs including
the gifted education specialist. Many of those in gifted education believe that eliminating
ability grouping is not in the best interest of gifted children (Allen, 1991

In the anti-ability grouping literature, the most common target is between-class
grouping or tracking. Oakes (1985) and Sapon-Shevin (1994a) argue these three core
points:

1. Tracking is ineffective for all students, but especially for lower ability

students. Students in slow tracks learn less and lose motivation
and self-esteem
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2. Tracking is discriminatory and racist because too many minority children are
in slow tracks. Thus tracking promotes reduced contact between the races; a
type of segregation

3. Tracking is fundamentally unfair. It is simply wrong to deny access to deeper
academic content and opportunities based on ability

It is not surprising that the American public, wrestling with the ideals of excellence and
equity, finds the above arguments compelling.

Many gifted education specialists, however, believe that gifted education and
gifted students will suffer academically without the use of some type of grouping
practice. Cluster grouping is a commonly recommended programming option for gifted
and talented students (Coleman, 1995; Davis and Rimm, 1997, Hoover; Sayler, &
Feldhusen,1993; Winebrenner & Devlin, 1992; Rogers, 1993; Gentry, 1999). Cluster
grouping is the practice of placing a group of three to ten identified gifted or high ability
students in a mixed ability classroom. Hoover et al. (1993) conducted a survey assessing
the perceptions of elementary teachers who were teaching cluster grouped classrooms
about their implementation of cluster grouping, the types of activities used with cluster
students, and the effectiveness of cluster grouping. This survey collected data from 22
districts and responses from 96 teachers. Hoover et al. (1993) found that teachers
believed cluster grouping benefited both gifted and non-gifted students. The most often
mentioned benefits of cluster grouping included:

1. Other children benefit by having gifted students remain in the regular
classroom

2. Fulfills the special needs of gifted students
3. Allows for the presentation of high level or accelerated materials

4. Provides challenges to the gifted student (p. 14)

15



Hoover et al. (1993) also found that teachers frequently mentioned the following four
drawbacks to cluster grouping:

1. Non-cluster grouped classrooms lose all the good students

2. Workload is increased for the cluster teacher

3. Resources to make cluster grouping work well are lacking

4. Teachers already do a good job so special grouping is not needed

Another study of cluster grouping was conducted by Gentry in 1999. Her three-
year longitudinal study investigated the effects of cluster grouping on student
achievement and the identification of students as high achieving. Gentry reviewed the
achievement data of 199 students who were cluster grouped from second through fifth
grade. She then compared these data with student data from a school that was similar in
terms of geographic region, socioeconomic status, and ethnicity, but that had never
implemented cluster grouping. Her results suggested that cluster grouping used in
conjunction with challenging instruction and high teacher expectations may improve how
teachers view students with respect to ability and achievement. Furthermore, with the
highest achieving students grouped in one classroom, teachers in other classrooms may
have opportunities to recognize the talents and achievements of other students (Gentry,
1999). These findings were contrary to the view that grouping somehow damages the low
achieving student (Oakes, 1985; Sapon-Shevin, 1994a; Wheelock, 1992). Gentry (1999)
went on to conclude that:

A cluster grouping program that places students into classrooms on the basis of

achievement and flexibly groups and regroups the students as needed for

instruction (based on interests and needs) can provide appropriately challenging
learning experiences for all students. (p. 21)
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She cautioned, however, that:
Because cluster grouping places the highest achieving students in one classroom
and affects the composition of all other classrooms, it affects all students and
teachers in a school. Therefore, cluster grouping should not be viewed as only a
program for gifted students, but as a total school program. Through staff
development, flexible placement and grouping integrated with the regular school
structure, cluster grouping offers a means by which instruction and achievement
may be improved. (p. 23)
Renzulli (1995) called grouping “the single biggest issue in gifted education.” As
gifted educators investigate new models for providing services to gifted students, many
have looked to the field of special education. Of particular interest have been the

practices associated with the inclusion of students with disabilities in general education

classrooms.

Inclusion of Students With Disabilities

Inclusion as a programming option for gifted students has its roots in special
education practices. More has been written about inclusion in special education than in
gifted education. However, educators in the field of gifted education can learn from the
history of and rationale for merging special education and general education through the
inclusion model of service delivery.

With the passage of Public Law 94-142, the Education for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975, the inclusion of students with disabilities in the general education
classroom required consultation and collaboration between the special educator and the
general educator to create a continuum of education options for the student. These
options ranged from being included full-time in the general education classroom with the

support of a specialist, to being served full-time in a self-contained setting.
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The current practice of integrating children with disabilities into general education
classrooms, following the enactment of Public Law 94-142, has had a significant impact
on the traditional roles and responsibilities of special and general education teachers.
Previously, special and general educators were viewed as serving two distinctly different
populations of children. A specialist taught students identified as having educational or
physical disabilities, whereas children without an identified disability received instruction
from a general education teacher. These professionals typically established their own
territories and languages, making communication difficult (Reppucci & Saunders, 1974).
One of the main tenets of the full-inclusion movement (Stainback & Stainback, 1996;
Villa & Thousand, 1992) has been that all teachers must be prepared with the skills,
attitudes, and enthusiasm necessary to work with diverse learners within a common
classroom setting. This tenet has implication for the education of gifted students as many
students are now being educated in heterogeneous classrooms; sometimes with support

from an enrichment resource teacher.

Gifted Education and Inclusion
The field of gifted education, a subset of special education, has also set itself apart
from general education by the creation of gifted resource rooms, self-contained gifted
classrooms, and separate gifted magnet schools. Gifted education has specially trained
teachers, its own supervisory staff, and in Illinois limited special state funding. Congress
and the courts have not created and passed legislation to support gifted programs to the
same extent as they have special education programs. Most states, however, have some

form of mandate to identify and/or provide services to identified gifted students. At the
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national level, funds have been set aside for research in the field of gifted education (i.e.
Javits Grants from the National Research Center, United States Department of
Education).

Even without a federal mandate to serve identified gifted students, classroom
teachers, in growing numbers, are learning more about the special needs of their gifted
students (Burns, 1985). Yet even with the desire to provide a more challenging learning
environment for gifted students, large class loads, professional responsibilities, and
limited time often make major curriculum changes difficult or impossible (Benson, 1996;
Burns, 1985). Without some form of differentiated classroom experiences, gifted students
may be forced to participate in large group activities that are repetitive and unchallenging
(Burns, 1985).

Using the theme of equity, some researchers have promoted the idea of putting an
end to any kind of pull-out programming for identified gifted students (Lipton, 1992;
Oakes, 1985; Sapon-Shevin, 1994a). According to Sapon-Shevin (1994a) one of the most
basic human desires was the pull toward closeness, to feel connected to others. She
believed that both children and adults experience this desire and that successful
classrooms need to become a community of learners. One of the most important
characteristics of a classroom community was its inclusiveness (Sapon-Shevin, 1994a).
She maintained that having identified gifted learners leave the classroom to receive
lessons appropriate to their learning needs would disrupt this feeﬁng of community
(Sapon-Shevin, 1994b).

From one teacher’s perspective (Benson, 1996), including gifted students in the

general education classroom is not a good option. Benson stated, “the present day
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realities of the average classroom do not offer the ideal situation in which to implement
the inclusion policy” (p. 3). The theory behind the use of inclusion for gifted students,
according to Benson (1996) is impractical for the real world classroom.

From one parent’s point of view (Martin, 1996), the idea of including gifted
students in the general education classroom is not viewed as positive. Martin (1996) is
concerned that inclusion would mean “dumping gifted children into a general education
classroom and expecting all their needs to be met in a highly heterogeneous setting” (p.
3). This parent’s experience with expecting gifted students to be served in the general
education classroom was described as a disaster. “To parents it looked like a watering
down of curriculum” (Martin, 1996, p. 4). In contrast to Shevin’s (1994a) view of
equality for all students and the creation of a classroom community, Martin (1996)
suggested that the biggest problem parents face when arguing against inclusion is that
their requests are portrayed as anti-democratic.

Other arguments against including gifted students in the general education
classrooms revolve around surveys and observations conducted by the National Research
Center on the Gifted and Talented (Archambault, Westberg, Brown, Hallmark, Emmons,
& Zhang, 1993). Proponents of inclusion assert that children’s individual needs can still
be met with skillful teaching, but these surveys and observations indicated that this was
not happening. Archambault et al. (1993) conducted a stratified random sampling of 3993
third and fourth grade teachers working in public school settings and 980 third and fourth
grade teachers working in private schools. By using a survey instrument called the
Classrom Practices Questionnaire, background data were gathered on teachers, their

classrooms, and their schools districts as well as the teacher’s perceptions of their
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teaching behavior related to gifted and average students in their classes. Archambulat, et
al. (1993) found that general education teachers made only minor modifications of the
general education curriculum to meet the needs of gifted students. This finding held true
for teachers and classrooms in various regions of the United States as well classrooms in
rural, urban, and suburban settings. The most common modifications were to assign
students advanced readings, independent projects, enrichment worksheets or reports.

Surprisingly, the survey revealed that the general education modifications made
for gifted students were very similar whether the school had a formal gifted program or
not. Archambault et al. (1993) drew two conclusions from this: (a) “regular classroom
teachers in districts with formal gifted programs rely on the resource teacher of the gifted
to meet the needs of the gifted students and (b) resource teachers of the gifted have little
effect on what classroom teachers do to meet the needs of the gifted” (p. 6). Archambualt
et. al. (1993) concluded that perhaps individualized planning and instruction to a broad
range of abilities is just too much to ask of any one teacher. Also, many, if not most,
classroom teachers have neither the background, nor the experience to meet the needs of
gifted and talented students (Council of State Directors, 1987; Cox, Daniels, & Boston,
1985). Archambualt et al. (1993) ended their survey report by stating, “Clearly, further
discussion is needed about the role gifted specialists can play in improving the services
gifted students receive in the regular classroom” (p. 7).

It is interesting that many parents of students with disabilities and researchers in
special education support and even promote the inclusion of students with disabilities in
general education classrooms. Parents of gifted students and some researchers in gifted

education, however, feel that placing gifted students in the general education classroom
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without support may not be the best way to serve these students. It is important to note,
however, that very little research has been collected concerning the reactions of these
stakeholders to the services offered gifted students via a gifted service delivery model
that has, as its basis, consultation and collaboration.

Nevertheless, the model of serving gifted students in the general education
classroom, with the support of a enrichment resource teacher, is being used in several
individual districts throughout the nation. Instead of expecting classroom teachers to
serve identified gifted students in the general education classroom without any help, this
model offers the support of an enrichment resource teacher. The addition of this specialist
does not mean that special programs, such as pull-out resource programs, should be
eliminated; rather, gifted education specialists should include consultation and
collaboration with classroom teachers among their responsibilities (Archambault et al.,
1993). This model offers an additional way to serve gifted students as part of a continuum
of services.

Serving gifted students in the general education classroom through consultation
and collaboration is a reflection of the inclusion model that is now being advocated by
many in the field of special education. To serve special students, both gifted and those
with disabilities, in general education classrooms, requires collaborative consultations

between the general education teacher and the special or gifted education specialist.

Consultation and Collaboration

According to a study done by the National Center on Educational Restructuring

and Inclusion (NCERI), one factor for successful implementation of inclusive education
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was collaboration (Thousand & Vila, 1995). Unlike traditional models of consultation in
which the consultant prescribes solutions and imparts knowledge, a collaborative
consultation model does not presume that any one person has sufficient knowledge or
information to effectively develop and implement a solution (Keys et al., 1998). A
collaborative consultation model emphasizes teamwork and moves the consultant away
from the one-on-one expert style of interaction.

Different models of consultation have developed. The more traditional models
typically viewed the consultant as the expert who possessed the specialized knowledge
about the planned intervention. A consultant who worked collaboratively not only
contributed an understanding of the collaboration process but shared the expert function
in relation to a specific intervention. However, both the traditional and collaborative
models of consultation required the consultant to possess effective communication and
problem-solving skills (Keys et al., 1998). Intrapersonal attitudes that support
collaboration as an important group norm distinguish collaborative consultation from
more traditional consultative roles (Keys et al., 1998).

According to Friend and Cook (1996), a collaborative style of interaction has
several distinguishing features:

1. Collaboration is voluntary and requires parity among participants

2. Collaboration is based on mutual goals

3. Collaboration depends on shared responsibility for participation and
decision-making

4. Individuals who collaborate share their resources

5. Individuals who collaborate share accountability for outcomes
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In addition, Idol (1994) specified three essential areas of expertise for consultants
working to establish a collaborative process (a) an underlying knowledge base,

(b) communication and problem-solving skills that enhance the collaborative process
itself, and (c) intrapersonal attitudes supportive of a collaborative group process.

As consultation models were developed, used, and refined in the field of special
education, other areas in the educational arena began to become interested in the practice.
This is true of the field of gifted education. In fact, Dettmer (1993) stated that even
though discussions of consultation practices in the field of education for gifted students
has been minimal, the education of gifted students promises to be one of the most viable
fields for extensive use of collaborative consultation. Dettmer and Lane (1989), and Idol-
Maestas and Celentano (1986) recommended consultation practices to assist with the
learning needs of gifted and talented students.

Although collaboration and consultation among school personnel for the benefit
of students may seem a logical approach to take when planning programs for gifted
students, collaboration is not a strategy stressed to pre-service teachers or addressed via

staff development for veteran teachers

Resource Consultation Model in Gifted Education
A new service option for gifted students, which emphasizes resource consultation
and collaboration, is being promoted in gifted education literature (Landurm, 2001b;
Ward and Landrum, 1994; Kirschenbaum, Armstrong, & Landrum, 1999). Ward and
Landrum (1994) have developed one such gifted service delivery option entitled the

Resource Consultation Model. The model is based on the Consultation Service Delivery
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Model proposed by Curtis, Curtis, and Graden (1988) which emphasizes a problem-
solving process shared by all school personnel with the primary goal being to utilize
limited and expensive resources more effectively and efficiently to better serve students
(Pugach & Johnson, 1989). This three-tiered problem solving model was developed in the
context of special education and school psychology to overcome some of the problems
encountered with traditional referral and service delivery systems (Curtis et al., 1988). At
the first level of the model, all educators seek assistance from one another through
informal collaboration. At the second level, gifted education specialists and teachers
work collaboratively to solve problems, while the third level involves team collaboration
and group problem solving (Curtis et al., 1988).

Ward and Landrum (1994) have adapted the Curtis, Curtis, and Graden (1988)
model of resource consultation for use in gifted education. Level one activities primarily
involve collaboration between general education teachers in planning and implementing
modifications of the general education curriculum for gifted learners in their classrooms.
Related activities could include team teaching of shared gifted students, grade level
planning of differentiated learning activities for designated gifted students, inter/intra
grouping of students for instruction, and the demonstration of specialized instructional
strategies for one another. At level two of the model, gifted education specialists work
collaboratively with general education teachers to plan and implement differentiated
educational opportunities. This collaboration takes the form of a shared responsibility
between these two professionals to use their combined expertise to provide the most
appropriate education for identified gifted students. At this level, collaboration may

include joint planning of curriculum and instruction between the gifted education
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specialist and the classroom teacher, shared responsibility for assessing students’
progress, co-teaching, complimentary teaching, and demonstration teaching. Co-teaching
would involve the classroom teacher and the gifted education specialist teaching together
in the general education classroom. During complimentary teaching, the gifted education
specialist would provide, often in a resource setting, differentiated instruction of the
general education content for gifted learners. Demonstration teaching has the gifted
educational specialist demonstrating instructional techniques effective for gifted students
while teaching a lesson in the general education classroom. Through this experience the
classroom teacher may learn how to apply such strategies in other classroom activities.

Level three activities involve team problem solving of issues involving student
assessment and long-term differentiated curricular planning. At this level collaborators
might include general education teachers, gifted education specialists, counselors, school
psychologist, administrators, and/or other support personnel. Classroom consultation
activities such as psycho-social interventions, student assessment, and the
implementation of individualized education plans could be provided either in the general
education classroom, in the resource setting for gifted learners, or in the setting of other
support personnel.

Landrum (2001a) conducted a two year evaluative study of the implementation of
a pilot Resource Consultation Model. This study involved general educators and gifted
education specialists at 10 elementary schools in a large urban school district who used
consultation and collaboration to provide services to students identified as gifted. These

services were provided in both the general education classroom and the gifted resource
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room. Results indicated that this model was effective for providing differentiated
education to gifted learners and that it had a positive spill-over effect for all students.

By collecting data through monthly reports of consultation activities, Landrum
(2001a) found that classroom teachers implemented an average of 195 differentiated
lessons the first year of the pilot and 233 such lessons the second year. This was a stark
contrast to the 36 to72 differentiated lessons provided to gifted students through the
traditional once or twice a week pull-out service delivery model. Also, through pre and
post testing, she documented an enhanced academic performance for all students with
slightly more benefit to students who had been identified as gifted. Thus Landrum
concluded that although the frequency of differentiated lessons and the number of
participating students engaged in them was no guarantee of successful academic
performance, it did create the opportunity for enhanced academic rigor for all
participating students.

Finally, as a result of this evaluative study, Landrum (2001a) developed a list of
pitfalls to avoid when implementing a resource consultation gifted service delivery model
as well as a list of non-negotiable components of this model. Pitfalls mentioned that were
relevant to my study included a lack of role definition for both the classroom teacher and
the gifted education specialist, the absences of a framework within which to consult, and
little or no training in collaborative or consultative skills for all educators. Non-
negotiable components of this model included:

1. Flexible pacing of instruction
2. Flexible student grouping; including pull-out

3. Regularly scheduled planning time
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4. Voluntary participation

5. Staff development

6. Administrative support

7. Documentation of consultation activities

8. Low ratio of gifted education specialists to number of colleagues involved in
collaborative efforts.

9. Participation of gifted education specialists with expertise in the field

10. Continuation of support for direct services to gifted students by specialists
(Landrum, 2001a, p. 150)

I had the opportunity to discuss the origin of the Resource Consultation Model
with Dr. Mary Landrum. When asked why she based her model on the work of Curtis,
Curtis, and Graden, Dr. Landrum commented that “First, I am married to a professor of
special education and second, I was looking for a model that would maximize the use of
limited resources” (personal conversation, 2/03). She went on to explain that she was
particularly interested in this model because it focused on collaboration between general
education professionals and gifted education specialists as well as recognizing that the
most gifted students spend the majority of their school day in heterogeneous general
education classrooms.

Implementation of the Resource Consultation Model, however, does not eliminate
the need for specialized instructional services for gifted students or the need for a gifted
educational specialist. When and if districts adopt this new service delivery model, the
roles and responsibilities of the gifted education specialists will need to change, just as
the roles and responsibilities of special education teachers have changed with the advent

of inclusion (Donaldson, 1993; Renzulli and Purcell, 1996, Holcomb, 1993; Hertzog,
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1998; Landrum, 1999; Dettmer, Thurston, & Dyck, 2002; Landrum, 2001a; Landrum,
2001b; Landrum, 1998).

A recent study (Purcell & Leppien, 1998) investigated the collaborative
consultation efforts of teachers serving in the role of gifted education specialists and the
general education classroom teachers with whom they worked. They surveyed 289
enrichment specialists, classroom teachers, and administrators who had been purposefully
selected to take part in this study. They found that the roles and responsibilities of the
gifted education specialist had changed from primarily providing direct service to
students to providing both direct and indirect services. They also found that collaboration
depended upon highly developed interpersonal skills and that successful collaborative
relationships rested upon the match between the assumptions that each party held about
the other (Purcell & Leppien, 1998).

In 1993, Debuse and Shoemaker addressed the role of the teacher of the gifted
within the context of educational reform in Oregon. They concluded that the job of the
teacher of the gifted would move away from providing direct services to students to
providing more direct services to classroom teachers and thus indirect services to gifted
students. Like Debuse and Shoemaker (1993), Renzulli (1995) also concluded that the
role of the gifted education specialist was changing. He called the reconfigured role of
the specialist the “three-fifths solution”. Under his plan, gifted educational specialists
would spend 60% of their time providing direct services to students and 40% of their
time providing resource services to classroom teachers. Landrum (2001a), however,
recommended that a gifted specialist spend one third of his time in providing direct

services to gifted students and two-thirds in providing indirect services. Indirect services
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were defined as differentiated provisions especially for gifted learners that were
collaboratively planned, prepared and then delivered in the general education classroom.
Indirect services could include collaborative (co-planned) lessons, co-taught lessons, and
instructional follow up lessons. Indirect services could also include providing necessary
differentiated curricular materials to the regular classroom teacher or the pre-assessment
of students' mastery level in a content area. Direct services were provisions for gifted
learners that were the sole responsibility of the gifted education specialist. Direct services
included the development of new lessons, demonstration lesson implementation, pullout
lessons, and regular classroom observation.

One specific example of a Resource Consultation Model is the Catalyst Program
in North Carolina (Landrum, 1998; Landrum, 2001a). “The Catalyst Program promotes
resource consultation whereby two or more school staff members collaborate through a
sharing of expertise with the ultimate goal of serving students with diverse abilities for
whom they have some level of responsibility” (Landrum. 1998, p. 7). This, however, is
not the first successful program that called for serving gifted students in the general
classroom with collaborative and consultative support of a gifted education specialist.
Treffinger (1982) explored this model in the early 1980s. He noted that it is a simple fact
that gifted students are found in general education classrooms. These students have
special needs that may exceed the training, working conditions, and class loads of the
general education classroom teacher. He concluded “the job (of educating the gifted)
cannot be accomplished entirely in the general education program by the classroom
teacher” (Colon & Treffinger, 1980, p. 18). Because of this belief, Treffinger (1982)

helped to create programs for serving gifted students in the general education classroom
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that promoted consultation and collaboration between the general education classroom
teacher and the gifted education specialist.

Therefore, based on past suggestions and present successes, a few school districts
in Tllinois are experimenting with the Resource Consultation Model for delivering
services to students who have been identified as gifted. However, a clear delineation of
effective implementation strategies and essential components of this model are just now
being cited in gifted education literature. Landrum (2001b) contends that collaborative
and consultative activities in gifted education evolve around one or more of the following
areas: co-planning, co-teaching, provision of differentiated education opportunities,
linking gifted education and general education curricula, shared student assessment, and
gathering and distributing educational resources. Essentially, these activities involve the
gifted education specialist, classroom teachers, and other designated school support staff
member in the planning, implementation and assessment of instructional activities
designed to address the unique needs of gifted learners

Because gifted students spend a majority of their time in a general education
classroom setting, classroom teachers will be the primary service deliverers of whatever
gifted practices are adopted (Parke, 1989). Therefore, understanding classroom teachers’
perceptions of the Resource Consultation Model is important. It is also essential to obtain
information on any adaptations teachers are willing to make in their classrooms for
identified gifted students, as well as strategies for enhancing the ability of the gifted
education specialist and the general education classroom teacher to collaborate on ways

to meet the needs of identified gifted students. This data is necessary if professionals in
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the field of gifted education are to anticipate possible difficulties and prepare for
successful practices using the Resource Consultation Model.

With the exception of the work of Landrum (1994, 2001a, 2001b), the literature
does not provide a description of the factors that influence the use of this model. There is
no descriptive data highlighting the strengthens and challenges of this model, the factors
that affect resource consultation between the gifted education specialist and the general
education teacher, nor what forms of administrative support facilitate successful resource
consultation. By studying how this model is being used to provide services to gifted
elementary students in one district, the researcher will provide data on these gaps in the
literature. Others can then use this data to guide their efforts when attempting to

implement the Resource Consultation Model.
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CHAPTER 3
METHODS
This chapter reviews the research design including an overview of methodology,

context of the study, participants, observations, instruments, data collection, procedures
data analysis, trustworthiness, and limitations of the study. To answer the research
question “How does the Center School District use the Resource Consultation Model to
deliver services to its elementary students identified as gifted?” a single case study
research design was selected as the most appropriate method to provide a rich and robust
picture of the gifted service delivery model being used. Data was collected through
questionnaires to all general education teachers as well as in-depth interviews with gifted
education specialists, principals, central office administrators, and selected general
education teachers. Documents such as school handbooks, district website, parent
newsletters, reports to the superintendent, district surveys, the district’s Comprehensive
Gifted Plan, program descriptions, and other written material were analyzed to provide a

triangulation of data.

Research Design
The primary research question for this study was "How does the Center School
District use the Resource Consultation Model to deliver services to its elementary
students identified as gifted?" The research design I chose to answer this question was a
qualitative one using a descriptive, single-case case study. I chose this research design
because I was investigating, using multiple sources of data, a current program within a

school district. This was consistent with Yin’s (1994) recommendation of using a case
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study when investigating “a contemporary phenomenon within its real life context, when
the boundaries between phenomena and context are not clearly evident and in which
multiple sources of evidence are used” (p. 22). Merriam (1997) goes on to categorize case
studies in terms of the nature of the final report as either descriptive, interpretative, or
evaluative. My case study was a descriptive one in that it presented a detail account of the
phenomenon under study. I was interested in studying one program that was being

implemented in a specific school district.

Context of the Study

This study was conducted in the Center School District where in 2000 the
elementary schools implemented a Resource Consultation Model for delivering services
to gifted students in the general education classroom. The Center School District called
their implementation of this model, the Enrichment Cluster Program. A very small self-
contained gifted program is also part of the Center School District gifted service delivery
model. The Center School District is a large, quickly growing district, serving 5,700
pupils in grades K-8. It is located close to a major city and has a minimum of racial and
economic diversity. There are seven elementary schools; four serving grades K-3, two
serving grades 3-5, and one serving grades 2-5. The buildings vary in size from over four
hundred students to over eight hundred students. Each building has a building
administrator, and the four largest elementary schools each have an additional half-time
assistant principal. Gifted services for elementary students are delivered in two ways.

Each elementary building has an Enrichment Cluster Program for grades two through five
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and one building also has three self-contained enrichment classrooms; one each at third,
fourth, and fifth grades.

It is the Enrichment Cluster Program that makes use of the Resource Consultation
Model. Center School District staffs this model by allocating 5.5 enrichment resource
teaching positions which are filled by nine teachers. Two of these teachers work full time
while seven others work only part-time. These nine enrichment resource teachers provide
services to twenty-seven third through fifth grade classrooms.

The Center School District was an ideal site for this study. The district has had a
history of providing a very small, self-contained gifted program at the elementary
schools. It had only recently implemented the Resource Consultation Model to deliver
services to gifted students in the general education classroom. Thus the issues of program
implementation, as well as the actual data on service delivery could be explored.

To gain access to the Center School District, I first made contact with the assistant
superintendent for curriculum and instruction. After discussing with her the proposed
study including the research questions, the length of the study, the number of teachers
and buildings that might be involved in the study and gaining her tentative approval, I
then spoke with the assistant director of instructional services who is the direct supervisor
of the elementary gifted program. Once the assistant director of instructional services
approved the study, no other formal district approval was required. I then contacted the
principal of each elementary school and discussed the purpose of the study, the length of
time access would be required, how many staff members would be involved, and other
requirements of the study. It was at this time that specifics as to questionnaire distribution

and collection as well as interview scheduling were negotiated. During my discussions
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with the principals, I emphasized that this was to be a descriptive case study, not an
evaluative one. Furthermore, I assured them that at all times the confidentiality of the
participants would be preserved.

Since in a case study, it is imperative to gain the cooperation of the people
involved in the case, I chose the time boundaries of October through June for gathering
information from principals, classroom teachers and gifted education specialists. This
allowed classroom teachers and other school personnel to settle into the school year
before having to allocate time to filling out questionnaires or participating in interviews
and thus they were more open to participating in the study.

These proposed strategies were consistent with the ones Glesne and Peshkin
(1992) suggest. They recommended that the researcher first make contact with the
school’s “gatekeepers,” or “the person or persons who must give their consent before you
may enter a research setting, and with whom you must negotiate the conditions of access”
(p. 33). They further advised that discussions between the researcher and district
administrators cover such topics as the purpose of the study; the probable length of time
the researcher will need access to the building, how many staff members may be

involved, as well as issues of anonymity and confidentiality.

Participants
In this study, I gathered data pertaining to the implementation of the Enrichment
Cluster Program in grades three, four, and five at Center School District’s seven
elementary buildings. I was able to interview each principal and enrichment resource

teacher as well as the superintendent, assistant superintendent, and the associate director
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of instructional services. I also conducted observations in five of these seven buildings.
Table 1 is a summary of the demographic information for Center School District’s seven
elementary buildings. Table 9 details the number of sections of each grade level in each
school as well as the number of students in each cluster classroom.

I also distributed a total of 75 questionnaires; one to every third, fourth, and fifth
grade classroom teacher in Center School District. Of these 75 questionnaires, 27 went to
teachers who currently had an enrichment cluster and 48 went to teachers who did not
currently have an enrichment cluster. Out of the 75 questionnaires distributed, 57 were
returned. Twenty-four of the 27 enrichment resource teacher questionnaires were
returned for a return rate of 89%. However, only 33 of the 48 non-cluster teachers

returned their questionnaires for a return rate of 69%.

Observations

One data source was classroom visits. After gaining permission from each
principal and enrichment resource teacher, I arranged to observe both push-in and pull-
out lessons. Over the course of five months, I was able to observe four push-in classes
and 11 pull-out classes for a total of 10 hours and 15 minutes of observation. For the pull-
out classes, I was able to observe five different enrichment resource teachers working in
five different buildings with 11 different groups of students. For the push-in classes, 1
observed three different teachers in three different schools working with four different
classrooms. For each visit, I took notes, making sure that I documented conversations
between the enrichment resource teacher, the cluster classroom teacher, and the students

as well as the classroom activity. I also noted differentiation tasks in each classroom
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which had been mentioned by the enrichment resource teacher or administrator such as
thinking boards, learning centers, and enrichment games and activities. I transcribed my
notes within a day of returning from Center School District so that I was sure to capture
an accurate picture of what I saw. In most instances, I was able to talk to the enrichment
resource teacher before the lesson as well as after the lesson so I could get further
clarification as to the purpose of the lesson, the curricular goals, and other insights.
During the four push-in lessons, I was not able to interact much with the classroom
teacher, but did note what she was doing during the instruction and her interactions with
students and the enrichment resource teacher while the enrichment resource teacher was
in the classroom. These observations lasted between twenty and forty-five minutes. Table
2 is a summary of these observations.

Table 2

Classroom Observations

Location of observation Type of lesson
School Grade Pull-out  Push-in No. of minutes
D third X 20
M fourth X 45
M fourth X 45
M fourth X 45
(0] third X 45
0) third X 35
(o) fourth X 45
0 fifth X 45
R third X 40
N third X 45

(table continues)
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Table 2 (continued)

Location of observation Type of lesson
School Grade Pull-out  Push-in No. of minutes

N fifth X 20
D third X 45
o) third X 45
0] fifth X 5*
N fourth X 45
N fourth X 45

Total 615

2Classroom teacher had changed schedule and had not notified the enrichment resource
teacher so push-in lesson had to be rescheduled.

Instruments

In this case study, I was interested in the perceptions of classroom teachers,
enrichment resource teacher, and administrators concerning the implementation of the
Center School District’s Enrichment Cluster Program. Therefore, interviews were the
major data collection strategy. Interviews were chosen because, according to Taylor and
Bogden (1998), the primary strength of the interview is the process of “learning
about what is important in the minds of the informants: their meanings, perspectives, and
definitions; how they view, categorize, and experience the worlds” (p. 88). By learning
what is important to the respondents, the researcher is able to interpret how the

respondents interpret their world.
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In developing my interview protocol, I organized my interview questions around
my research questions. For example, one of my research questions dealt with the
strengths and challenges of the Enrichment Cluster Program. I decided that, for ease of
coding and also for a focused response from my interviewees, this needed to be asked in
two parts. Therefore one question became “What do you see as the major strengths of the
Enrichment Cluster Program?” while the next question asked “What do you see as the
major challenges of the Enrichment Cluster Program? Since this district also had three
enrichment self-contained classrooms, I asked participants their perception of the
strengths and challenges of the Enrichment Self-Contained Program even though this was
not the program I was using for my study. Furthermore, because I wanted to put the
interviewee at ease, I began each interview with “Tell me a little about the Enrichment
Cluster Program in your school.” This way I could ask questions and interact informally
with the interviewee before I began my formal interview protocol.

I piloted my interview protocols with two teachers that had an enrichment
resource position in a different school district as well as two principals who had a type of
enrichment cluster program in their schools. Some of the questions had to be modified for
the pilot since several questions were unique to the Center School District’s Enrichment
Cluster Program.

Data were also collected through the use of questionnaires. To develop the
questionnaire, I first decided what topics I was interested in related to my research
questions. I knew that iwas interested in the perceptions of classroom teachers as related
to the role of the enrichment resource teacher, joint planning time between the

enrichment resource teacher and the classroom cluster teacher, the overall
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implementation of the Enrichment Resource Program, and identification procedures.
Statements were designed that would address these topics. Teachers responded using a
four point Likert scale of completely agree, mostly agree, mostly disagree, and
completely disagree. Because I wanted to give teachers a chance to provide additional
information, I included a comment line after each statement.

For each teacher, I also wanted to gather demographic information such as years
of experience, highest degree held and the number of years, if any, that he had taught an
enrichment cluster classroom. A final question asked if he would be willing to participate
in a short phone interview. I included this question because this was a way to gather a
pool of classroom teachers to interview. I was also careful to keep the questionnaire to
one page, front and back, with all demographic information on one side and all questions

on the other.

Document Collection

Document collection was used as another data source. Documents collected included
brochures describing the program, district web site information, state report card, two
end-of-the-year program summaries, as well as six parent-student-teacher surveys
conducted over three years. Another rich source of data were the monthly newsletters that
each enrichment resource teacher sent to the parents of the identified students with which
she worked. Each newsletter described in detail the specific push-in and pull-out
activities in which students had participated. Table 3 summarizes the number and types of

documents collected.
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Table 3

Documents Collected

Documents collected Number of pages
Monthly parent newsletters prepared by 72
six enrichment resource teachers in six
buildings from Sept. through Feb.
District brochures explaining the gifted 5
program
District Comprehensive Gifted Plan 53
District “Key Facts” brochure 7
District information provided on web site 44
Iilinois School Report Card 8
School handbooks 90
Fall 2000 Report to the Superintendent including district 72
survey data from parents, students, and cluster teachers
March 2001 Report to the Superintendent including district 52
survey data from parents, students, cluster teachers, and
administrators
June 2001 Report to the Superintendent including district 15
survey data from parents, students, and cluster teachers
Spring 2002 district survey data from parents, students, 13
and cluster teachers
February 2003 district survey data from parents, students, 27
and cluster teachers
Total 443
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Data were collected through field notes, classroom observations, personal
interviews, document review, and questionnaires. Table 4 is a summary of these various

data collection methods.

Table 4

Types and Amount of Data Collected

Data type Number of pages
Field notes 14
Classroom observations 21
Interview transcripts 130
Center School District documents 443
Questionnaires 75
Total 683
Procedures

I gathered data through questionnaires, in-depth interviews, classroom
observations, and document analysis. Questionnaires, along with a cover letter explaining
the purpose of the study, were distributed to all third through fifth grade general
education teachers at each of the seven elementary schools in the Center School District.
Using school directories, I first made a list of all third, fourth, and fifth grade teachers in

each school. T assigned a three part code to each questionnaire. This code identified each
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questionnaire as to building, grade level, and teacher. For example, on questionnaire
M29Z, the letter M represented the school, 29 indicated the specific teacher, and Z
specified the grade level. With the help of each school’s secretary, every third through
fifth grade teacher received a personalized envelope that included a cover letter, the
questionnaire, and a return envelope with the return date and return instructions
highlighted. During second and third weeks of January, 2003, questionnaires were
distributed on a Tuesday and teachers were asked to return them to the school office by
Friday.

Also, over a period of six months, I conducted a total of 16 in-depth interviews.
This included interviewing every building principal and each enrichment resource teacher
as well as the superintendent and the assistant superintendent. These interviews followed
an interview protocol and varied in length from forty minutes to over ninety minutes.
Time constraints as to other appointments as well as the communication style of the
administrator accounted for the differences in interview time. Each interview was tape
recorded and transcribed. In addition, I interviewed the assistant director of instructional
services three times; once at the very beginning of the study, again toward the end of the
study , and finally, at the very end of the study. I also conducted five shorter phone
interviews. Three were with general education teachers who had enrichment clusters in
their classrooms and two were with teachers who had never had enrichment cluster
students. In discussing these interviews consistent pseudonyms were used for the
interviewees as well as for their school buildings. I began interviewing in October, 2002,
and finished ,except for some follow up interviews with the associate director of

instructional services, by April 1, 2003.
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Data were also collected using questionnaires distributed to all third through fifth
grade general education teachers. On these questionnaires, teachers were asked if they
would be willing to participate in a short interview designed to gather more in-depth
information concerning the Enrichment Cluster Program. A total of 14 teachers agreed to
be interviewed. Ten of those teachers currently had cluster students while four did not.
The teachers who agreed to be interviewed were evenly distributed between five
buildings. The two buildings which were not represented had very few teachers that
received questionnaires. At one school only two teachers received questionnaires while at
the other school, only three teachers received questionnaires. From the teachers who
agreed to be interviewed, five teachers from different schools were chosen; three who had
enrichment cluster students and two who had not had enrichment cluster students. These
interviews were conducted over the phone and lasted for an average of ten minutes. They
were tape recorded and transcribed which yielded six pages on interview data.

Finally, an analysis was made of school documents that were relevant to the
district's delivery of services to its elementary students identified as gifted. I reviewed
three years of teacher, student, and parent survey data related to the Enrichment Cluster
Program, four monthly issues of the Enrichment Cluster Parent Newsletter from each of
the seven buildings, as well as two end of the year Enrichment Cluster Program summary
reports prepared for the Center School District School Board. I also reviewed the
District’s Comprehensive Gifted Plan, school handbooks, informational brochures, and
web site.

The data collection approach of using questionnaires, interviews, and document

analysis lent credibility to the case study design by providing for the triangulation of data.
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Both Yin (1994) and Stake (1995) state that a single source of evidence may be a
limitation to a case study and that a better case study relies upon a wide variety of
sources. They contend that while the data collection strategies of observation,
interviewing, and document analysis are not especially unique to qualitative work, the
multiple opportunities to combine these strategies and thus to triangulate data is what
contributes to the distinctive qualitative approach (Yin, 1994; Stake, 1995).

Table 5

Timeline for Data Collection

Method of data collection When
Interviews October, 2002-May, 2003
Classroom observations October, 2002-April, 2003
Questionnaires March, 2002-April, 2003
Document collection October, 2002-March, 2003
Data Analysis

In this case study, data analysis was ongoing as questionnaires, interviews, and
document collection was carried out. This was consistent with what many authors
advocate for data analysis in qualitative research (Merriam, 1997; Marshall & Rossman,
1999; Glesne and Peskin, 1992). Merriam (1997) explained that: “One does not know
whom to interview, what to ask or where to look next without analyzing data as they are

collected” ( p. 123). By analyzing the documents collected in combination with
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questionnaires, interviews, and classroom observations, I was able to triangulate the data
collected and thus increase the trustworthiness of the research.

Many authors advocated combining document analysis with interviewing when
considering data collection strategies (Yin, 1994; Glesne and Peshkin, 1992; Merriam,
1997; Stake, 1995). Glesne and Peshkin (1992) noted “documents corroborate your
observations and interviews and thus make your findings more trustworthy. They also
provide you with historical, demographic, and sometimes personal information that is
unavailable from other sources” (p. 52). When analyzing data, I used the following codes
for different enrichment or differentiated activities:

1. Literature discussions

2. Curriculum compacting

3. Research groups

4. Flexible groups

5. Learning centers

6. Individual contracts

7. Tiered assignments

8. Higher level questioning

9. Alternative assignments

10. Accelerated Reader ™
11. Technology assisted engage learning
12. Scientific inquiry

13. Math problem solving and reasoning
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These particular codes were chosen because they were listed as possible means of
differentiation on the district’s web site as well as in the district’s Enrichment Cluster
Program Brochure and the Gifted Comprehensive Plan. I used these codes across all data
sources; interviews, documents, and observations. I further coded these data sources as to
whether the activity was occurring at home, in a push-in lesson, or pull-out lesson as well
as whether or not the content of the activity was part of the general education curriculum.
To determine general education content, I used the curriculum published on the district
web site as well as the enrichment curriculum documented in the district’s
Comprehensive Gifted Plan. I further checked my analysis with an enrichment resource
teacher at each grade level.

Once data was collected, it had to be organized in some way. Rist (1982)
suggested seven possible analytic frameworks for qualitative data organization and from
those I chose to use key themes as the framework around which to focus my data. As1
analyzed each piece of data whether it was an interview, a document, of a survey, a
questionnaire, or a document, I first tried to organize statements around themes. Some of
these themes were predetermined in that they directly related to my research questions.
An example of this would be strengths of the Enrichment Cluster Classroom and
perceptions of the principal role in implementation. Other codes, such as identification
and use of push-in and pull-out time emerged from the data. After coding the interviews
by these general themes, I then sub-coded them by themes within these general themes. I
followed the same procedure with data from other documents such as questionnaire,
district surveys and individual enrichment resource teacher newsletters. 1 then compiled

the data for one theme from all sources into a single coding sheet data display.
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Appendix C is a sample coding sheet data display for the theme of identification while
Appendix D is a sample coding sheet data display for principal roles and responsibilities.
(A complete set of coding sheets is available from the researcher.) I also kept a list of
questions I needed to clarify and interesting comments. The major themes that were
coded included:

1. Strengths of Enrichment Cluster Program

2. Challenges of the Enrichment Cluster Program

3. Differentiation of instruction

4. Identification and cluster grouping

5. Push-in and pull-out service delivery setting

6. Administrative support

7. Teacher roles

8. Barriers to collaboration
These themes were used to address each research questions, but each theme was not

present for each question.

Trustworthiness
In qualitative studies, the term used to denote the soundness or rigor of the
research is trustworthiness (Lincoln & Guba, 1985). To enhance the trustworthiness of

this study, I used triangulation of both data sources and data collection methods, member

checks, and peer reviews.
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Triangulation

Trustworthiness was addressed during the data collection phase by using multiple
methods and multiple sources of data collection to investigate the research questions.
Data sources included administrators, cluster classroom teachers, non-cluster classroom
teachers, enrichment resource teachers, parents of enrichment cluster students, and
written documents describing the Enrichment Cluster Program. Data collection methods
included document analysis, in-depth interviews, and classroom observations. For
example, during personal interviews, many enrichment resource teachers indicated that
identification of students for the Enrichment Cluster Program was a concern. When
reviewing my interviews with principals, I found that many of them also commented on
the challenge of identifying the right students for this program. Furthermore, the
challenge of identification was also mentioned by the superintendent and the assistant
director of student services. I then compared the data gathered from these various
interviews with each other and with the responses relating to identification obtained from
classroom teachers on the classroom teacher questionnaire. Finally, I analyzed comments
relating to identification which were provided by teachers and parents on district surveys.
Thus I used multiple data sources and data collection methods in gathering information
concerning the identification of students for the Enrichment Cluster Program.
Member Checks

During the data analysis phase, I had four key informants i.e. the assistant director
of instructional services, one principal, and two enrichment resource teachers review
draft sections of my work. They were very helpful in adding insight to seeming

contradictions as well as helping me to look at my data from their different perspectives.
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The assistant director of instructional services was particularly helpful and met with me
formally three times and also answered numerous e-mails and phone calls. The two
enrichment resource teachers were ones that I was able to visit multiple times over the
course of my data collections as I observed their classroom lessons in addition to their in-
depth interviews.
Peer Review

To check the consistency of my coding, I had a peer who was familiar with
differentiating instruction independently code one-third of my newsletters and
observation field notes. I then checked to see that our coding was congruent and clarified
the definition of the activity for any coding on which we differed. After I organized my
data around my research questions and looked for further themes, I then asked her for

feedback on the organization of these themes within themes.

Acknowledging Bias

Although I had no previous connection with the Center School District nor any of
it's employees, I have been involved with the education of gifted students for over 20
years and currently supervise my district's gifted program which has been based upon the
Resource Consultation Model. Thus I do have a bias for the cluster grouping of gifted
students in general education classrooms and the use of collaboration between the general
education teacher and the enrichment resource teacher to provide the gifted student with
curriculum modifications provided both within and outside of the general education
setting. As I interviewed Center School District personnel about their gifted programs, I

was very careful to ask open ended questions and concentrated on listening much more
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than talking. T was particularly careful to be neutral when discussing the self-contained
enrichment program since I personally am not supportive of such programs. I did find
almost every one I interviewed to be very open and candid about their perceptions of the
Enrichment Cluster Program and I tried to be careful not to influence their comments by

my body language or verbal comments.

Limitations of the Study

Although I was able to conduct complete interviews with every enrichment
resource teacher and administrator, I was not able to interview many classroom teachers;
especially those who had not had cluster students. Although many teachers who had not
had an enrichment cluster returned my questionnaire, most stated, for at least some of the
questions, that they had no direct knowledge of how the program operated and thus did
not feel they could answer the question accurately. The voices of enrichment cluster
teachers were primarily heard through their responses to the district surveys or the
classroom teacher questionnaire. The number of classroom observations was also
impacted by the length of the data collection phase. Due to scheduling issues, (irregular
scheduling of push-in classes, enrichment resource teachers working only part-time, and
my own schedule) a limited number of push-in classes were observed. On the other hand,
some of these observations were pre-planned while others were not scheduled in advance.
Thus I believe I saw typical lessons; not lessons specially designed for an observer.

Another limitation of the study involved my use of survey and questionnaire data.
As with all questionnaire or survey data, the people who choose to respond to the

questions may not be typical of the entire population. For example, a smaller percentage
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of non-cluster classroom teachers responded to the questionnaire and in turn agreed to be
interviewed than teachers who had enrichment cluster students. Also, although there were
five different sources of parental and student data, which was collected over two years,
only parents of students who were in the enrichment cluster program as well as only
students and teachers who were in the enrichment cluster program participated in the
district’s internal surveys.

The recent implementation of this program within the district is a final limitation
of the study. The Enrichment Cluster Program had only been in place for two school
years before I began to collect data. Thus some of my findings might be related to the

newness of the program rather than inherent in the program design.
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CHAPTER 4
FINDINGS
In this chapter findings are discussed in relation to my four research questions:

(a) How does the Center School District use the Resource Consultation Model to deliver
services to its elementary students identified as gifted? (b) What are the strengths and
challenges of the Enrichment Cluster Program as perceived by general education
teachers, enrichment resource teachers, administrators, and parents? (c) What factors
influence effective collaborative relationships between the enrichment resource teacher
and the cluster classroom teacher? and (d) What forms of administrative support facilitate
the successful implementation of the Enrichment Cluster Program? Data from classroom
teacher questionnaires will be presented first. Then data from interviews, classroom
visits, monthly parent newsletters, and district documents related to the Enrichment
Cluster Program, which was organized around major themes that emerged, will be given.

Issues raised by these findings will be discussed in Chapter 5.

Questionnaire Data
A total of 75 questionnaires were distributed to all third through fifth grade
general education teachers in Center School District. Of the 75 questionnaires distributed,
57 or 76% were returned. On further analysis, 89% or 24 of the 27 questionnaires
distributed to teachers who currently had enrichment clusters were returned while of the
48 questionnaires distributed to teachers who currently did not have enrichment clusters,
33 or 69% were returned. Table 6 and Table 7 summarize the results of these

questionnaires. The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather data from cluster
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classroom teachers as well as teachers who had not had an enrichment cluster in their
classroom. Furthermore, the questionnaires were used to identify classroom teachers who
would be willing to participate in a short phone interview to gather more in-depth
information. Table 8 displays, by school, the questionnaire distribution and return rate for
non-cluster classroom teachers and cluster classroom teachers.

Table 8

Questionnaires Distributed and Returned

Questionnaires Non-cluster teachers Cluster teachers
School Distributed Returned Distributed Returned  Distributed Returned
M 29 24 20 16 9 8
N 21 17 15 12 6 5
0 15 8 9 3 6 5
P 2 2 1 1 1 1
R 3 2 0 0 3 2
S 3 3 2 2 1 1
Q 2 1 1 0 1 1

In reviewing the teacher responses related to the Enrichment Cluster Program, all
teachers surveyed agreed that identified students were provided with differentiated
activities, and that the enrichment resource teacher provided direct services to identified
students. Other areas of relative agreement were that the enrichment resource teacher
provided resource services to the cluster classroom teacher and that the Enrichment
Cluster Program was being implemented as described in the Enrichment Cluster Program
Brochure. Teachers who had previously had enrichment clusters had personal experience

on which to base their responses. Teachers who had never had cluster students, however,
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would have had to base their responses on observation, discussion, and district program
documentation.

Responses were varied to statement four: “The enrichment resource teacher
provides resource services to teachers who do not have enrichment clusters in their
classrooms.” Forty percent of the teachers without clusters agreed with this statement
while 44% of the teachers with clusters agreed. The statement, however, generated eight
additional comments which ranged from “She is very willing to share materials when
requested but she does not service other classrooms on a regular basis” to “Not at all.
There is no time. I don’t even know when they are available.” Seven of the comments
indicated that the enrichment resource teacher would or did provide services to teachers
who do not have enrichment clusters.

Although 66% of the teachers without enrichment clusters and 73% of the
teachers with enrichment clusters agreed with statement nine, “The process for
identifying students for the enrichment cluster program works well”, many respondents
provided additional comments. The majority of these 10 comments fell into two
categories. Teachers felt that either “There is a concern that students (especially in the
carly grades) are being over identified and thus diluting the level of students in the
program”, or “I have children who should have been included but were not.” Other
comments mentioned only once included: “Parent’s desire for their child to be in it is
taken too much into account”; “Teacher input would be beneficial”; and “Teacher input is

2

key.
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Research Question 1: How Does the Center School District Use the Resource
Consultation Model to Deliver Services to its Elementary Students Identified as Gifted?

In answering this question, I used data organized around the themes, of
identification and clustering of students, differentiation of instruction, and teacher role.
The data came from interviews with administrators, enrichment resource teachers, and
general education teachers. I also used the monthly newsletters that each enrichment
resource teacher prepared for the students in her program as well as district survey data,
and questionnaire data. A further source of data was my classroom observations.

The Enrichment Cluster Program combined both push-in and pull-out service
delivery models. Push-in services were those activities which were planned by the
enrichment resource teacher and took place in the general education classroom. Pull-out
services were activities that were planned by the enrichment resource teacher and
occurred outside of the general education classroom. Each primary (K-3) building was
allocated a half-time enrichment resource teacher, while depending upon their size; each
intermediate building was allocated 1 or 1.5 enrichment resource teachers. These teachers
were to collaborate with the cluster classroom teachers to coordinate differentiation
activities for the enrichment cluster students. The enrichment resource teachers also
provided direct services to identified enrichment cluster students. They accomplished this
by pulling identified students out of their general education classrooms for enrichment
activities, as well as pushing into the general education classroom and providing enriched
lessons for all students in the classroom. Although the exact number of push-in and pull-
out sessions differed depending upon the cluster classroom teacher, the enrichment
resource teacher, and the grade level, in general, students had two pull-out times each

week and one push-in time at least every other week.
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In attempting to answer the question: How does the Center School District use the
Resource Consultation Model to deliver services to its elementary students identified as
gifted? three major themes emerged from my analysis of interview, survey, and
document data. These themes will be the focus of this section:

1. Identification and clustering of students

2. Differentiation of instruction

3. Teacher role
Identification and Clustering of Students

During March all students in grades one through seven in the Center School
District were assessed using the California Achievement Test (CAT). Students were first
identified for the Enrichment Cluster Program at the end of first grade. Only students
whose scores fell within the local norm percentiles that contain the top ten percent of
students tested were considered for the enrichment cluster pool. Once this pool was
identified, teacher recommendations were sought. As Enrichment Resource Teacher
Gentry explained, “As a classroom teacher, you're given the kids that could possibly
qualify and from there the teachers say yes they would do well; or no they would not do
well” (10/02). After students had been recommended for the program, parents were
notified, and their permission was sought for placement.

Once a student was placed in the Enrichment Cluster Program, he remained in the
program until the end of fifth grade. A very few students, however, had been counseled
out of the program. This required a meeting of the enrichment resource teacher, the

cluster classroom teacher, and the student's parents. Furthermore, additional students

63



were identified for the Enrichment Cluster Program after each year's testing if their test
scores fell within the top ten percent of the local student norms for that year.

In addition, based upon the March CAT scores, students could be selected for the
Enrichment Self-Contained Program at the end of second grade. Those second grade
students whose scores fell within the local norm percentiles containing the top 3% of
students were placed in a pool for the Enrichment Self-Contained Program. Classroom
teachers also reviewed this pool of students and gave their recommendations before the
final selections were made. The Enrichment Self-Contained Program was limited to one
third, fourth, and fifth grade classroom of no more than thirty students each. It was
housed at one elementary school and qualifying students from other schools were bussed
to this location.

During the 2003 school year, 192 students participated in the Enrichment Cluster
Program with between 2 to 14 students placed in each cluster classroom. Although
identified enrichment students were clustered in all seven schools, the number of cluster
classrooms and students in each cluster classroom varied greatly. In School N two of the
nine fourth grade classrooms had enrichment clusters placed in them, with 14 identified
enrichment students in each cluster. When asked about this, Principal Dyer stated:

Having all 34 of them in two classes, the other classes miss having those little

sparks. So that again is a concern. I don’t think I will go again with numbers that

high. It was just a matter of teachers who were retiring and we had never had that
many in one grade level. Thirty four is a huge amount. We usually have around

16. And 34 was double of what I was use to and given that I had teachers that

hadn’t had the training, and I had other teachers who were retiring in fourth grade

this year, I just stayed with the two that I had. (10/02)

At the other extreme, School O had two third grade classrooms and four identified third

grade enrichment cluster students. When clustering these four students, two identified
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students were placed in each classroom. When discussing clustering students in general,
Principal Adams commented that:

You get to the point where you'd like to rotate it but here are three teachers that
have had all the training so it's hard to change it once it's been made. It's easier
if you don't have the numbers. This year in third grade I didn't have the numbers
so I was able to go down to two groups instead of three and that was OK. And
that's another issue, when you have three third grade classroom and 12
identified students. Well it would have been easy for me to go six and six and just
have two teachers, but here is poor Mrs. Jones. She's out there by herself and I
didn't like that perception. So we split it four, four and four. It was harder for the
cluster teacher then but for the public's perception, it looked better. And plus
you're skimming off all the top kids then too but what's left for poor Mrs. Jones.
There's no role models in there for her and for her kids. (10/02)

This is contrasted with Principal Hall’s comments:

So presently, we have, I think, 18 in second grade. So we have nine in one class
and nine in another. And the reason I put so many in one cluster, I mean that’s a
high cluster, nine, is because she is only here part time. And so to take more
advantage of her time spent here, it’s easier to get her in two classes than four or
even three for that matter. And then the third grade, there are four students

in there. So she has a small group in the third grade. So they are all in one third
grade. We only have three third grades as compared to seven second grades. They
are all in one classroom in third grade. (10/02)

In general, teachers and administrators commented that they preferred to have
between 5 and 11 students placed in any one general education classroom. As
Principal Adam’s stated:

We have three per grade level due to number of students identified which is
roughly in the 28-33 range per grade level. When we started this a few years ago,
it was like how many kids do we put in a classroom, But you know it was to be a
cluster, not half the classroom and I was not willing to go to the 12 to 13

range. I just wasn't. So we tried three classrooms as far as efficiency and giving
themn enough time with the resource teacher. If we start spreading that out more,
then that time gets spread out more. We have anywhere from 8 to 10ina
classroom. Sometimes it might end up being 11 if we have someone who moves
in and gets identified or if someone gets identified over the course of the year.
(10/02)
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It is interesting to note that, according to the associate director of instructional
services, as long as a school had students identified for the Enrichment Cluster Program,
that building had an enrichment cluster classroom. Furthermore, staffing allocations were
tied to the number of students that attend a building, not to the number of students
identified in each building.

Table 9 displays the composition of each school including the number of sections
for each grade, the number of sections that have enrichment clusters, and the number of
students in each enrichment cluster.

Table 9

Cluster Classrooms

Building Grade No. of No. of No. of students in
sections cluster sections each cluster section

M 3 3 3 5, 6,

M 4 9 3 10, 11, 13
M 5 10 3 10, 10, 10
N 3 3 2 3, 3
N 4 9 2 14, 14
N 5 9 2 8, 8
0] 3 2 2 2, 2
0 4 7 2 7, 8
O 5 6 2 13, 5
P 3 3 1 4
Q 3 2 1 4
R 3 3 3 4,4, 4
S 3 3 1 3

For students who did not meet the CAT cut-off score , or who met the cut-off
score but were not recommended by their classroom teacher, there was an alternative

admittance route. Other teachers and/or parents who wished to recommend students for
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the Enrichment Cluster Program could present data to a school panel. These data must
include work samples as well as six weeks of observation using the Kingore Observation
Checklist. Principal Meyer described the process this way:
Maybe the test scores are not high enough so we have a panel. The panel consists
of myself, the media specialist because she is involved with all these children, the
cluster (classroom) teacher, and the teacher of the cluster program. So then the
panel convenes and the teacher who has recommended the child, and we talk
about it. We gather information; there's a packet of information they're supposed
to bring with them and samples of work. Then we talk and decide amongst
ourselves.
So it's not just based on a strict standardized test score and teacher
recommendations. There are other avenues. In fact we looked back this year and
we had two children that we didn't think belonged in the program and one of those
children was identified by test scores. The other didn't have the cut off scores to
be in the program, but we recommended him by panel. Both of those, we still
have questions about. But the rest of the ones we put in by panel are doing very,
very well. So I look back and see what our record is. It's been pretty good. (2/03)
Using this alternative identification route, students could be admitted to the
Enrichment Cluster Program at any time during the year; although most were admitted at
the end of one year for placement the following year. To be admitted to the Self-
Contained Enrichment Program, students first had to meet the CAT cut-off score and then
be recommended by their classroom teacher. If however, a student did meet the test score
cut-off, but was not recommended by his teacher, another teacher or parent could request
a reconsideration of admittance using work samples and the Kingore Observation
Checklist. In addition, parents of students who were recommended for the self-contained
program could choose to leave their students in the Enrichment Cluster Program at their
current school instead of switching them to the one school where the self-contained

program was housed. At the end of the 2001-2002 school year, 31 second graders were

recommended for the Enrichment Self-Contained Program. Parents of only 18 children
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chose this option for third grade. The other 13 students remained in the Enrichment
Cluster Program in their neighborhood school.
Differentiation of Instruction

When asked to describe the Central District’s Enrichment Cluster Program, the
assistant superintendent used the words, “a high end differentiated instruction model”
(11/02). One of the major goals of the Enrichment Cluster Program was to « . . provide
students with opportunities to extend their thinking and knowledge in various subjects.
Students in the regular classroom will be assigned differentiated assignments and projects
when appropriate.” These opportunities for extending thinking and knowledge were
provided to the students in the Enrichment Cluster Program during push-in and pull-out
lessons as well as through structured (out of school) homework.

Table 10 summarizes the differentiated activities noted in the Central District
Enrichment Cluster Program Brochure that were also documented in newsletters,
observed during classroom visits, or mentioned in interviews.

Table 10

Differentiated Activities

Activity Newsletter” Push-in Pull-out Interview*
observation”® observation®
Literature discussion 20 1 1 5
Curriculum compacting 0 0 0 4
Research groups 11 0 2 5
Flexible grouping 2 2 2 3
Learning centers 8 5 1 3
Individual contracts 3 0 1 10
Tiered assignments 7 1 0 1

(table continues)
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Table 10 (continued)

Activity Newsletter Push-in Pull-out Interview”
observation® observation®

Differentiated products 3 0 0 9
Higher level questions 7 5 11 0
Alternative assignments 5 0 3 5
Independent projects 11 2 5 9
Accelerated Reader™ 0 0 0 4
Technology assisted 7 0 3 2
Scientific inquiry 2 0 2 5
Math problem solving 14 5 4 7

n=30."n=35n=11."n=22,

It was by reading the monthly parent newsletters that I discovered the most
comprehensive description of what opportunities were provided to students from
September 2002 through February 2003. Literature discussions using the series Junior
Great books was the activity mentioned most frequently. In third grade at School S and
School R, one Junior Great Book was read each month and discussed during pull-out
time. The activities which accompanied the reading included looking up vocabulary
words and using them in a short story, picking out the most important events in the story
and then putting them in order, debating whether or not the story should have ended the
way it did, and using vocabulary words in designing a poster to advertise the story.

The fourth grade enrichment cluster students at School N participated in a six month
study of Greek mythology as well as reading one Junior Great Book per quarter. During
the mythology study, according to Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans, they read
numerous myths, learned the characteristics of a myth, compared their own personal

heroes to well known heroes and then wrote a paragraph explaining what a hero was to
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them. They also kept a notebook listing each myth read, the important characters, and a
brief summary of the myth. In November, students voted on the one myth they would like
to rewrite and produce as a play. This activity was finished in February.

Within the study of literature in the cluster classroom, assignments for enrichment
students were often differentiated by including tiered assignments, differentiated
products, alternative assignments, and higher level questioning. In the following
summary of a fourth grade on-going literature push-in lesson at School M, Enrichment
Resource Teacher Bell explained in her newsletter how the study of the novel Top Secret
was differentiated for enrichment students by stating:

As you know, the students have just completed the novel Top Secret. Throughout

their reading of the story, some questions and activities were adapted to meet the

needs of the cluster students, as well as alternate work to encourage them to
stretch their minds a bit further.

All the students in Mrs. Sinclair’s class were asked to develop dictionaries to help

them keep track of new vocabulary learned throughout the novel. The enrichment

students went one step further in creating dictionaries that included synonyms for
the vocabulary as well as parts of speech. In addition, they used each new word
in a sentence to show that they could apply what they had learned.

Another way to meet the needs of all students is to offer leveled (tiered) choices.

Different writing activities were offered to the class as a homework assignment

Enrichment students were encouraged to choose the higher-level activity that

incorporated the scientific method that I had introduced to the class earlier using

gum drops.

As a culminating activity, the students were asked to complete a project

demonstrating their understanding of the story. It was a treat to listen to the

poetry readings and view the board games, art galleries, and dioramas. (9/02)
Another example of a differentiated product was School O’s fifth grade book talk
assignment. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry explained, all students in Mrs.

Gill’s classroom were given the assignment of giving a book talk to the class. Enrichment

students, however, had to prepare an audience participation section for their book talk as
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well as including some higher-level questions for the other students to answer at the end
of their presentation.

Math problem solving was another activity which was mentioned frequently in
newsletters and interviews as well as an activity which I observed in both push-in lessons
and pull-out lessons. In third grade at School N, Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans
conducted a math problem solving push-in lesson every Friday at the same time. These
lessons involved math games, learning the steps of problem solving as well as how to
explain your thinking process in writing. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans
explained in her newsletter:

During the month of September we have used our time to read and solve a

problem together. I work at the overhead, the students work on their copy at their

desks, and Mrs. Fitch (the cluster classroom teacher) circulates to assist. We will
continue this process during the course of the year with the problems getting

more difficult as time goes on. (10/02)

When I asked Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans to tell me a little more about this
activity, she explained that it was what the cluster classroom teacher wanted her to do to
help prepare third grade students for the math extended response questions on the Illinois
State Achievement Test.

Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp also taught math problem solving games to
third grade students both in push-in and pull-out settings. During push-in time in
September, she had students talk about and practice different problem-solving strategies.
This was to prepare enrichment cluster students, as well as any other student in the class
who wished, to use the challenging problem solving cards which would be a permanent

center in the classroom for the rest of the year. In October, students specifically practiced

using their critical thinking and problem solving skills by playing the game, High
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Number Toss. Using a die, students had to decide where to place numbers to create the
largest possible number in six rolls, as well as how to write and pronounce the number
they created.

I also observed one of Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp’s pull-out lessons in
which the focus was math problem solving. The content of the lesson revolved around a
multiplication game. The three third grade students had to determine if their card had any
number that could be multiplied by another number to equal the target number given by
the teacher. The lesson began with a quick review of multiplication facts as well as some
mental math, “I wonder if 5 x 8 is the same as something else?” Enrichment Resource
Teacher Kopp then explained how to play the game. After playing several rounds,
students then moved to a harder game in which they had two sets of numbers on each
card and they had to determine how to reach the target number. Enrichment Resource
Teacher Kopp continued to encourage the students by saying “Keep trying. Remember to
use different strategies. Try counting back.” At the end of the lesson, students were told
that their homework was to make up their own cards and target numbers. They would
then take these cards back to their classroom and teach their class how to play the game.

In addition, T observed Enrichment Teacher Bell conduct a fourth grade math
problem solving push-in lesson at School M. Students used grid paper and five unit-
squares to discover all 12 combinations of pentominoes. They then used their problem-
solving skills to figure out which pentominoes were used to create a number of pictures.
Finally, students were challenged to create a rectangle using all 12 pentominoes. This
was a very difficult task and it was interesting to note that some cluster students quickly

gave up on the task while other cluster and non-cluster students stuck with it until the end
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of the period. The pentominoes were left in the classroom and students could continue
trying to solve the rectangle puzzle during unstructured class time.

Calendar Challenge was an independent project that both Enrichment Resource
Teacher Kopp and Enrichment Resource Teacher Irwin assigned to all the third grade
enrichment cluster students in their four schools. Every month students received a
calendar which had a daily research question. Students were required to complete three of
these challenges in September with the number required increasing to six by January.
Then they were expected to share their research in some way such as a demonstration, a
poster, a chart, a song, or a picture. During my observation of Enrichment Resource
Teacher Irwin’s third grade pull-out lesson, I saw five students, two boys and three girls,
share their Calendar Challenge research. One student wrote a song and sang it to the tune
of Jesus Loves Me. Her song answered the question, “Who was Maria Tallchief?”
Another student drew a picture to answer the question “Who said ‘We have just begun to
fight’ and under what circumstances?” Enrichment Resource Teacher Irwin insisted that
students be able to explain how they found the answer to their challenge. If they did the
research on the internet, she wanted to know what terms they used to begin their search.
She further shared that the she thought this was a good, on-going assignment because
students had to talk in front of others and that would help them be successful. She also
thought that this activity was a good way to promote vocabulary development. ~ When
reviewing the enrichment opportunities summarized in Table 9, it was interesting to note
those activities that seem to occur often and those that seem to be used very little.
Opportunities for independent projects, math problem solving activities, learning centers,

and responding to higher level questions were very evident across all data sources.
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However, it is interesting to note that although curriculum compacting was mentioned in
four interviews, there was very little evidence of it in other data sources. In fact, in one of
the interviews, Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry said, “We don’t do a lot of
curriculum compacting. It is just too hard” (10/02).

Teacher Role

The Center School District's Enrichment Cluster Program Brochure stated that
“The classroom teacher will work in collaboration with a resource teacher to provide
enrichment opportunities in a variety of areas.” When administrators were asked to
comment on the role of the cluster classroom teacher the most common response dealt
with the differentiation of instruction. For instance, Principal Jones mentioned that he
believed the role of the cluster classroom teacher was “to differentiate material all day
long” (1/03). Principal Adams stated “to make sure that the kids are constantly
differentiated” (10/02). Two’ administrators added to this by emphasizing the need to
communicate this on-going differentiation to parents. Principal Meyer said, “To be able
to handle the parents and make sure even though this is not all day gifted with gifted
children, that they are still accommodating the needs” (2/03). Principal Little added,
“Show parents that the needs are being accommodated” (11/02).

When enrichment resource teachers were asked to discuss how they perceived the
role of the cluster classroom teacher, the same theme of providing differentiation was
prevalent. Enrichment resource teachers did not want to be the only ones responsible for
differentiating instruction. They wanted cluster classroom teachers to be responsible for

helping to provide differentiation when the enrichment resource teacher was not working
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directly with the enrichment cluster students in either a push-in or pull-out setting. As
Enrichment Resource Teacher Flood stated:

I think when they’re not being enriched by myself it is their responsibility to do

some enrichment on their own. I feel they either need to make a different

assignment for those kids or at least ask me for the help to have them. They need

to come to the resource teacher with concerns. (2/03)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp added:

It has to be a group effort. We're all trying to meet the needs of the kids and do

what's best for children. We really want to look at ourselves as a team. That it

isn't just me coming in and providing enrichment activities. That if I do push-in,
it is a team effort, and that the teacher is not sitting there and grading. They have

to sometimes do things even when we're not there. (10/02)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry also commented:

Be familiar and have some training in differentiation. They need to have some

strategies and try to look at those students through that lens whenever you're

trying to do a lesson. Not necessarily all their lessons, but just have that in your

mind so you can adapt as you go along. (10/02)

When cluster classroom teachers were asked what they saw as their role, Cluster
Classroom Teacher Pope said, “Keeping them challenged on a daily basis” (3/03).
Classroom Cluster Teacher Rice added, “Staying in communication with the enrichment
resource teacher concerning students and curriculum” (3/03).

All but eight or 18% of the classroom teachers who responded to my
questionnaire either completely or mostly agreed with the statement, “The enrichment
cluster teacher and the enrichment resource teacher share responsibility for designing
differentiated educational activities for identified cluster students.” However, the
following comments were made:

I think the resource teacher did more to challenge the cluster students.

Differentiation becomes the teacher's responsibility.
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The cluster teacher has taken on more of the responsibility for actually designing
activities but both teachers share in the ideas.

We collaborate quite often, but also have our own assignments for them as well.

The Center School District's Enrichment Cluster Program Brochure listed several
activities that the enrichment resource teacher might participate in. They included:

1. Serving as a consultant to the classroom teacher

2. Team teach with the cluster teacher

3. Co-plan with the classroom teacher

4. Provide enrichment and extension through grade level peer coaching

5. Pull-out identified students for projects developed through joint planning
When discussing their role, most enrichment resource teachers used the word challenge.
For instance, Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp said, “(My role is) to éhallenge them
and push them a step farther than where they already are” (10/02). Enrichment Resource
Teacher Evans stated, “My role is to make sure that they are challenged. To keep them
involved in learning" (10/02). Finally, Enrichment Resource Teacher Irwin responded,
“My job is to keep them challenged. Keep them interested in learning. Take them to the
highest potential that they can go to” (10/02).

Other enrichment resource teachers commented on their role as one of being a
resource or support to classroom teachers. The following comments from the enrichment
resource teachers were typical:

I feel that I should be very flexible with their scheduling and when they need me.

If they need me to come up with an activity I need to do that. My job is to be there
as their support. I'm a resource. (Enrichment Resource Teacher Flood, 02/03).

We are a resource for the classroom teacher. This usually means getting materials
for students to do when we're not there or tiering assignments, or working on an
activity that we're going to be pushing in for.

(Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook, 11/02)
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At least one enrichment resource teacher believed that her job also included
working with teachers who did not have cluster students. Enrichment Resource Teacher
Evans expressed this opinion when she stated:

My primary responsibility is with the kids that are identified, but just as

importantly, but secondary, is offering to help anybody else. I am also available

to any teacher in the building who does not have cluster kids. If they have kids
that they feel are excelling and could use some extra challenge, then they can

come to me for ideas. (10/02)

This comment was especially interesting in light of the 49 classroom teacher responses to
the survey question: The enrichment resource teacher provides resource services to
teachers who do not have enrichment clusters in their classrooms. As summarized in
Table 6 and Table 7, 55% of the classroom teachers who had enrichment clusters, and
thus had worked with enrichment resource teachers disagreed with this statement, while
60% of the teachers who had not had enrichment clusters in their classrooms disagreed.

As shown in Table 11 there was definitely a difference of opinion as to whether
the enrichment resource teachers provided services to teachers who do not have cluster
students. However, there was no clear pattern to these responses. The classroom teacher's

response could not be predicted based upon the school in which she worked or whether

she had enrichment cluster students or not.
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Table 11

Services Provided to Non-Cluster Teachers

School Completely Mostly Mostly Completely
agree agree disagree disagree
With Clusters
M 0 4 2 2
N 1 0 5 1
0 0 3 3 0
P 1 1 2 1
Q 0 0 1 0
R 1 0 0 0
S 2 0 0 0
Without Clusters
M 0 1 0 5
N 2 1 2 2
0O 1 2 0 0
P 0 0 0 0
Q 0 0 0 0
R 0 0 0 0
S 0 0 1 1

When cluster classroom teachers were asked their perception of the role of the
enrichment resource teacher, the word collaborator was used frequently. Comments from
cluster classroom teachers included:

A collaborator with the regular classroom teachers is a real important role here.
(Smith, 3/03)

Working with the regular classroom teacher to enrich and extend activities to push
those students. Working well and cooperating well with the classroom teacher.
(Pope, 3/03)

Just collaborate with the classroom teacher and helping come up with some of the
differentiated assignments. (Thompson, 3/03)
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Most principals saw the role of the enrichment resource teacher as one of working
with, supporting, and providing resources to the classroom teacher. Principal Adams,
however, commented, “I see their major responsibilities as really working with the
curriculum and finding those opportunities and those areas of need where students need
an extension, an enrichment, or an alternative assignment” (10/02). Finally, Principal
Meyer stated that the enrichment resource teacher's job was “... to be available for parent
communication” (2/03). She did, however, go on to say, “I believe that she is to help the
classroom teacher as a resource for when she (the enrichment resource teacher) is not

around” (2/03).

Research Question 2: What Are the Strengths and Challenges of the
Resource Consultation Model as Perceived by General Education
Teachers, Enrichment Resource Teachers, Parents, and Administrators?

When administrators, teachers, and parents were asked to comment on the
perceived strengths of the Enrichment Cluster Program, the following themes emerged:

1. Combining push-in and pull-out service delivery models

2. Differentiation of instruction
These themes emerged from interviews with administrators, enrichment resource
teachers, and general education teacher as well as from the monthly newsletters that each
enrichment resource teacher prepared for the students in her program. Furthermore, on
the Center School District’s Enrichment Cluster Survey for 2001, 2002, and 2003,
parents and teachers responded to the stem “Something I always want to see as a part of

the Enrichment Cluster Program is . . .” Their responses helped to triangulate the data

from the interviews as well as from my classroom observations.
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Combination of Pull-Out and Push-In Activities

The benefit of combining push-in and pull-out service delivery models was
mentioned by cluster classroom teachers, enrichment resource teachers, and principals in
personal interviews as well as by parents and cluster classroom teachers on district
surveys. When asked what she perceived as strengths of the Enrichment Cluster Program,
Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook commented, “I think the strength is the dual parts;
the push-in and the pull out” (10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans added:

The major strengths I think are the ability of the resource teacher to push-in, and

do some whole class activities because again talking about not being an exclusive

club. It really does raise the standard for everyone. We're not just targeting the

identified kids, but we are really giving many more kids that opportunity to have
enrichment activities. (10/02)

Cluster Classroom Teacher Pope noted, “It allows for push-in with the enrichment
(resource) teacher which meets the needs of not just the labeled enrichment students”
(3/03). Cluster Classroom Teacher Quenton agreed and stated, “Having enrichment
students mixed in with the other students pushes the other students as well to goto a
higher level of thinking and extend themselves beyond the basic answers that they tend to
give” (3/03). Principal Adams added:
We do the combination of the pull-out/push-in and then adapted assignments and
lessons. I talk to the teachers because I don't want it to become completely a pull
out model. The classroom teachers don't want it either. I think if we were to start
doing that and parents then start keeping track of the time. So I think by having
that fluid look to it, it is really in everybody's best interest because as the needs
present themselves we can adjust them in one of those three ways. The teachers
do have a separate enrichment unit that they're doing with the kids. (10/02)

As Principal Jones summarized by saying, “(the Enrichment Cluster Program) allows you

to do some things that need to be apart and some things that need to be together” (1/03).
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On the district survey given during the winter of 2002, when cluster classroom
teachers were asked the open ended question “The one thing that I would always want to
see as part of the Cluster Program is...”, the push-in/pull-out model was mentioned in
over 50% of the responses. Comments such as: “a combination of pull-out and push-in
activities”; “the resource teacher pushing in the classroom for activities”, “the pull-
out/push-in time”, and “having our set pull-out time plus pushing-in to the classrooms are
both beneficial to the enrichment students” were typical. Cluster Classroom Teacher
Smith explained in detail by stating, “I am happy with the enrichment program in general.
I believe all students benefit from push-in activities. I consider that all benefit when pull-
out occurs since I can work with the rest of the class in a small group setting on activities
that they need. Everybody wins” (3/03).

When parents were asked the same question, the push-in/pull-out model was
mentioned by several, but not with the frequency as mentioned by staff. Parents’
comments included, “the resource teacher pushing into the classroom”, “combination of
push-in and pull-out lessons,” and “allowing students to meet in small groups outside of
the classroom, but also be instructed by the resource teacher in their classrooms.”
Differentiation of Instruction

Administrators, enrichment resource teachers, cluster classroom teachers, and
parents all noted that the differentiation of instruction was a major strength of the
Enrichment Cluster Program. The associate director for instructional programs said that
she believed the emphasis on differentiation of instruction in the Enrichment Cluster
Program helped teachers to look at students as individuals and then look at their range of

needs. She felt that teachers were challenged to move from “this is my book and this is

81



what T teach” to planning instruction based upon strengths and weaknesses of individual
students (2/03). Principal Little stated, “The Enrichment Cluster Program gives us the
opportunity to address the needs of students who are above and beyond the grade level
curriculum. It gives them an opportunity for some extension, some extra projects, and
that kind of thing” (11/02). The content of the differentiated lessons, whether push-in or
pull-out, was either an extension of the core grade level curriculum or outside of the core
curriculum.

Differentiation within core grade level curriculum during push in lessons. Several
enrichment resource teachers commented that the ability to provide differentiation of
grade level curriculum classroom activities was a major strength of the Enrichment
Cluster Program. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp shared, “There is a lot of
integration with existing curriculum. That way students don’t have to do work that isn’t
necessary for them” (10/02). Cluster Classroom Teacher Rice commented that what she
liked was the “differentiated assignments” (3/03). She stated that the enrichment resource
teacher was very good at taking what students were studying in the classroom and putting
it at a little higher level. Cluster Classroom Teacher Quenton simply said, “One of the
strengths of the Enrichment Cluster Program is that students are enriched through the
curriculum” (3/03).

In the fourth grade cluster classrooms at School B, most of the enrichment
activities were directly related to classroom curricular content. In her newsletter
Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell described a differentiated classroom literature unit

this way:
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During a push-in lesson, the entire class read the Junior Great Book Story Thank
You, M’am. This was followed up with a discussion in which questions were
asked that required students to develop their own ideas of right and wrong. The
enrichment cluster teacher and the cluster classroom teacher split the class in half
in order to work with a smaller group and facilitate a more in depth discussion of
the story. Enrichment students used differentiated question spinners to develop
their own higher level questions for one another. They also made connections,
evaluated actions of characters, located unfamiliar vocabulary words, and retold
the story by making a comic strip. The enrichment students were required to
challenge themselves a bit more by including some of the newly acquired
vocabulary discussed in class in their comic strip summaries. (10/02)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell also described how she planned many

differentiated assignments which would then be implemented by the cluster classroom

teacher. In her September newsletter she explained a differentiated map assignment like

this:

A number of activities throughout the year will be designed by me as the resource
teacher, yet implemented by Mrs. Tomes within the classroom. The alternate map
activity sheets are examples of this type of assignment. Once Mrs. Tomes has
assessed the students in a particular map skill area, she was able to extend their
thinking by assigning these activities in place of the regular work. (newsletter,
9/02)

Third grade push-in lessons at each school were generally focused on one

curricular area. Enrichment Resource Teacher Flood commented, “Third grade is very

protective of their curriculum. I think it is all the pressure of the state tests” (2/03). At

School S and School R, Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp’s third grade push-in

lessons dealt mostly with math problem-solving. The same was true for School N and

School O. At School N, Enrichment Resource Teacher Flood worked on writing during

each of her third grade push-in lessons. From her newsletters, the content of these lessons

was tied to the Illinois State Achievement Test writing assessment.

At School O, Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry pushed into the third and

fourth classrooms twice each month to conduct a lesson using the weekly student news
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magazine, TIME FOR KIDS. 1 observed one of these third grade push-in lessons during
which Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry lead the class in the reading and discussion
of their TIME FOR KIDS magazine. While this could be considered part of the general
education curriculum, since every third grade class in the building received this
magazine, comments made by the enrichment resource teacher and the actions of the
cluster classroom teacher led me to believe that this was viewed as simply an add-on or
extra. In this particular building, enrichment resource teachers shared that getting into
classrooms for push-in activities was difficult. In fact, before the enrichment resource
teacher and T entered the third grade classroom, she told me that this was not her idea of
differentiating curriculum, but that this was what the classroom teacher wanted her to do.
She added that she thought the classroom teachers liked this because it was at a set time
every two weeks and they (the classroom teacher) did not have to participate in planning
or teaching the lesson(Gentry, 10/02). As Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry
commented, “If this lesson gets cancelled, it is no big deal to the (cluster classroom)
teacher” (10/02).

During my observation of this push-in lesson, the cluster classroom teacher did
not participate in the instructional lesson at all. In fact, while the enrichment resource
teacher was teaching, the cluster classroom teacher worked with various students in the
back of the room. Furthermore, some students were not allowed to participate in
enrichment resource teacher’s lesson, until they completed other school assignments.
There were two identified enrichment cluster students in this classroom and the
enrichment resource teacher did frequently call on these two students to answer higher

level questions during the lesson.
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I observed one other push-in lesson that was directly related to the general
education curriculum. In two different fourth grade classrooms at School N, the
Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans was working with the cluster classroom teacher on a
geography lesson during which students created globes out of pumpkins. In groups of
four, students had to free draw the continents, paint them on the globe, paint the rest of
the pumpkin blue to represent the major bodies of water, and then using string or a
flexible ruler, mark the equator, Tropic of Capricorn, and Tropic of Cancer. During this
lesson, however, I did not observe any differentiation for cluster students except for the
level of questions that they were asked during individual interactions with the enrichment
resource teacher. On the other hand each of these fourth grade cluster classrooms had 14
identified enrichment cluster students. In other words, over 50% of students in each of
these two classrooms had been identified for the Enrichment Cluster Program.

When classroom teachers were asked to respond to the survey question: Identified
students in the enrichment cluster program are provided with differentiated activities that
extend and enhance the general classroom curriculum, 100% of the respondents agreed;
with 63% of those with cluster students strongly agreeing and 62% of those who had
never had cluster students strongly agreeing. However, one classroom teacher made the
comment, “...the classroom teacher (provides identified students with differentiation that
enhances and expands the general education classroom curriculum). The resource
teacher's activities do not correlate to the curriculum.”

Differentiation outside of the core grade level curriculum during pull-out lessons.

Several enrichment resource teachers mentioned that a strength of the enrichment cluster
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program was the opportunity for students to study subjects outside the core curriculum.
Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans stated:

It is a nice opportunity for those kids who do get bored or who catch on very

quickly in the classroom to have something else. Most of the time it’s not more of

the same we’re doing here. We’re doing a theme or we’re doing higher level

thinking or we’re doing something that’s different than the classroom. (10/02)
Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell also commented that a strength of the program was
that students get an “opportunity to study things not in their curriculum” (10/02). The
strength of covering different content was echoed by Principal Hall when she explained
that the Enrichment Resource Program concentrated on enrichment rather than
acceleration and that this gave students a chance to do some “deep digging in content
areas that they would not normally get to in class” (10/02). Several enrichment resource
teachers and administrators mentioned district, grade level enrichment cluster units,
which were outside of the general education curriculum. Some of the units mentioned
were Chocolate, Mystery at the Museum, The Stock Market, and the Challenger Space
Project. Enrichment resource teachers, however, shared that although these were district
wide units, in general the enrichment resource teachers were allowed to use the academic
needs of their students and their professional judgment to decide which units to use.
Therefore, this year only one third grade enrichment cluster used the Chocolate Unit, but
all fifth grade enrichment cluster students completed the Space Challenger Unit. In
analyzing my data, I did find that although some pull-out lessons were core curricular, at
grades four and five, most were organized around a theme that was not part of the core
curriculum. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans at School N shared:

You know, I do push-in, but I also do pull my kids out and I do a unit with my

kids and right now that’s how we all do it. We have a special unit that we do, one
per quarter, with just the enrichment kids. And sometimes they are curriculum

86



related but sometimes they aren’t. Right now I'm doing a Greek mythology unit
with my fourth grade. They don’t do Greek mythology in fourth grade, but it’s
literature and it’s higher level. (10/02)
In Schools P, Q, R, and S, which were K-3 buildings, most of the pull-out lessons
centered around activities such a math games, Calendar Challenge, news reporter
presentations, science wizard demonstrations or reading Junior Great Books.
Differentiation within core curriculum in pull-out classes. Principal Little
commented that she viewed the pull-out time this way, “It is a time for kids who are
above and beyond grade level curriculum to do some extensions of that curriculum, some
extra project, and that kind of thing” (11/02). Many of the activities completed in pull-out
classes were extensions of the general education curriculum. For example, at School G
during September pull-out classes, Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry had her third
grade students use the internet to research ocean animals, take notes documenting their
sources, and then turn this research into a flip book. She described this activity in her
newsletter by saying, “We began our study by expanding on what the girls learned about
oceans in their classroom” (9/02). At School R, Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp
mentioned that her third grade students had begun an in-depth study of hurricanes.
Students would research the hurricane, create a flip book, map the area in which their
specific hurricane traveled, and also graph interesting hurricane statistics. This was an
extension of the weather unit that the students had been completing in their classroom
(10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry commented on a September fourth grade
pull-out assignment by stating, “The students read Mirrette on the High Wire in class, so
I decided to enrich that story with a few more activities. That packet of information is

coming home today” (newsletter, 9/02). Other extensions of the general education
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curriculum which were mentioned by enrichment resource teachers as occurring during
pull-out lessons included the study of Native Americans, the solar system, different
author studies, and various math activities including graphing, tessellations, and problem
solving activities.

General enrichment opportunities provided in enrichment cluster classrooms.
Both identified and non-identified students in enrichment cluster classrooms had
opportunities to participate in general enrichment activities. For example, in three
schools, the enrichment resource teacher maintained a thinking board. This bulletin board
consisted of different critical, creative, or problem solving thinking activities which were
changed once a week. Each week the enrichment resource teacher would review the
answers to these challenges and change the board. Any student in the class could attempt
the challenges on the board, but enrichment students were required to complete a certain
number each week. These boards were only located in classrooms that had enrichment
cluster students.

In all schools, it was the responsibility of the enrichment resource teacher to
supply the enrichment cluster classrooms with activities that students could do when they
had completed their required work. Examples of these were story starters, math games,
logic puzzles, and learning centers. Sometimes, particularly in the case of math activities,
these were extensions of the push-in lessons which had been conducted earlier in the
year. Once again, although these were available to all students in the enrichment cluster
classroom, often identified students would be expected to complete a certain number of
additional activities. Cluster Classroom Teacher Quenton stated, “The centers and

thinking board are really helpful because they push those kids to use their critical
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thinking skills” (3/03). Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell explained her cluster
classroom general enrichment activities by stating:
Brain buster learning centers are available to all students in the classroom. These
include problem solving, current events, word play, number sense, and creative
writing. These centers will be changed approximately every three weeks.
Each week I introduce a new thinking board. All students have an opportunity to
answer the brain teaser or critical thinking questions when they are finished with
their regular classroom work. I return to the classroom to discuss possible
answers each week. (newsletter, 10/02)
As with any program, the Enrichment Cluster Program presented some
challenges. These challenges were grouped around the themes of:
1. Identification and clustering
2. Working collaboratively
3. Time and scheduling
Identification and Clustering
The challenge that was mentioned most often and usually first during interviews
was identification. As seen in the data display in Appendix C, this was true of central
office staff, principals, and enrichment resource teachers. As noted earlier, in the Center
School District, children were identified at the end of first grade to be placed in the
enrichment cluster program in second grade. When the associate director of instructional
programs was asked, “What do you see as the greatest challenge of the cluster program?”
she immediately answered:
Identification, because it's very hard to distinguish between the bright students
and the high average students. It is hard to get them to look at the ability to think
critically, problem solve, use higher level vocabulary, understand all those
reasoning kind of things. I told them “Don't show me any samples unless you

have a paper that is above and beyond your classroom work.” I don't want to see
any more As on classroom work. (2/03)
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Principals and enrichment resource teachers also voiced concerns about identification.
Many of their comments revolved around the difficulty of identifying the right students
for the Enrichment Cluster Program as well as concern over the number of students being
identified. As Principal Dyer commented, “One of the challenges that faces any program
for which students are selected is, are the right students being selected; how is it
determined who gets in and who doesn't” (10/02). Principal Little shared, “But what I've
been finding in recent years is that I don't feel we're identifying the right kids. I think
misidentification is our biggest challenge” (11/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry
added:

The problem that we're seeing this year is that there are kids in the cluster
program that don't belong so I think it is good to set your stakes higher rather than
lower. We've gone over this so many times and I don't know how you can change
it because you don't want to upset anyone. So it's a whole can of worms but
you're right, we do have a lot of complaints that there are too many students in the
program. (10/02)

Several enrichment resource teachers commented on the problems caused by what
they perceived as mis-identification or over identification. Enrichment Resource Teacher
Irwin described a specific situation in which using the composite CAT score led to what
she believed was the misidentification of a student. She explained:

Our biggest challenge I see this year is the identification of the children. The
children this year, there are many of them that the regular classroom teacher along
with me are thinking ‘Why are these children in this program?” The CAT tests are
not a real good way to identify the children. For example, I have one little boy, his
writing ability was a 70, his reading was an 80, and his math was a 99 so all put
together he had a 90 or a 91 to get into the program. Well on the CAT you can

get one problem different from somebody else and there could be like a 20%
difference in your local percentile which is what we go by. Maybe he guessed
right at one more problem than somebody else so now he’s in the program. And
once they’re in it, it is very difficult to get them out. Not only difficult as far as
proof, you can prove, but what’s it do to the child once they’re in and then you
kick them out. That’s very difficult for me to do. It has to be a really extreme
case. (10/02)
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Principals and enrichment resource teachers who worked in buildings serving
grades K-3 were the most vocal about identification concerns. Many principals and
enrichment resource teachers recommended that identification be moved to the end of
second grade instead of the end of first grade. Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook
shared:

I think one of the most challenging aspects is that identification is done too early.
And then they come up and say they have a little girl that they may be removing
from the program because she's really just an average kid. And she might have
had really good prior experience before school started and she's a quick learner
and in second grade she was in the program and now comes third grade and she
does all of her work but can she afford to miss regular classroom instruction when
she's being pulled out and that's becoming an issue. If the teacher has to go back
and instruct this little girl on what she has missed, then there's a problem. So I
think identification is being done too early. (11/02)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp agreed, saying:

T think it's hard once we label them in second grade. It's the next year, they're still
making it but maybe they're not gifted. People start leveling off. When they're
young, they're read to and they have things at home and then they're going to
score well and be able to read. So that's kind of a challenge. We haven't had that
many problems with it but there have been a few kids. I did have a kid who we
pulled out last year because we felt it just wasn't right for him at the end of the
year. Once they're identified, it's hard to get them unidentified. (10/02)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp shared how, although last year was her first year,
she had exited or removed two students from the enrichment cluster program. When
asked to expand upon that comment, she stated:

One girl was in the program in her prior school in second grade and I don't look at
test scores, I just go by how kids are. The classroom teacher told me that she
didn't think her scores were there and I don't know if it was a slip through the
system or she had a real good third grade here. I see that happening because
second to third grade is such a huge difference that they may shine in second
grade but when they get to third grade they are just going to kind of even out. And
that's where we exited her from the program. She was struggling. It was hard for
her. She told mom it was hard. Luckily it was a situation where mom wrote the
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letter, we conferenced in November, talked again in January and then she finally
wrote the letter saying let's take her out.

The other situation is a little boy. He is bright and I think when he matures a bit

more he'll do well. He was just not doing the work, disruptive, a maturity issue I

really feel and it was a waste of his time and my time. You can't leave a child in

there just because they were placed in there. If it's not a right fit you have to go

through the procedures to make the best placement. (10/02)

When the principals of K-3 or primary buildings were asked about identification,
they also commented on the need to move the identification process from the end of first
grade to at least the end of second grade. Principal Meyer commented.

Basically when we go from first grade to identifying for second grade, it’s a big

challenge that we get the right kids in the program. It's awfully young and I'm not

so sure that it's the appropriate age to identify. I wouldn't mind if they moved 1t
up. I think that would be just fine. Although in the same sense there are some
children that are very bright and if we move it up we have to make sure they are
not neglected. And so that's the downside. I know there's a lot of research that
says that yes you can identify them at this young age and there's a lot that says
you can't. And the other children, their self image must not affected by the fact

that they weren't one of the ones. We have to guard against that here. (2/03)
Principal Little, another primary building administrator, stated emphatically:

I've been an advocate from the beginning to get it out of the primary. I don't have

any research to back me up other than my experiences in K-2. Third grade, I think

there's a place for it. You need objective criteria for qualification, something that's

very cut and dried and not open to personal opinion. (1 1/02)”

Primary Principal Hall, however, said that she felt they were doing a better job of
reaching the right kids. She stated that, “In the past the building didn't have as much say
as to which students were going to go in. There wasn't this panel component in there. So
in that case, it makes it that a lot more often we're reaching those students that we need to
reach.” However, she went on to state, “The down side is that the parents are aware we

have this panel. Parents can also recommend to this panel" (10/02). This sentiment was

also expressed in the classroom teacher questionnaire when one teacher commented that
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“Parent’s desire for students to be in (the program) is taken too much into account.” As
Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell shared, “Of course a lot of parents feel their child
should be in there too. So if that were to happen, we do have the Kingore Observation
Checklist that we use for a six to eight week period and we give the parents some
guidelines as to what kinds of things we are looking for in these types of kids” (10/02). In
commenting on identification and parent referrals, Principal Hall stated,

The challenges might be the parents that want their kids in there that aren’t in

there. And that happens. I have one that we’re dealing with. Her son doesn’t do

the regular work because he’s bored. Yaah. It’s mainly because her first son was
in it and now she wants her second son in there and they’re not anything alike at
all. So I would say the biggest challenge is the parents who think they have an
understanding of what’s the best for their kids. We haven’t put him in there yet,

however, he is in the room. (10/02)

When the Central District Superintendent was asked about identification concerns
particularly at the primary level, he stated, “We have a focus meeting coming up with the
primary principals where we're going to talk about enrichment. They struggle at that
level. That's the entry level and they struggle making sure there is consistency in
placement and the way that the resource teachers are being used” (11/02).

As shown in Table 5 and Table 6 although both teachers who had clusters and
those who never had clusters agreed with the statements: “I understand the criteria for a
student to be admitted to the enrichment cluster program” and “The process for
identifying students for the enrichment cluster program works well” there was significant
differences in the degree of agreement. Furthermore, the comments each question elicited
were telling. When asked about criteria for admittance, two teachers who did not have

clusters commented that they did not know what the criteria were, while another

specifically commented that she did not feel that the criteria was being followed in the
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primary grades. Question nine, which dealt with the process of identification, elicited
more comments than any other question on the survey. Once again, the issue of
identification at the early grades was raised as well as having students who would benefit,
not selected for the program. It was interesting that one person commented that teacher
input would be beneficial, while another stated that teacher input is the key. In their
interviews, both Principal Jones and Principal Adams, specifically stated that teacher
comments and recommendations were an integral part of the selection process.

In the district survey given in the winter of 2002, the question of identification
was raised to cluster classroom teachers and parents. One hundred and four parents and
twenty-five teachers returned the survey. The stem of the identification question asked:
“To identify students for the Cluster Program, I would suggest that the district . . . Of the
21 comments made by cluster classroom teachers, 6 mentioned early identification or the
number of students identified as a problem and 10 commented on teacher
recommendation as an important component to balance test scores. Table 12 displays
parent answers, in categories, to the same question.

Table 12

Student Selection Method

Method Parents of Parents of Parents of Parents of
second graders® third graders® fourth graders® fifth graders®

Involve teachers/teacher 13 12 6 11
recommendation
Use parent recommendations 7 4 1

as a component
(table continues)
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Table 12 (continued)

Method Parents of Parents of Parents of Parents of
second graders® third graders’ fourth graders® fifth graders’

Test scores (primarily) 10 5 1 0
Use multiple measures 12 20 6 11
Use grades/ class 5 10 0 3
performance

Less emphasis on CAT/ 0 3 2 0
standardized tests

*n=22. "n=25. n=15. ‘n=14
In general, parents definitely wanted multiple measures to be used to determine eligibility
and they wanted teacher involvement as part of those multiple measures. Since these
were parents of students who were in the program, their comments must be filtered
through the lens of the criteria that was used to admit their child to the program. Most
children would have been selected for the Enrichment Cluster program based upon their
scores on the CAT although some would have been selected by a panel reviewing either a
teacher or parent recommendation. All students, however, would have needed their
classroom teacher’s recommendation before they were admitted to the program.

A challenge related to identification was the cluster grouping of students once
they were identified. As shown in Table 8, the cluster groups in the Center School
District ranged from a high of 14 students per class to a low of 2 students per class. Since

from year to year, the number of identified students in each grade level could fluctuate, at

95



the beginning of each school year principals had to decide how to distribute identified
students among available classrooms. As Principal Little stated, “In some places, they
just put them all in one classroom but then you're really stacking the deck. I've always
thought it was better to spread the wealth. It makes it a little more difficult for the cluster
teacher but she can manage” (11/02). She went on to discuss how she had clustered
students for the 2002-2003 school year. Because there are only three third grades, she
tried to place students in each teacher’s class. She then stated, “T have five sections of
second grade and I didn't have that many kids. I think I had 17 kids this year. So it was
hard to split them between five classrooms plus my cluster teacher would probably have
killed me. I split them between three classrooms with five or six in each” (11/02). All
principals stated that usually the same teachers had enrichment clusters year after year.
Several believed that this was beginning to be a problem. As Principal Adams stated,
“What I worry about now is I've had the same teachers be the cluster teachers for a
couple years now. In second grade, it's been the same three since we started this”(10/02).
Other principals were concerned about the impact that clustering had on the heterogeneity
of all grade level classrooms. As Principal Dyer stated, “It does change the make up of
all of the classes and that is a fact. And we have to be totally honest about what this
(cluster grouping) is doing about the make up of the students in the other classes”
(10/02). Cluster Classroom Teacher Quenton shared:
One of the things that I found to be a problem the year before is that there are only
two third grades in the building and because of that, my class was on one track
and the other classroom was on another track and those students that weren't only
chosen for cluster but students that may have just missed it by a point or two,

those children were in my classroom too. So then there was a very high classroom
and a very low to middle classroom. (3/03)
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Enrichment resource teachers also commented on the challenge of clustering students.
Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry shared:

Our third grade is always strange, because we've only got two sections of third

grade and this is only year two that we've had two sections. We used to have six

sections, so it looked more normal. Now that we only have two sections, we only
have four third graders, so we've got two in one room and two in another, which

doesn't make much sense. We'd rather have them all together. It was more of a

teacher preference and this is why we did not have cluster groups in my old

district because we only had two of every grade. (10/02)

After identification concerns, dealing with parents was mentioned most often as a
challenge. This included both parents whose children were selected for the cluster
program and those whose children were not selected. Principals had differing opinions
concerning whether parents were requesting that their child be placed in the cluster
classroom even though the child was not selected to participate in the Enrichment Cluster
Program. Principal Hall said that this concern was raised the first year, but that itisnota
factor now since “It is sometimes better to be the brightest in the class and not question
why you don't get to leave with everyone else” (10/02). Principal Dyer commented that
she often got calls “. . . from the parents of the children who are not in the enrichment
cluster, saying that I want my child in the enrichment cluster classroom.” She went on to
state, “And it is an issue, very much. It is very much an issue” (10/02).

Working Collaboratively

Principals, enrichment resource teachers, cluster classroom teachers, and central
office administrators all mentioned that working collaboratively with others was a
challenge of the program design, but no one viewed this as a weakness. Both building

level and central office administrators stated that the program only worked because of the

professionalism of the enrichment resource teachers and that they were the ones who had
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to “get along and work with” the cluster classroom teachers. In addition, a parent on the
district survey added “I really like the way the two teachers get along this year. They
really work together.” However, Principal Adams did state that she had changed cluster
classroom teachers this year because the previous teacher was not good at working with
others. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans stated, “It is very hard to incorporate and
have an integrated program when you have a teacher that doesn't want you in the room”
(10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell added, “As much as it is a positive to
collaborate with the classroom teachers, they can also be a challenge because you're not
always seeing the same exact thing” (10/02).

Time and scheduling were also mentioned as challenging factors in collaboration.
This included finding scheduling time for students to be pulled out of the classroom and
time for enrichment resource teachers to push into the classroom, as well as the total
number of minutes allocated to push-in and pull-out activities. The number of minutes
allocated for each push-in or pull-out session was also a concern. Enrichment Resource
Teacher Gentry commented, “One challenge of the Enrichment Cluster Program is
finding time to actually be part of the classroom, the whole classroom, and getting time
for the students to come. We'd rather have them more and it's hard to get them. And on
the other hand, some times you don't want to have them here (in the pull-out resource
room) you want to be in there" (10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook stated:

I find one of the biggest challenges, and this goes along with push-in, is the time

factor. In fifth grade, right now, they switch for math so there's an hour chunk of

time and then they switch for science and social studies. So now you have two

hours out of your day that you cannot either do a push-in or a pull-out so I'm very
limited on time. (11/02)
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Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans also commented on the challenge of time. She
stated:
It’s scheduling that is the hardest. Everyone is really wonderful about being as
accommodating as they can, especially in fourth and fifth grade. They switch for
different classes, and they have their specials, and they have their this and their
that and they don’t have time to give. It is not that they don't want to (have pull-
out or push-in) but it’s very difficult. And they have their standards and what they
have to get in. (10/02)
Cluster classroom teachers also viewed time and scheduling as a concern. As Cluster
Classroom Teacher Rice stated “Scheduling. There aren't enough hours in the day and I
think for me for the past three years my biggest challenge has been when my kids are
pulled out for enrichment, what to do with the other kids that are not pulled out” (3/03).
In response to a winter 2002 district survey, when parents mentioned time as a
concern, two themes emerged. Parents were either concerned that students were not being
pulled out enough or that when their children were pulled out, it was often during fun
classroom activities. One parent put it this way, “More pull-out time. Offer it daily. Not
have it during Fun Friday.” Another parent stated, “Be sure the children do not miss
classroom activities such as Art Awareness, recess, or craft projects. The children
sometimes feel like they are being punished when they miss these activities.” Of the 22
parent comments answering the stem: “If I could change one thing about the cluster
program, I would . . .” eight of the comments dealt with time and/or scheduling issues.
Finally, as one enrichment resource teacher mentioned above, scheduling time for
enrichment resource teachers and cluster classroom teachers to meet and plan was also
viewed as a challenge. However, as mentioned when discussing effective collaboration,

when classroom teachers were asked (if) “The enrichment cluster teacher and the

enrichment resource teacher have regularly scheduled planning time” there was a
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significant difference in the responses. The classroom teachers who had cluster students
completely agreed 50% of the time and mostly disagreed 40% of the time with 10% of
the respondents completely disagreeing. The classroom teachers who had never had
clusters agreed 89% of the time; 44% completely and only mostly disagreed 11% of the
time. Interestingly, all administrators and enrichment resource teachers agreed that the
district did provide regularly scheduled planning time for cluster classroom teachers and
enrichment resource teachers to meet. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry
commented, “They've done a good thing about letting us have planning time once a
month with the teachers. Tt does help” (10/02). Several classroom teachers, however,
commented that more time was needed. In interviews, both enrichment resource teachers
and cluster classroom teachers also commented on the need for more time to plan.
Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans said:
It’s planning time and scheduling. If we had a little more of each I think that we
could help them (the cluster classroom teachers) with some of their burden, as far
as, you know, making sure that we hit things that they need to have incorporated
in enrichment activities; but we don’t have the time to do it. It (the Cluster

Enrichment Program) works very well but if there had to be a weakness or a
challenge, I would say that would be it. (10/02)

Research Question 3: What Factors Influence Effective Collaborative Relationships
Between the Enrichment Resource Teacher and the Cluster Classroom Teacher?

Data documenting factors enrichment resource teachers, principals, and cluster
classroom teachers believed facilitated effective collaboration were gathered by asking
the question: “What factors do you believe are essential to effective collaboration?”
Additional data were gathered indirectly through other interview questions and classroom

visits. I also gathered data from the Center School District’s Comprehensive Gifted Plan
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as well as various district brochures that explained the Enrichment Cluster Program.

After analyzing these data, three main themes emerged:

1. Flexibility
2. Time to meet and frequency of meetings
3. Understanding roles and responsibilities
The Enrichment Cluster Program was designed with the expectation that cluster
classroom teachers and enrichment resource teachers would collaborate (work together)
to provide services to identified students. The Enrichment Cluster Program brochure
stated, “The classroom teacher will work in collaboration with a resource teacher to
provide enrichment opportunities in a variety of areas.” The brochure went on to say that:
The resource teacher may:
serve as a consultant to the classroom teacher
team teach with the cluster teacher
co-plan with the classroom teacher
provide enrichment and extension through grade level peer coaching
pull-out identified students for projects developed through joint planning
(Center School District Enrichment Cluster Program Brochure, 2002)
Flexibility
The trait of flexibility on the part of both the enrichment resource teacher and the
cluster classroom teacher was often mentioned as needed for successful collaboration.
Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans commented, “You have to be a very flexible person.
I'm having a hard time getting that flexibility coming back to me. That is what T am
struggling with this year” (10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Bell added, “They need

to be very flexible and they need to be open to new ideas and understanding of the

different abilities of their students” (10/02). Cluster Classroom Teacher Rice commented

101



“Flexibility in scheduling and assignments. We try to do some push-in stuff like team
teaching and that takes a lot of willingness to work with the enrichment teacher” (3/03).

During one visit, I was to observe a fifth grade push-in lesson with Enrichment
Resource Teacher Gentry. When we arrived in the classroom, the cluster classroom
teacher was sitting in a vacant room and looked surprised to see us. After the enrichment
resource teacher explained why we were there, the teacher commented that she had
forgotten to inform the enrichment resource teacher that her students' computer schedule
had changed and thus they would not be in the classroom at this time. I saw flexibility on
the part of the enrichment resource teacher in understanding this change, but also
immediately asking if she could make up the lesson later that same day. The cluster
teacher also demonstrated flexibility by finding the time to reschedule the push-in for
later in the day.
Time to Meet and Frequency of Meetings

When asked about the strengths and challenges of the Enrichment Resource
Program, interviewees often cited working with others as both a strength and a challenge.
A part of working with others was finding time to meet to discuss students and plan push-
in and pull-out lessons. All groups interviewed indicated that formal planning time was
provided for meetings between enrichment resource teachers and cluster teachers; but
that there were many, many more informal meetings and discussions. Enrichment
Resource Teacher Flood shared, “We do have the monthly meetings with the classroom
teachers. However, it's always more than that, before school, after school, at lunch. Little

pieces here and there; a lot of short meetings” (2/03).
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Across the district, enrichment resource teachers and cluster classroom teachers
were allowed 45-60 minutes of formal planning time each month. During this time, a
substitute was provided for the cluster classroom teacher. Enrichment Resource Teacher
Gentry at School O described it this way, “For our collaboration time, we meet with our
teacher together as a team for 45 minutes once a month. That's our official planning time.
A floating sub comes in and that's when we try to plan for the upcoming mont ” (10/02).
Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans at School N elaborated:

Once a month we get planning time with our classroom teachers and we get an

hour with each group. So I have an hour with my third grade, an hour with my

fourth grade, and then at least an hour for fifth and that is when we use our time to
plan out the next month and discuss any big projects coming up.

Teachers come prepared with curriculum specific activities that they think need to

be tiered. And that is wonderful! It would be great if we had planning time every

two weeks, but we’re lucky that we have what we have. We’re grateful for it and

it really does help. (10/02)

On the survey administered to all third, fourth, and fifth grade classroom teachers,
teachers without clusters agreed overwhelmingly that enrichment resource teachers and
cluster teachers had regularly scheduled planning time (60% completely agreed and 30%
mostly agreed). However, only 50% of the teachers who had cluster students completely
agreed; 17% of them mostly disagreed and 23% of them completely disagreed. The word
regularly, which was not defined, may have contributed to the difference in responses
between non-cluster teachers and cluster classroom teachers.

Enrichment resource teachers were the most adamant that more time would be
beneficial. Enrichment resource teacher Kopp who worked part time at two schools

shared:

With my teachers, I don't have as much time to collaborate with them as I would
like. I'm kind of just running into them in the hallway. What are you doing next
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week? What can I do? When will this lesson fit in if I've already created a push-

in. It would be more beneficial to have more time. I can have more time, it's just

hard. After school we're allowed to meet and things like that but it's hard because

if they have kids and I don't like to take away from that time. (10/02)

Principal Jones summed it up by saying, “The cluster teachers and the resource teachers
meet on a regular basis so that they can touch base with the curriculum plan. And then it's
just catch as catch can. There's never enough time” (1/03).

Understanding of Roles and Responsibilities

Another theme that emerged was the importance of principals, cluster classroom
teachers, and enrichment resource teachers understanding, respecting, and agreeing upon
each others roles and responsibilities. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans stated, “I
think just making sure that the regular classroom teacher understands the expectations of
our role helps us to collaborate effectively” (10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Flood
added, “We both need to respect each others jobs” (2/03).

This theme of understanding each other's role and responsibilities was asked as an
interview question to all administrators, enrichment resource teachers, and cluster
classroom teachers, as well as being asked specifically on the questionnaire given to all
third, fourth, and fifth grade classroom teachers. When responding to the questionnaire,
75% of those who had never had enrichment cluster students agreed that they did
understand the roles and responsibilities of the enrichment resource teacher, while 97%
of those who had cluster students agreed that they understood the roles and
responsibilities of the enrichment resource teacher. However, when cluster classroom
teachers were asked directly what they viewed as the role of the enrichment resource

teacher, there was a range of responses. While two cluster classroom teachers felt that the

enrichment resource teacher had a responsibility to work with the classroom teacher to
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enrich and extend activities to push the cluster students, and to push-into the classroom,
Cluster Classroom Teacher Quenton stated, “She has complete control over them, which I
think is great so she's never coming to me and asking me about what to do. She's got a
real good grasp of their abilities and things she wants to enrich the curriculum so she's
extremely professional” (3/03). This response was definitely not in keeping with the
stated philosophy of the program or the expectations of any other central office
administrator, principal, or enrichment resource teacher. In fact Enrichment Cluster
Teacher Evans commented, “We just had a meeting with all teachers who have clusters to
go over this exactly and what we really want is to look at ourselves as a team. That it isn't
just me coming in and providing enrichment activities. If I do push-in, it is a team effort.
We bounce off of each other” (10/02).

Although collaboration was most often thought of as between cluster classroom
teachers and the enrichment resource teachers, in this district with so many part time
enrichment resource teachers, many of them talked about the importance of collaboration
and consultation with other enrichment resource teachers. They met formally as a group
at least once every quarter and Principal Jones mentioned how important it was for the
enrichment resource teachers to meet so that there would be consistency of the program
across the district (1/ 03).

Tt was interesting that in most instances the enrichment resource teacher listed
things that the cluster classroom teacher should do to help collaboration, instead of things
that each could do. I left with the feeling that enrichment resource teachers as a group
were very willing and in fact saw it as their job to collaborate with the classroom teacher;

however it was sometimes hard to get the classroom teacher to collaborate in return. I
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saw this in the newsletter descriptions of push-in lessons, as well as in my classroom
observations. With some lessons it was very obvious that the enrichment resource teacher
and the cluster classroom teacher had planned the lesson together. Both knew the
objectives of the lesson and both were invested in the student learning. In other lessons, it
was just as obvious that the cluster classroom teacher saw the lesson as an extra and that
she had no interest in the student learning surrounding the lesson. An example of this
would be when Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry shared with me that the only push-
in lessons she was allowed to do in Mrs. Sinclair’s room was the reading and discussion
of the weekly magazine TIME FOR KIDS. She went on to state, “We are fighting over
push-in time here. They are much more open to it at School M” (10/02). An analysis of
Enrichment Resource Teacher Gentry’s third grade newsletters confirmed that the only
push-in lesson mentioned was TIME FOR KIDS. During my observation of Enrichment
Resource Teacher Gentry’s third grade push-in lesson, which was scheduled as the last
activity of the day, the cluster classroom teacher sat in the back of the room with her back
to the enrichment resource teacher and the rest of the class and worked with students who
had not finished other classroom assignments or needed additional tutoring. Also during
the lesson, a classroom aide was teaching another lesson to three students in a corner of

the classroom.

Questions 4: What Forms of Administrative Support Facilitate the Successful
Implementation of the Enrichment Cluster Program?

The data source for this question was primarily interview data from
administrators, cluster classroom teachers, and enrichment resource teachers. When

building level administrators were asked “What do you see as your role and responsibility
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in relationship to the enrichment cluster program?” and enrichment resource teachers and
cluster classroom teachers were asked “What do you see as your principal's role and
responsibility to the enrichment cluster program?” the following three themes emerged:

1. Support of the teachers

2. Conflict resolution

3. Program implementation.

The associate director of instructional services shared that the locus of control was
purposefully placed at the individual school level when the district developed the
Enrichment Cluster Program. When the district enrichment program was only a self-
contained one, the control and decision-making was held by the district central office
administrators. If parents had questions about student identification or the program either
specifically or generally, they called the central office. Within the district structure,
however, control of the Enrichment Cluster Program is now held at the building level.
The associate director of instructional programs commented:

Sometimes I get frustrated when it comes time for identification because I think

we keep doing this over and over and they don't have the system down yet but

they do have ownership of it. When it was out of this office they felt like it was
something that was just handed to them. Now they have ownership of it and they
are really cool about it. Many times I don’t even know that decisions are being
made. They really handle everything at their building and they’ve really taken

ownership of it and I think that is really good. (2/03)

Principal Adams explained that she felt she really understood the philosophy behind the
Enrichment Cluster Program design and said:

That's thanks to (the associate director of instructional services) and her having
all the principals included in the development of the program. I think that was
really important. I think it is with any curricular program change that you
understand it from the beginning. (10/02)
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When discussing administrative responsibilities, the superintendent and assistant
superintendent emphasized service and leadership. In fact the superintendent stated, “In
essence I guess that's what we see ourselves as; facilitators to the buildings and the
program. We don't rule. We try to set up a collaborative system of a lot of collaboration”
(11/02). He also commented, “It's important that the administrative staff go through the
same experiences that the teachers go through and are thoroughly knowledgeable so they
can facilitate any resources to the teachers” (11/02).

Support of Teachers

As seen in the data display in Appendix C, when responding to the questions
“What is the role of the principal in relation to the cluster program?” the word support
was used by most principals and enrichment resource teachers. When asked to elaborate,
however, the concept of support encompassed several different components. Principal
Little explained it this way, “It is back door support. It's like your not doing it, you are
just there” (11/02). Principal Adams added, “My major responsibility is to make sure that
people have what they need to do their job. That they have space. That they have time.
That they have the resources they need” (10/02). Several principals and enrichment
resource teachers specifically defined support in terms of providing money, people,
and/or time. Principal Little added specifics by saying:

So I'm here supporting the teachers, mostly, and dealing with difficult parents and

being the bearer of bad news and I do a lot of the paperwork, with the follow-

through with sending home the letters (Yes you're in the program. No you're

not.), the phone calls, and just supporting the teachers. (11/02)

Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook commented on how her principal had provided

support by funding a building-wide summer study session on differentiation. Others said

that although space was at a premium due to failed referenda, they felt they could ask for
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teaching materials for the program and they would be provided. As Enrichment Resource
Teacher Evans said:
Budgetary support is huge. It is amazing. I know when I was in the classroom I
spent a lot of money and I needed a lot and now it’s different. It’s usually for
more specifically targeted projects. But they still come up and it’s vital to the
things that we’re doing so that when we get budgetary support---that’s huge! To
know that if we have these great ideas that we do have the means to go ahead and
execute them. (10/02)
Several enrichment resource teachers also mentioned how grateful they were for the
regularly scheduled monthly meeting time with their cluster classroom teachers and the
quarterly planning time with other district enrichment resource teachers.
Conflict Resolution
Another theme that emerged was the concept of administrative support in terms of
resolving conflicts between parents and teachers as well as between teachers and
teachers. The theme of dealing with difficult parents was mentioned by both enrichment
resource teachers and principals. In fact, the phrase “parents have to know that they don't
control the program” was specifically mentioned by Principal Jones (1/03) and Principal
Hall (10/02) as well as Enrichment Resource Teacher Irwin (11/02) and Enrichment
Resource Teacher Flood (2/03). Enrichment Resource Teacher Kopp explained, “It’s
really important to know that if there’s a parent that’s giving you a problem, the
administration will back you” (10/02). As Principal Jones commented “Teachers handle
the things that they can, but sometimes it gets to the point where they can't. Then it is my
responsibility to step in” (1/03). Several principals also mentioned that they saw their role

as mediating conflicts or disagreements between teachers. Principal Dyer shared, “We do

have minor teacher conflicts. Sometimes I have to step in” (10/02).
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Program Implementation
A third theme that emerged was that of overseeing the implementation of the
Enrichment Cluster Program. This theme was expressed in terms of understanding the
program, choosing cluster teachers, and overseeing the identification and clustering of
students.
Understanding the program. Many principals expressed that it was their
responsibility to see that the program was being implemented correctly. As Principal
Adams commented:
Tt is my responsibility to be the person that understands the big picture of the program
so that when there are questions people don’t have to go to four different people to
get an answer, When a classroom teacher comes to me or a parent comes to me or a
enrichment resource teacher comes and says “What do you think?” I have enough
knowledge of the program and enough understanding of it that we can have a
conversation about that. That I can say, “Here’s what we’ll look at.” “Here’s what
we’ll do.” “Here’s the process that we’ll follow.” (10/02)

Principal Dyer put it this way, “I feel that my role is to be informed. I get into those

rooms just to see what is going on. Promote and praise where it is working so that it

grows” (10/02).

Choosing cluster teachers. Having classroom teachers differentiate curriculum for
identified students was a component of the Enrichment Cluster Program as well as having
the enrichment resource teachers push into their classroom to provide additional
differentiation. Three enrichment resource teachers mentioned that the principal should
encourage or make sure that the classroom teacher is differentiating in the classroom,

even when the resource teacher is not there as well as being flexible with scheduling

push-in and pull-out times. As Enrichment Resource Teacher Evans said, “ Administrators
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need to encourage classroom teachers to be as flexible as possible because that really
helps. When they get the word from Mrs. Dyer (the principal) then it automatically makes
things a lot easier for us” (10/02). Enrichment Resource Teacher Cook commented:

Cluster teachers have to be open and willing to have teachers in the room. Our

principal was very good about choosing who the cluster teachers were. And we

were lucky because I know in other schools, it could be more of an issue. We
don't really run into that too much. And I think it's because she (the principal)

takes teachers she knows will fit with the program. (11/02)

When discussing the importance of selecting teachers who would make good enrichment
cluster teachers, Principal Adams commented that “I did make a change at a grade level,
where the classroom teacher was not a good collaborator with the resource teachers. It
was not the best situation. It was a little touchy to do it, but I did it” (10/02).

Overseeing the identification and clustering of students. Two principals
commented that it was their responsibility to make sure that the right kids were in the
program (Principal Dyer, 10/02; Principal Jones, 1/03). However, Principal Little and
Principal Meyer commented that it was also their responsibility to make sure that the self-
image of the students not chosen for the cluster program was not damaged. As Principal
Meyer stated:

I have to protect the other children so their self-image is not affected by the fact

that they weren’t one of the ones chosen. We work real hard at that. The teachers

here really monitor that a lot and do the best they can to buffer all of that and I

think they’re both very good in second grade. In third grade too. (2/03)

I asked principals if parents of children who were not identified for the
Enrichment Cluster Program requested that their children be placed in the classroom with
the enrichment cluster. There was not a consensus answer. Some principals felt that

having parents request was a major issue, while others did not feel that it was a problem

in their school.
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Principal Dyer commented that this was a major issue at her school and shared:

And the other thing that does come from the parents of the children who are not in

the enrichment cluster, is that I want my child in the enrichment cluster

classroom. And it is an issue, very much. It is very much an issue. It does change
the make up of all of the classes and that is a fact. That is something that we have
to look at too. And we have to be totally honest about what it is doing about

the make up of the students in the other classes. (10/02)

On the other hand, Principal Hall saw the situation differently and stated:

Not really, because I think in the beginning, like the first year we did this there

was some of that. However, I think after they discovered that their kids felt left

out they didn't want to do that anymore. Do you really want to be left out when
they go to leave the room? Do you really want to stay behind? So it’s really kind
of a catch-22. And then it’s nice to be the brightest in somebody else’s room too.

There are pros and cons for both. (10/02)

However, when discussing the impact the enrichment clusters had on the remaining
classrooms, Principal Adams voiced a different concern:

One parent said to me “I want my kid in this teacher's class because she is the

cluster teacher and the other teacher gets all the special ed kids.” Well that's not

true because I've actually mixed the enrichment cluster and the special education
cluster; which isn't good sometimes either. However, I do have some enrichment
clusters that I'll send special ed kids to. With that teacher it works well. I'm not

sure every teacher could do it. (10/02)

The classroom teachers that had enrichment clusters also mentioned the
importance of having administrative support in the clustering of students. When
commenting on principal support, Cluster Classroom Teacher Thompson stated, “Mixing
those students together and putting them with the appropriate teacher and making the
enrichment teacher’s schedule and the regular classroom teacher’s schedule flexible
enough to work together” (3/03).

One observation that arose from the principal interviews, was that three of the

seven principals had connections with the district gifted program before they became

principals and before the Enrichment Cluster Program began. One principal was an
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administrative assistant to the curriculum director in charge of the gifted programs, one
served as the guidance counselor for the second through fifth grade self-contained gifted
program, and another was actually the central office administrator in charge of the gifted
program. All three of these administrators were very knowledgeable about and supportive
of the current Enrichment Cluster Program. Actually, I found all but one of the principals
to be knowledgeable and supportive. In the one non-supportive instance, the principal
was currently involved in a very difficult parent/student/teacher confrontation concerning
identification that had been appealed to the school board for resolution. She was the most
questioning of the current identification procedures.

In the next chapter I will review the major findings of this investigation and
discuss issues raised by these findings. I will discuss implications for how the
information gained from this study can be used when others attempt to implement the
Resource Consultation Model in elementary schools. Finally, I will conclude the chapter
by discussing areas for future research which will build upon the knowledge acquired

from this study.
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CHAPTER 5
DISCUSSION

The purpose of this study was to discover how a school district used a particular
gifted service delivery model to provide services for its elementary students identified as
gifted. Specifically, the study investigated the strengths and challenges of the Enrichment
Cluster Program as perceived by general education teachers, enrichment resource
teachers, parents, and administrators. Also studied were the factors that influenced
effective resource consultation between the enrichment resource teacher and the general
education teacher and the forms of administrative support that facilitated successful
resource consultation and implementation of the Enrichment Cluster Program.

When thinking about the findings of this study, it is also very important to
consider the financial and political climate of today. First, most school districts in the
nation are facing some sort of financial difficulty. During the year I did my study, Center
School District, which is in a tax cap area, had failed to pass two referenda; one for new
construction and another for the education fund. This year they have cut $1.5 million
from their operating budget and purchased portable classrooms for at least one school and
are looking to hold new referenda in 2005.The Enrichment Resource Program is an
expensive one in terms of staff. The Superintendent Noland commented that he estimated
that the salary cost for the program ran around $300,000 (11/02). It is interesting,
however, that at least in this district, the Enrichment Resource Program was not part of
the $1.5 million budget reduction.

Second, due to the No Child Left Behind legislation, schools are expected to raise

the achievement of all students to at least grade level standards by 2014 as measured by
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