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For:

The Major Work Group

and for
Chesley Sims

who had the courage and the vision to provide for us a truly gifted experience; who, with
his brown briefcase carrying the Stanford-Binet, opened the door to a world that every
student, regardless of his achievement or aptitude, should know for at least one moment
in his life—a place where songs and laughter, wonder and discovery abound; where every
child is safe from the political and social barriers which restrict his potential—a world
where he is free to act on his natural impuise to leam, pursuing all that interests him in

the way he chooses, in a classroom where a teacher like Alice Loutsenhizer makes it all
possible.
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FOREWORD
A man should learn to detect and watch that gleam of light
which flashes across his mind from within,
more than the lustre of the firmament of bards and sages.
Yet he dismisses without notice his thought, because it is his.
In every work of genius we recognize our own rejected thoughts: they
come back to us with a certain alienated majesty.

Ralph Waldo Emerson

In his essays on self-reliance, Ralph Waldo Emerson advocated the exploration
and the sharing of knowledge that lies not merely in books or studies, but within the
individual himself. Like Emerson, many teachers and philosophers have been compelled
to share with others that which is inherently possessed, tacit knowledge that for centuries
of time has provided inspiration to generations of scholars. I have come to believe that
teachers, throughout their lives and especially at the end of their lives, are compelled to
share the residual and immanent knowledge within, the intrinsic and experiential wisdom
that perhaps never made its way to the chalkboard, the lecture, or the textbook.

I will forever be grateful for the opportunity to talk personally with the mentors
who held answers to the questions I have long held about my childhood gifted
experience. I am grateful most for the opportunity to meet and talk with Chesley Sims,
the reticent man of my childhood memories who mysteriously appeared at my classroom

door in 1958 with a brown briefcase carrying the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. Test.
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I have long remembered how I felt when Miss Kempe, my third grade teacher
called out, “Roseann, leave your books behind and go with this gentleman.” Obeying her
command, I followed the man out the door and down the long hall at Central School. As
we approached the doors to the school’s auditorium, I struggled to keep up with his
hurried pace, my eyes fixed nervously on the brown briefcase at his side.

My heart began to beat faster when the man, leading me to the small room
positioned in the wings of the darkened stage, closed the door behind us. He placed the
mysterious brown briefcase on the oak table within and asked me to sit in one of two
chairs as he adjusted the Venetian blinds at the window. He stared at the briefcase as he
adjusted the blinds, casting a dim light on the table where I sat waiting.

I was only 8 years old, and for a moment, I imagined the man was darkening the
room so no one could see what he was about to do, and surely he intended to do
something terrible to me with whatever he had in that ominous brown briefcase. I have
wondered for years if he ever saw the tears welling up in my eyes that day, petrified as he
at last opened the dreaded briefcase. I do recall he looked at me perplexed, then smiled as
my eyes fixed on the colorful items in the case. Instinctively, I reached to touch what
looked like small toys in the briefcase, tiny dolls and animals, a spoon, a tiny toy chair,
colorful blocks, beads and cards, and a pair of small scissors.

All were part of the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. Test, and the man administering the test
was Chesley Sims, the school psychologist who had fought diligently to create

Barberton’s first gifted education classes in 1958. Mr. Sims’ intentions that day were not



to harm me with what he held in his brown briefcase, but to help me and other gifted
students find our way into a world that would heighten rather than limit our salient
academic potential.

For a time, the gifted program Mr. Sims envisioned for us was realized, and I will
forever be grateful to him for that opportunity. For a much longer time than it succeeded,
the Major Work Program he envisioned was impacted by the politics of education, a
world often resentful of privilege and impervious to change.

Chesley Sims knew then what we know now with even greater certainty— it is
not only feasible but essential to nurture and augment the potential of the brightest
students in our nation’s schools. Within that gifted population lies our greatest hope for

the future.
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CHAPTER I
STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM
Introduction

Efforts to effect meaningful change in curriculum or classroom practice today are
not likely to succeed without taking into account the perceptions of teachers and students
in the actual school setting. Louden (1991), in his studies of educational innovation,
found the teacher to be the ultimate key to educational change and school improvement.
Teachefs, according to Louden, do not merely deliver the curriculum; they develop it,
define it, and reinterpret it. It is what teachers think, therefore, what teachers believe, and
whth teachers do in the classroom that ultimately shapes the kind of leaming that young
people get (Louden, 1991).

This case study advances the proposition that innovative practices in education
are not likely to get far without student approval or acceptance of the manner in which
their teachers deliver the curriculum. Students’ reactions to what teachers think, believe,
and do in the classroom are remarkably influential factors in the success or failure of
curriculum change or educational innovations.

As schools endeavor to keep up with state and national demands for improved
programming for gifted students, more studies are needed that take into account the
people most directly affected when school leaders respond to those demands—teachers

and their students in the gifted setting. Cortazzi (1993) argued that we need to know more
1



about teachers’ perspectives if we are to improve educational systems, curriculum
reforms, and classroom practice,. We need to know how teachers see their situation, what
their experience is like, what they believe, and how they think. In short, he argued, we
need to know more about teachers’ culture, from the inside.

This study purports the need to know more about the students’ culture from the
inside as well. Studies that give voice to the two most vital stakeholders in the school
setting—students and teachers—can provide valuable insights into a world often
frustrated by or resistant to the changes imposed on them.

The present study was designed to investigate perceptions of participants of an
experimental gifted program in Ohio. In particular, the study focuses on one cohort of the
“Major Work Group” from the program’s inception in 1958 through the cohort’s
graduation one decade later. The teachers assigned to teach the gifted cohort and similar
gifted classes are also a focus of the study. In a narrative case study, the voices of gifted
students and their teachers provide personal and professional insights regarding factors
affecting their attitudes and behaviors throughout their participation in a pull-out gifted
program. Moreover, the role of administrators involved in planning and implementing the
educational innovation is explored with the intent to determine how their decisions and
actions, as perceived by participants, may have advanced or impeded the success of
students, teachers, and the program itself.

Presently, a paucity of literature explores gifted students’ perceptions of their

overall gifted experience. Furthermore, a dearth of literature focuses on the gifted cohort



experience as a chapter in one’s life history, and no apparent studies that give voice
through narratives to gifted students and their teachers selected for experimental gifted
programs. This study endeavors to fill that void in the literature and provides an in-depth
look at gifted education through the eyes of those who live it—gifted students, their
teachers, and the school administrators responsible for planning and implementing the
gifted program. The Major Work Group’s adult perceptions of their childhood gifted
experience offers vital information for leaders of any educational innovation today, and
in particular, for those who employ or promote ability grouping in special classes for
gifted students.

The nature of teacher’s knowledge of the classroom experience has long been
~ linked to teachers’ narratives. Explorations of what teachers know, how they think and
learn professionally, and how they make decisions in the classroom is a clearly
developing major strand of research about teaching (Calderhead, 1987, 1988). A current
concern with the ‘voice’ of teachers has also been firmly linked to narrative, and ‘voice’
is a term increasingly used by those concerned with teacher empowerment today
(Goodson, 1992). There is an absence of teachers’ voices in educational research on the
gifted experience, and this study gives much needed voice to teachers and to the students
they serve in the gifted setting. Moreover, it includes the perceptions of their colieagues
and school leaders, conceming the challenges of implementing gifted programs in a

climate affected by educational politics and change.



This chapter includes a personal perspective and background for the study, which

details the researcher’s interest in and connection to the gifted cohort studied and

provides information about the culture in which the gifted innovation took place. Further,

it explains current trends and issues relevant to the research questions addressed in this

study. Also included in this section are:

1.

An historical overview of the field of gifted education and the trends and
educational issues relevant and available at the time of the program’s
existence

Purpose of the study

. Rationale for and significance of the study

Parameters of the study

Assumptions made i

Research questions, and

Definitions that will clarify terminology used throughout the study

Personal Perspective and Cultural Background of the Participants

The information yielded in qualitative research is understood best when problems

and the settings in which they exist are descriptively presented. In presenting a case study

of the Major Work program, it is important to look at the setting in which the innovation

took place. Knowing the cultural context in which the program existed during the period

of 1958-1968 provides a greater understanding of the perceptions and attitudes of

students, parents, teachers, and school officials functioning in that setting during that time

period.



Located southwest of Akron, Ohio, Barberton was founded on industry and in the
1920s earned the nickname “The Magic City” for figuratively sprouting up “overnight.”
Booming with industry in the days following the Great Depression, long work weeks in
the city’s factories drew standing-room only crowds at high school football stadium and
basketball courts to cheer the Barberton High School “Magics” on to victory. The |
school’s colors—purple and white—adomed the city’s crosswalks, school walls, tennis
courts, and even some homes and automobiles.

Like other baby boomers, students growing up in Barberton in the 1950s were
largely raised by fathers who went to work in local factories each moming and mothers
who stayed at home to send their children off to school each day. Most grew up fearing
polio and communism, and after Russia launched its second Sputnik, the United States
Government issued its publication Education in the U.S.S.R., in which it warned of
Soviet advancements in the fields of math and science (Soviet Union, 1958). Shortly
after, a group financed by the Rockefeller Foundation issued its own report calling for a
national scholarship program to encourage America’s superior students. Calling on the
nation’s school leaders to help them, the group announced the government’s intention to
discover gifted and talented students through national examinations, and once identified,
to provide encouragement, special classes, and scholarships to gifted to encourage
excellence in both intellect and spirit (Rockefeller, 1958).

The orbiting of Sputnik I on October 4, 1957, is mentioned in all historical

accounts of gifted education in the U.S,, as it was this moment in history that ushered in a



decade of renewed interest in education for the nation’s gifted. In an effort to remain
competitive in the “space era” and address shortages in the nation’s scientific and
technological ranks, state departments of education throughout America began directing
more attention to programming for gifted children. In 1957, only a handful of state
consultants had responsibilities for gifted programs. By 1962, however, the National
Association for State Directors for Programs for the Gifted was organized, and within the
year, 12 states and Puerto Rico had full-time consultants for the gifted (Sputnik, 1969).

A definitive program for Ohio’s academically gifted began in 1959 with the
initiation of research and demonstration projects in the state (Rich, 1959). Prior to that, in
the late 1940s and early 1950s the “gifted movement” in America had been largely
fosiered by thé work of Lewis Terman (Terman, 1925; Terman & Oden, 1947). In Ohio,
this mov-ement provided the impetus for launching state-wide initiatives for the
academically gifted. In 1951, a statewide committee surveyed 188 school districts and
found that 11% had provisions for the gifted. After the launching of Sputnik, however,
based on a 67% return, a majority of school districts (59%) had some provisions for the
gifted (Rich, 1959).

Recommendations in a 1951 report of the Committee on Special Education
included the following:

1. Much research is needed to solve many problems in educating the

gifted—problems of social and emotional adjustment—problems relating to
the fuller development of special talents



2. Citizens must be made aware of the seriousness of the waste of intelligence
and urged to take action in preventing it. This action might well be support of
a program subsidized by the state for the education of the gifted

3. The state government should appoint an educator qualified to confer with
superintendents interested in and desirous of making provisions for the gifted
and to recommend and coordinate a program to meet their needs (Sputnik,
1969, p. 5).

The first legislative action addressing the need for gifted education did not come
about until 1959, when the 103™ Ohio General Assembly authorized the state board of
education to hire, advise, and counsel with boards of education, for the training of
teachers in the special instruction of gifted children and authorized the state board to
provide financial assistance for such programs. In that same year, a state-wide advisory
“c;)mmittee to the program for academically gifted was organized in Ohio, culminating its
acﬁﬁﬁes with recommeﬁdations to the state department of education in 1962 (Sputnik,
1969).

A 1962 study of Ohio’s Gifted in the 1960-61 school year (Stephens, 1962)
showed that 28% of the districts had made some provisions for gifted students and that
the attrition rate was high in comparison with the frequency of programming found in a
previous study. Based on a 95% return, the survey found that conceptions of giftedness
varied markedly between school systems, and frequently within the same system
(Sputnik, 1969).

In the decade between 1957-1967, numerous demonstration projects launched in

the state of Ohio used a variety of approaches at gifted education at the elementary, junior



high, and senior high school levels. Some concluded after one year whereas several
others were funded for longer periods of time (Sputnik, 1969).

Although 15 experimental projects undertaken during this decade were detailed in
a State Department of Education publication (Sputnik, 1969), the Major Work program
selected for this study was not mentioned in the final report on Ohio’s gifted programs.
Preliminary interviews with teachers and administrators of the Barberton Major Work
Program indicate their district began the experimental project without direction from or
accountability to the state.

Recorded History Of the Barberton Major Work Program

There are few public documents recording the existence of Barberton’s first
Major Work program, and no oificial files or school records could be found in any of the
district’s school facilities on the initial plans or implementation of the program. Beyond
student records detailing individuals’ selection for and progress in the program, there is
one written record, appearing in the minutes of the February 11, 1958, school board
meeting, of a proposal being made to launch the gifted program. According to the
minutes, E. L. Hunt, Director of Curriculum and Robert W. Ullman, Director of Child
Study and Guidance, addressed school superintendent Ralph Ely and members of the

Barberton Board of Education in a presentation titled Proposed Plan for Major Work

Group in the Barberton Public Schools. Generally, the proposal addressed three

questions:



1. Who should be in a Major Work Group?

2. What is the nature of a Major Work Group?

3. What organization plan is proposed?

Minutes show that Hunt and Ullman were assisted by the district’s school
psychologist in answering questions of the Board during a discussion of the proposed
program. At that meeting, the Board concurred with the mission of the program and
agreed to relieve the school psychologist of his regular duties in order to devote himself
full-time to the Major Work program.

Minutes of the February 11, 1958, school board meeting in Barberton were
helpful in summarizing the rationale used by school administrators in proposing the
Major Work Program:

1. Major Work groups are identified as special classes designed for intellectually
gifted students—those with great natural intellectual endowment who are
capable of assimilating regular school material at a rapid rate and who have a
mental capacity which is 30 or more percent above the average. Since the
philosophy in the Barberton Schools is to insure that every youngster achieves
to his highest potential, it is proposed that students who are identified as gifted
be placed in special groups to foster their optimum development.

2. Major Work groups are designed to further enrich the curriculum at any grade
level as well as to provide for the acceleration of the child in those skills and
areas in which he is capable of being accelerated. It is neither desirable nor
intended that the child be permitted to “skip” a grade, but rather to learn all
that he is capable of learning at each grade level.

3. Students who are thought of as gifted will be identified as gifted during their
third year in school so that proper arrangements can be made for their entry in
Major Work classes at the beginning of the fourth year, where a sound reading
background can be developed and where homogeneous grouping can allow
superior youngsters to be grouped together for a major portion of their work.
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4. Proposed are two classes at the fourth year and two classes at the fifth year to
be organized for the school year 1958-59. These elementary classes are to be
in certain designated elementary schools where classrooms are available in
centrally located areas of the city. The program is intended to be purely
voluntary with parents providing transportation to the special class centers.

5. Gifted students will be identified by an individual psychological examination.
Other factors to be considered are achievement, teachers’ recommendations,
and emotional make-up of the child. It is recommended that the child study
consultant make the decision as to who is to be admitted to or removed from
such classes.

6. Academically superior students will be placed in special groups so that their
learning in specialized areas such as science and mathematics can be enriched
or accelerated (Barberton Board of Education, 1958).

Beyond this paraphrased record in the minutes of the February 1958, school board
meeting, no other mention could be found of the implementation, progress, or termination
of the Major Work program between 1958-1968. The only other mention of the program
appears in board minutes two months before the February 1958, proposal for Major Work
was presented. Minutes show Superintendent Ralph Ely reported that a committee was
studying a document titied Program for the Gifted Child (Barberton Board of Education,
1957).

The only other historical record of the Major Work program, kept on file in the
education archives of the Barberton Public Library, was one article published in the
Barberton Herald on August 14, 1958. Based on interviews with current personnel in

Barberton Schools and with key leaders of the initial program, the article in education

archives is the only written record of the Major Work program, its goals and purpose.
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According to the report, Barberton City Schools’ curriculum director, E. Lester
Hunt, joined Robert Ullman, director of child study and guidance, in announcing
Barberton’s selection in 1958 of 100 students for the experimental program. Originally
proposed for students with “superior capacity for academic achievement,” the Major
Work program was launched with two fourth grade classes and two fifth grade classes to
be housed at Amold and Oakdale Elementary Schools. In explaining the reason for using
two separate schools for the project, Hunt said, “There were not enough pupils with
superior capacity in any one school” to justify grouping in one school alone (Hawse,
1958, p. 1).

Pupils selected from Johnson, Rose, Central, Lincoln, Amold, and Decker
Elementary Schools were invited to attend Arnold Elementary School with their Major
Work Group. Those selected from the eastern half of the city at Hazelwood, Memorial,
Oakdale, Washington, and Woodford Elementary Schools would attend classes at
Oakdale Elementary School. Because of the costs of transportation, school administrators
required parents of those selected to agree ahead of time to provide transportation to and
from school for their children.

Referring to the Major Work experiment as an “accelerated study program,” Hunt
announced he personally called parents of those selected to gain their approval for their
children to enter the innovative program. If any parent objected to his child being placed
in the program, the next name on the list was submitted until four groups of 25 children

were selected for each class.
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Barberton superintendent Ralph Ely announced an additional $150 per pupil
($15,000) was needed to educate gifted students in the “new experimental major work
classes” to provide for “more teachers, additional equipment, typewriters, globes, atlases
and other teaching materials.” The superintendent said the district would assume the extra
expense involved.

Promises made by the superintendent to those selected for the program included
plans for more teachers and smaller class sizes to enable teachers to have more time for
each pupil. Moreover, Ely, Hunt, and Ullman said the atmosphere in the special
classrooms would be different than in the normal classroom. “Pupils in the superior
capacity group will be given a more informal situation such as being grouped around
tables and working in more groups,” Hunt said. “Special students would proceed faster
without as much repetition and drill (Hawse, 1958, p. 1).

Among the skills proposed for the special classes, Hunt said students should be
given work in developing concise speaking and writing habits; research and use of
reference materials and facilities of the school and the public library would be stressed. A
set of encyclopedias would be in every gifted classroom (something not readily available
in regular classrooms) and opportunities to leam typing and conversational foreign
language would be provided in the elementary grades.

Hunt proposed that Major Work students would be able to finish three years’
work in two years, although program formulators did not feel the pupils would achieve

the equivalent of a college education before graduating from high school.
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“This is an experimental program and we really don’t know just how far they will
g0,” Hunt said when announcing the program. “By the time Barberton’s superior capacity
phpils reach high school, they will be ready to study organic chemistry and calculus”
(Hawse, 1958, p. 1).

These and other promises were made to students and parents who participated in
the Major Work program in 1958. One additional promise made by the board of
education was one parents, teachers, and students who participated in the program more
than 40 years ago mentioned frequently during preliminary interviews for this study:
“The Major Work program will not be cut off once the Major Work plan is put into
effect” (Hawse, 1958, p. 1).

Statement of The Problem

To John Dewey (1933), a problem was anything that perplexes and challenges the
mind to the extent that it makes belief uncertain. Research problems can arise from a
number of sources. McMillan and Schumacher (1984) listed personal experience as a
common source of research problems. Out of personal experience, they said, can come
research questions suggested by observations of certain relationships for which no
satisfactory explanation exists, or for examining innovations and changes that need long-
term confirmation.

Mermam (1988) suggested practical situations, like personal experience, often
present research problems especially amenable to evaluation research. McMillan and

Schumacher (1984) further suggested that the formulation of such research questions can
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focus on educational needs, information for program planning or development, and the
implementation or effectiveness of an educational practice.

As a member of the gifted cohort selected for the Major Work group in Barberton
in 1958, the researcher in this study began the investigation with knowledge based on
personal experience and on a belief that no satisfactory record of or explanation for the
phenomenon exists to date. A preliminary investigation of peer-adult perceptions of
similar childhood experiences in the other gifted programs confirmed the need for
research and produced a number of questions for study. To foster a complete
understanding of the implementation of the gifted program and its effects, it was deemed
necessary to explore the records of the program and its participants and the literature
available on recommended practices for administering educational innovations. Further,
it was deemed necessary to determine what information about gifted education was
available to Barberton school leaders and teachers at that time.

Of primary interest in this study was a need to determine the consequences of
effective and ineffective leadership of the educational innovation under study and the
perceived effects of the program on staff and students involved. In order to adequately
address this concem, the personal narratives of key participants in the program were
gathered and studied to identify the adoption and implementation methods employed
before and after the Major Work experiment commenced. Of particular interest were the
strategies for change employed. In-depth interviews with key participants provide

meaningful narratives in which participants individually and collectively reveal the
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educational climate in which the program was implemented and identify barriers to
innovation and change that may have affected student performance and the survival of
the program itself.

To understand the impact of the experimental program on students selected, the
researcher conducted a thorough examination of relevant literature in the field of gifted
education, with a particular focus on the needs of gifted children and recommendations
for successful programming and teaching practices for the gifted child in special classes.

Research Questions

In identifying a research problem, Merriam (1988) suggested the researcher move
from general interest, curiosity, or doubt about a situation to a specific statement of the
research problem. It was this translation that paved the way for defining the case to be
investigated. To determine the extent to which recommended practices in gifted
education were known and effectively utilized during the Major Work experiment, the
researcher posed the following questions:

1. What were the perceived educational needs of gifted students at the time
school administrators in Barberton, Ohio, implemented the Major Work
program?

2. What was the intended purpose of the Major Work experiment?

3. What information on giftied education was available to school administrators
and teachers at the time the program was implemented?

4. What was the overall effectiveness of the practices utilized by school leaders
and teachers to administer and implement the program?
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How do the practices used to administer and implement the Major Work
program compare with current models and best practices for initiating
educational innovations?

What are the personal perceptions of participants of the short-term and long-
term effects of their Major Work expernence?

What classroom climate and teaching methods were most conducive and most
detrimental to individual success in the gifted program?

When, how, and why did the Major Work experiment begin and end?

What are the current perceptions of program participants of the success or
failure of the Major Work experiment?

What factors, if any, were most influential for participants in their decisions to
continue or discontinue their participation in the program?

Prior to commencing a narrative case study of the Major Work phenomenon, the

researcher had been a member of the cohort selected for the gifted experiment in 1958.

As such, she possessed personal knowledge of the setting, including time, place, and

participants, and was familiar with the program and the basic manner in which it was

implemented. The researcher also possessed knowledge of recurring events in public and

special education, had knowledge of current practices in educational administration, and

had undertaken considerable research for this study in the area of gifted education. From

that vantage point, several broad questions directed the interviews that would yield

personal narratives for use in this study. Those individual narratives, when merged

together, comprise an edifying chronicle of the Barberton Major Work program that

answers, specifically:
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1. What happened?

2. Why?

3. How?

4. With what effects?

Preliminary interviews with participants revealed that when the Major Work
program was launched in 1958, it was made clear to participants where, when, and why
their gifted experience had begun. As students progressed through the program, however,
their placement and the purpose of their placement became less obvious. Although they
were knowingly assigned to special classes in grades 4-6 and grouped in other non-
traditional ways in grades 7-9, continuation in the gifted program beyond junior high
school appeared to have occurred more by chance or personal choice than by guidance,
placement, academic assessment, or administrative direction.

Preliminary interviews with a majority of program participants revealed that many
had remained perplexed about what they perceived was a slow but sure disintegration of
their childhood gifted experience. Interviews with students, parents, teachers, and school
leaders involved in the Major Work program during the 10-year period under study raised
important questions about how the program was administered, why the educational
innovation altered its initial course, and why it was perceived by most of the participants
to have ended for them at varying points and before it was intended to end. Answers to
these research questions offer valuable insights for school administrators implementing

similar innovations today. Further, the study provides meaningful personal insights for
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leaders of gifted education into the effects of experimental programs and special classes
for gifted students and for the staff assigned to guide them. This retrospective study
explores the recollections of 11 of the original 15 students selected for participation in the
Major Work Group. Their stories, combined with the stories of their parents, teachers,
and school administrators, provide a rare glimpse of the entire socio-political world of the
gifted experience. The effects of various practices employed in the administration and
implementation of the experimental gifted program are explored to determine which
factors were most effective and least effective for achieving success in the gifted
classroom.
Purpose of the Study

Studies of organizational change, according to Huber and Van De Ven (1995),

tend to pose two general questions:

1. What are the antecedents or consequences of changes in organizational or
administrative practices?

2. How does an organizational change emerge, develop, grow, and terminate over
time?

A majority of research to date, he argued, has focused on the first of these
questions. Recently, however, there has been a growing interest in studying the second
question, which is concerned with the temporal sequence of events that unfold as change
occurs within an organization. Longitudinal and retrospective studies of educational
innovations are vital for understanding the dynamics of change and its impact on both

organizations and individuals.
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Although examination of the effects of educational leadership and program
implementation in the Major Work program in Barberton, Ohio, is an important
component of the present study, the examination of individual pupil development during
participation in the program is of tantamount importance. What happens to the individual
is, in the final analysis, the most important consideration when studying program
effectiveness (Sanders, 1961).

The focus of the study, then, is an examination of the recollections and
perceptions of leader, teacher, and student participants in Barberton’s Major Work
program. Its intent is to add to the knowledge base about gifted programming in general
and about ability grouping in special classes for gifted students in particular. Moreover, it
offers insights. into the effects of the gifted experience on the motivation, achievement,
and self issues of gifted children placed in special classes. It offers further insights for
school administrators on the effects of change and innovation on the participants
involved. Issues related to leadership, change, professional development, and program
evaluation are explored closely in an examination of the Major Work program and its
effectiveness.

The study provides valuable insights for those who deliver services to gifted
students about the personal and educational concerns of gifted students and their parents.
The research focused not only on factors selected for study in advance, but factors

deemed immediately relevant by participants of the gifted experience—the students,
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teachers, parents, and administrators who are better able to identify the factors, situations,
and behaviors that affect their attitudes and performance in the gifted setting.

Educators of the gifted and talented need to hear the voices of the student
population they serve. Administrators need to hear the voice of teachers they entrust with
the responsibility of nurturing what many continue to describe as our nation’s “most
valuable resource.” They, too, have important insights about the effects of adequate and
inadequate implementation of experimental programming. Gifted students and their
parents can benefit from hearing the voices of teachers and administrators whose
decisions and approaches to gifted education may be affected by the social and political
forces at work in the school and community setting.

- The use of personal narratives in educational research is increasingly being seen
as central to the study of the culture and politics of education. Proponents of narrative
anaiysis argue that stories of the experiences of teachers and students are crucial for
understanding the lives of teachers and those they teach, if current instruction and
educational reform are to be effective (Cortazzi, 1993). For those who seek to improve
educational practices and curriculum reforms, the narratives yielded in this study present
valuable insights into teachers’ perspectives on school change, its administration and
implementation. Their narratives offer a rare, simultaneous glimpse of how teachers,
students, and administrators perceive their situations and the educational cultures in
which they are placed. Moreover, their stories provide a meaningful look at how teachers

and students think and react to the changes imposed on them.
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Proponents of gifted education need to hear the voices of gifted students, their
teachers, and their parents who comprise the community that has the potential of being
either the greatest allies or strongest opponents of gifted education. This study gives
voice to that community.

The information provided by the narratives of administrators, teachers, students,
and parents additionally provides a better understanding of the role of the school in
serving gifted students and the consequences of neglecting that responsibility.

Finally, there is an evaluation component in the design of this study. In the
absence of any substantial recorded history and no identifiable evaluation of the
Barberton Major Work experiment, participants’ observations and perceptions provide a
meaningful reflection on and evaluation of the historic educational experiment of which
they were a part.

Definition of Terms
Special Classes

The term “special classes” refers to the organizational scheme which seeks out
gifted children and places them together in a homogeneous group for instructional
purposes.

Major Work

An educational program designed by the Cleveland Public Schools in Ohio for

academically gifted children in the 1940s, the Major Work program continues in some

form in Cleveland to this day. Its purpose was to challenge gifted students through multi-
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dimensional approaches involving special curricula, enrichment, and advanced course
content. The goal of the program was to develop within each student a desire for
excellence and a sense of responsibility to school and society at large (Board of
Education of the Cleveland City Schools, 1985). For the purposes of this study, the term
“Major Work program” refers to the gifted experiment in Barberton, Ohio, whose
originators used the Cleveland Major Work Program as a guide for proposing a similar
program. The “Major Work Group” refers to a cohort of 15 gifted students who
participated together in the Barberton program from 1958-1968.
Narrative

The term “narrative” has been employed by qualitative researchers with a variety
of meanings with considerable disagreement about its precise definition. Labov (1972a)
assumed all narratives were stories about a specific past event with common properties.
Most scholars treat narratives as discrete units, with clear beginnings and endings
(Riessman, 1993). In the context of narrative inquiry, the methodology selected for this
study, narrative refers to a discourse form in which events and happenings are configured
into a temporal unity by means of a plot.

Narrative Structure
Bruner (1985) designates two types of cognition: paradigmatic, which operates by

recognizing elements as members of a category; and narrative, which operates by

combining elements into an emplotted story. In Poetics, Aristotle identified a narrative as

having a beginning, middle, and end and ever since, scholars agree that sequence is
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necessary in narrative (Cronon, 1992; Polanyi, 1985). Labov and Waletsky (1967) argued
that narratives follow a chronological sequence and that the order of events moves in a
linear way through time. A narrative, according to this definition, is a personal
perspective that responds repeatedly to the question, “And then what happened?”
(Riessman, 1993). Young (1987) and Culler (1980) further argued that consequential
sequencing exists when in narratives one event is said to cause another, even though the
links may not always be chronological. Narratives constructed for this study are both
chronological and consequential.
Narrative Inquiry

Narrative inquiry refers to qualitative research designs in which stories are used to
describe human action. The use of the word “namrative” has been extended to refer to any
data that are in the form of natural discourse or speech. Linked to this usage, qualitative
researchers have used narrative inquiry to describe the form of a collected body of data
gathered for analysis (Polkinghorne, 1995).

Narrative Configuration

The process of narrative configuration in qualitative analysis employs a thematic
approach to organizing happenings as part of an unfolding movement that culminates in
an outcome. The thematic thread is the plot and the plot’s integrating operation is called
emplotment. The happenings that are configured or emplotted inevitably take on narrative
meaning; that is, they are understood from the perspective of the role they play and the

influence they have on a specified outcome (Polkinghorne, 1995).
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Stories

The word story is used in a general sense in this study to signify narratives that
combine a succession of episodes into a unified piot. This usage is becoming the accepted
practice among qualitative researchers working with life history materials (Josselson,
1993). In this context, “story” refers to narratives describing a life event, an
autobiographical account of an experience, or a report of remembered episodes that have
occurred.

Parameters of the Study

The very lack of structure is what made case study research an ideal methodology
for studying the Barberton Major Work experiment, as it allowed for adaptation of
unexpected developments during data collection and for changing direction in pursuit of
meaning. The role of the researcher in such methods of qualitative research has been
compared by Merriam (1988) to that of a detective. One must enjoy searching for pieces
to the puzzle and tolerate uncertainty for an indefinite period of time. That uncertainty
and the fascinating process of piecing together the complete story of the phenomenon
directed the course of this study from its inception to its conclusion.

Decisions were made throughout the study regarding what constituted the case,
how and what data was to be collected, who was to be interviewed, what documents were
to be read, what questions were to be asked of whom, how best to deal with the data as it

was collected, and how the process affected the gathering of additional data.
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Depth and breadth of the data collected depended largely upon the ability of the
participants to honestly and accurately divulge information from their past experience.
Some participants experienced some difficulty in reflecting and answering the questions,
as more than 40 years had passed since they were part of the experiment. The shared
experience of the researcher and the use of multiple sources, however, made it possible to
extend and confirm individual recollections. Participants were, for the most part, asked to
describe their personal, affective experience with the Major Work program, since they
were more apt to recall with clarity and accuracy their personal behaviors, reactions, and
perceptions at the time of their gifted experience.

Finally, it is important to address the issue of participant-observer status and
potential bias in this case study. As the researcher was a participant in the Major Work
program being examined and a member of the gifted cohort selected for case study,
substantial time has passed to allow for an objective view of the experience. The
researcher’s voice is not included in the narratives used for analysis. Personal observation
and experience were helpful throughout the study, however, as the participant narratives
and the personal experience of the researcher provided direction for both data collection
and data analysis of narrative accounts verified by other sources. The use of multiple
participants and multiple methods of data collection for the study provided opportunities
for triangulation and the means with which to confirm or clarify data yielded by the

narratives. Member checks and peer debriefing were used to further limit the potential for
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researcher’s bias through the use of peer review and cross-checking of factors and themes
which emerged as dominant in interviews of participants.
Assumptions

In contrast to quantitative research, which takes apart a phenomenon to examine
its component parts, qualitative research strives to understand how all the parts work
together to form a whole. When using this approach to research, the paramount objective
is to understand the meaning of the experience (Merriam, 1988). This study assumed that
each participant who was part of the Major Work program in Barberton, Ohio, possessed
some knowledge of that experience and had insights into the value and meaning of the
gifted experience they shared.

This study was undertaker: in an effort, as Patton (1985) described, to understand
experiences and as part of a particular context. The study is therefore an end in itself, and
does not presume to predict what may happen in the future; instead, it seeks to reveal the
nature of that particular setting at that particular time—what it meant for participants to
be part of that gifted experience, what their lives were like, what was going on for them,
what their meanings were, and what the world looked like to them while in that setting. In
the final analysis, the study communicates that faithfully to others who are interested in
observing the gifted setting through the eyes of the participants themselves. Narrative
analysis makes it possible to achieve that depth of understanding.

Although traditional research is based on the assumption that there is a single-

objective reality that can be observed, known, and measured, qualitative research makes
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the assumption that there are multiple realities—that the phenomenon to be studied is not
an objective thing, but a function of personal interaction and perception. As such, the
Major Work program is a highly subjective phenomenon that relies on its parts to provide
meaning for the whole. An assumption was made that the participants in this
experimental gifted program have made meaning of their individual and shared
experiences and could articulate this meaning by describing their experiences and
perceptions.

Providing a description of the study and its purpose in the initial interview was
used to help participants recognize the importance of the study and of their honest
reflections on the experience. The use of common language and shared meaning of that
gifted experience allowed the observer and participants to communicate more effectively
throughout the data collection process.

Assumptions About Narrativization

Narrativization assumes point of view. Facts are products of an interpretive
process in which facts and interpretations depend on one another (Stivers, 1993). Based
on a review of other narrative studies, an assumption was made that individuals would
construct different narratives about the same event (Chafe, 1980) and there would be
some marked disparities between the ordering of telling and the ordering of occurrences
(Goodman, 1980).

Further, it was assumed that respondents would narrate the same events in

radically different ways, depending on the values and interests of the narrator. Telling
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about complex and troubling events should vary, according to Riessman (1993), because
the past is a selective reconstruction.

For meaningfulness and understanding, stories rely on people’s presumption that
time moves in a unilinear direction from past to present to future and on a sense that
events, motives, and interpretations can affect human actions and outcomes
(Polkinghorne, 1983). There was, therefore, an overall assumption that the plots revealed
by respondents would relate events by causally linking prior happenings to later effects.
Those causal links were helpful for recognizing the effect of situations and actions on
later consequences.

Significance of the Study

In explaining the need for more qualitative studies of human experiences, Donald
Polkinghome (1988) reflected on the era of behaviorism from the 1920s to the 1960s
when mainstream psychology abandoned attempts to study consciousness and began
limiting its data to quantifiable factors. There is today, what Howard Gardner (1985)
suggested, a revolutionary change in the human disciplines away from the study of
human beings as objects in the world to the study of the mind or consciousness at work
during life experiences and afterward. This study extends the quantitative and case study
methods employed by most researchers studying the gifted experience and delves into the
realm of cognitive activity—into perception and recognition, recall and memory—in a

narrative case study of the gifted experience as it was lived.
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Through narratives, according to Bruner (1987), researchers can structure
perceptual experience, organize memories, and build purpose out of the events of
people’s lives.

The gifted studies reviewed in Chapter 2 consist largely of quantitative analyses
of factors considered favorable and unfavorable during various gifted experiences. This
study is the first to use a narrative analysis to delve into the realm of consciousness of
students, teachers, and administrators of a gifted program.

In questionnaires used by quantitative researchers and qualitative researchers for
factorial analysis, answers are reduced or parceled for categorical study. In the narrative
case study, open-ended questionnaires form the basis for chronological story-telling.
Extended narratior in this study was, at all times, deemed important for understanding
the human experience to be studied. With an open-ended approach to information
gathering, participants of the gifted program under study were permitted to configure a
sequence of events into a unified happening. Narrative ordering, according to
Polkinghome (1983), makes those individual events comprehensible by identifying the
whole to which they contribute. The ordering process, therefore, was operated by linking
diverse happenings along a temporal dimension and by identifying the effect one event in
the Major Work experience had on another.

Causal linkage of events is often known retrospectively within the context of the
outcome of the total episode (Freeman, 1984). The significance and contribution of

particular happenings and actions often are not evident until the denouement of the
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episode. Events which might have appeared insignificant at the time of the experience
often turn out to have been a crucial occurrence affecting the outcome (Polkinghorne,
1995). Participants of the Major Work experiment possess knowledge of what occurred
and of what they experienced during the first decade of the Barberton experiment in
gifted education. Now, more than 40 years later, they have been given a voice to tell their
stories, to reflect on their shared experience, and to consider the cause and effect of those

occurrences in this study.

Significance for Educational Administration

Most problems which arise in developing programs for academically talented
children are rooted in curriculum issues, but many have been found to be more
administrative in nature. Since programs for the academically talented child begin with
an idea which must be translated into a workable program, the implementation and
development of the program is an administrative task.

Innovative programs, according to Sanders (1961), are developed in one of three
ways: through administrative decree, cooperative planning, or the use of pilot programs.
The third approach, the use of pilot programs, had several advantages in this case: (a)
Unsound practices could be discarded before being installed on a system-wide basis; (b)
Highly interested or motivated faculty could move forward without having to wait for
others who are less ready for, or accepting of, the innovation.

The development of worthwhile pilot projects, however, is dependent upon

_cooperative effort. Time must be allowed for participants to confer and plan, and
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regardless of where the idea originates, the building principal is a key leader in the
success of such programs. As the communication link between the superintendent and his
faculty, and because of his unique position of leadership at the teaching level, no
innovative program is apt to get far without his efforts (Sanders, 1961).

Tannenbaum (1983), in his studies of psychological and educational perspectives
of gifted children, found that human potential cannot flourish in an arid cultural climate;
it needs nurturing, encouragement from a world that cares. The gifted child lives in
several worlds, the closest of which are the family, peer group, school, and community.
These environments all help to determine the amount of investment society is willing to
make in cultivating talent. Societal conditions, therefore, are critical factors for
stimulating the gifted child’s pursuit of excellence. Tannenbaum’s research concluded
that people with high potential need a supportive environment and will wither on the vine
without it. The current study explores the social and political climate in which the Major
Work program existed and the role of school leaders in creating or fostering that climate.

The efficacy of identification procedures and educational services for gifted
students have been demonstrated by following participants longitudinally and monitoring
their life experiences; there are, however, few retrospective studies of adult perceptions
of the factors which had the greatest influences on their development and success during
their gifted experience. This study provides the first in-depth look at the individual and
collective lives of a gifted cohort over a protracted period of time. Moreover, it gives a

much needed voice to gifted teachers and program administrators whose roles and
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perceptions are vital for a complete understanding of the culture and politics affecting
gifted students in special programs.

Significance as a Tool for Evaluation

Although evaluation is frequently the last topic discussed in program planning
and implementation, one should not relegate it to last place in significance. If any
program is to be accurately evaluated, the plan for evaluation should be built into the
program from the beginning (Sanders, 1961). With the exception of the Barberton Herald
article announcing the inception of the Major Work program, there were no follow-up
articles or administrative documents recording the administration or progress of the
experimental program. No formal evaluation was conducted either intemally or
externally charting the success or failure of the Major Work experiment or its
participants, selected for an educational innovation that was touted at the onset as “a
chance of a lifetime” for them.

A search of school files produced no documented records pertaining to how the
program was conceived, launched, promoted, administered, or concluded in more than 10
years of operation as a gifted program. No retrospective analysis was ever done to help
the school staff, participants, or others in the field determine the lessons and insights to
be gained from this protracted and significant experiment in gifted education. This study
provides factual and perceptive accounts of what advanced and what hindered the success
of the Major Work program in the words of those most knowledgeable about the

experience—the program’s participants. The study therefore has the potential for yielding
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important data for evaluation of the program, data useful to teachers and administrators of
this and similar gifted innovations.
Summary

A review of the literature in the next section shows that gifted education has
moved away from empirical investigation to the long-term effects of early promise and
special educational opportunities. Longitudinal studies of gifted individuals have
demonstrated the advantages of studying gifted subjects over time; thus far, however,
little empirical evidence exists that gifted interventions are accomplishing long-term
educational goals. The National Research Center for Gifted Education has therefore
called for more retrospective and longitudinal studies as a top priority in the field (Reid,
1991). Such studies can directly address whether or not gifted education is finding the
right people and doing the right things for them once selected for gifted programs. This
study responds to that call by giving voice to the gifted cohort, their teachers, and school
leaders. They, more than anyone, are capable of identifying causes and effects in the
academic and personal development of gifted students under specific conditions. Their
stories provide essential information about what promotes and hinders success of gifted

students in special classes.



CHAPTER IT
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Historical Overview

Curiosity about the lives of gifted and talented people is deeply rooted in history.
Classical and Western cultures have long been fascinated by gifted individuals and have
generated numerous theories on the nature of genius and its impact on society. Ancient
Greeks and medieval Europeans believed genius was a divine gift and a touch of
omniscience. A contrasting ancient theory among the ancients that gained wide
acceptance in modern times was that only a thin line separates genius from madness
(Tanner{baum, 1958).

Trends in the scientific study of talent date back only about 150 years. Until that
time, interest in giftedness was focused on comparatively few regarded as intellectually
different from normal people (Jones, 1956).

A search of the early literature shows scant attention being given to the study of
gifted and talented individuals beyond studies of full-blown genius at the height of their
creative power. The earliest recorded study offered some description of the feats of
wunderkinder and how child prodigies fared in adulthood (Buckley, 1853).

| Sir Francis Galton (1869) provided the first quantitative analysis of human ability

when, with the publication of Hereditary Genius, the researcher surveyed the

achievements within highly reputed British families. Galton concluded heredity is the
34
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prime determinant of intellectual ability. His conclusions touched off a debate regarding
nature versus nurture that continues among psychologists and sociologists to this day.
Galton and others (C. M. Cox, 1926; Ellis, 1904; Roe, 1953; Yoder, 1894) studied
characteristics which differentiated talented adults from others. The first scientific
investigations into the nature of giftedness, however, began when Darwin’s and Mendel’s
studies of variations in species led to similar interest in human differences in mental,
emotional, and social traits (Tannenbaum, 1958).

Eventually the work of Binet and Simon resulted in publication of their
intelligence test (Binet, 1905), paving the way for investigations of the special mental
qualities of gifted and talented children. By 1933, rapid interest in the development of
measurement instruments produced a comprehensive bibliography of available
. .intelligence, aptitude, personality, and achievement tests and scales that numbered some
3,500 titles (Hildreth, 1933).

Educational researchers in the earlier decades of the 20® century rationalized the
need for gifted education as necessary for providing balance in attempts by many school
leaders to adjust curmiculum and methods to varying needs and capabilities of school
children. In the movement to adjust the school to the individual child, as well as to the
needs of society, children considered deficient, defective, or subnormal were the first to
be identified as needing special attention in schools. To bring about a proper balance,

however, many deemed it necessary to provide for intellectually advantaged students as
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well. This perceived imbalance began to receive the attention of educators in the early
1900s (T. S. Henry, 1926).
In 1918, the Commission on Reorganization in Education issued its Cardinal

Principles of Secondary Education (National Education Association, 1937), in which it

noted human differences and characterized high school programs as college preparatory
for some students and terminal education for others. A mounting interest in the
uniqueness of the individual was further stimulated by the sciences of psychology and
sociology which began to shed new light on laws of learning, personality development,
and the impact of the group upon the individual. By 1920, the Progressive Education
movement heightened concemn for human variability and exerted a major influence in
schools throughout the nation, particularly at the elementary level (Tannenbaum, 1958).
Gifted education topics in the 1920s received increased attention at meetings of the
National Education Association, in the bulletins of the Bureau of Education, and in
numerous school journals (T. S. Henry, 1926).

Significant developments in the first two decades of the 20" century were (a) use
of standardized intelligence tests to identify gifted students and the organization of
experimental classes for the gifted, and (b) the individualization of instruction, which
enabled rapid learners to progress at their own speed and on their own initiative in the
regular classroom. Such innovations were a prelude to trends in the 1920s and 1930s in

gifted education (McDonald, 1915).



The 1920s have been characterized in gifted literature as a period when schools
began to substitute ability grouping for acceleration as a favored measure in providing for
intervention for the gifted. In the 1930s, however, growing interest in gifted education
largely confined itself to learning more about intellectually gifted students, an interest
stimulated largely by school leaders trying to provide classroom experiences
commensurate with the abilities of more rapid leamners (Tannenbaum, 1958).

This growing concern and awareness of the needs of gifted was reflected in the
publication of two yearbooks on the education of the gifted which contained lengthy
bibliographies of professional publications that dealt mostly with the problems of
locating and selecting gifted students and developing programs for gifted (T. S. Henry,
1924).

Eventually, with the publication of Volume I of The Genetic Studies of Genius by

Lewis Terman (1925) and his research associates at Stanford, the differences that set
gifted students apart from others were quantified with Terman’s own revision of the
Stanford Binet scale of general intelligence. Terman studied 1,500 California children
with I.Q.s of 140 and above by racial origin, sex ratio, anthropometric measurements,
heaith and physical history, school progress, specialized abilities, intellectual, social and
play interests, and personality and character traits. The findings reported in Terman’s
initial study and in follow-up studies formed the core of scientific knowledge about

intellectually gifted children (Tannenbaum, 1958).
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Leta Hollingworth (1926) used intelligence tests to organize experimental classes
for the gifted and to conduct special studies of children with I.Q.s of 180 and above, an
effort that shed on the social adjustment problems of the highly gifted and the effects of
special school programs upon students of scholastic achievement.

Echoes of criticism followed as social analysts began charging that society was
fostering a mediocrity (Kandel, 1956; Mead, 1954). Others called attention to the neglect
of gifted and the failure of schools to differentiate between equal educational
opportunities to all youth and identical opportunities for all (A. H. Passow, 1955).

In the 1950s, a limited study conducted by the Ohio Commission on Children and
Youth (1951) revealed only 2% of the schools in Ohio had special classes for the gifted at
that time and another 9% had reported offering enrichment in the regular classroom.

Experimentation with various innovative programming convinced an increasing
number of educators that having an allegiance to one approach in all situations is not
always in the best interest of gifted students. Schools began in the 1950s, therefore, to
move away from earlier biases against acceleration and ability grouping and to pay closer
attention to research findings on the effects of such measures on the development of the
gifted (Tannenbaum, 1958).

The majority of the research available during the 1950s supplemented Terman’s
and Hollingworth’s early findings, as researchers studied the nature of creativity,

discovered means for early identification of gifted, examined a variety of factors
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affecting achievement, and evaluated various educational influences on the development
of the gifted (Tannenbaum, 1958).

These early studies preceded further research on the nature of talent in the three
decades before the Major Work Group was launched in Barberton, Ohio, in 1958. These
studies not only provided a springboard for further research, but offered vital information
for educational leaders undertaking innovations in gifted education at that time.

Although factors which contributed to increased efforts on behalf of gifted in the
1950s can be traced in several directions, one political motivation was at the heart of the
gifted movement. Soviet Russia’s efforts to win the technology race with America
alarmed government leaders, economists, and educators. Consequently, leaders of
American high schools and colleges were urged to produce greater quantities and

_improve the qualities of future scientists, researchers, and technical personnel (DeWitt,
1955). It was during this time that increased use of special provisions and the adoption of
special classes for the gifted increased significantly.

Longitudinal and Follow-Up Studies of Gifted Students

Long-range studies comprise a significant proportion of early investigations in
gifted education. Both longitudinal and retrospective studies of gifted and talented adults
have focused largely on early factors which affect long-term development and success.
Louis Terman was the first to trace the development of high-I1.Q. children from their
childhood in the 1920s to midlife and beyond (Burks, Jensen, & Terman, 1930; Oden,

1968; Terman, 1925; Terman & Oden, 1947, 1959).
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With few longitudinal studies to follow Terman’s efforts, The National Research
Center for Gifted Education in the last decade of the 20™ century called for more studies
of gifted students into later life and cited longitudinal studies as a top priority in the field
(Reid, 1991).

Longitudinal and Follow-up Studies of Gifted Programs

Any review of longitudinal studies in gifted education begins with the Terman
studies which followed the lives of a cohort of California school children who scored in

the top 1% on the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. test he developed and revised. Terman’s Genetic

Studies of Genius has been heralded as the grandfather of all life-span research
(Goleman, 1980) and has, since the 1920s, served as a guide for understanding the nature
and characteristics of gifted individuals.

Terman and his research team posed several questions about intelligence and
achievement of high ability children and whether either carried over into adulthood. An
over-riding question of Terman’s team is one that continues to challenge researchers in
gifted education today: What can be learned from the personal and educational
antecedents that nurtured the development of gifted children? (Subotnik, 1994).

The initial Terman study and subsequent follow-up studies (Burks et al., 1930;
Oden, 1968; P. Sears & Barbee, 1977; R. Sears, 1977; Terman, 1925, 1959; Terman &
Oden, 1947) began in childhood and traced the growth and development of gifted
individuals through adulthood. Terman and his colleague Oden (1947) maintained that

intellectually superior children become gifted adults.
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Of particular use for the present study is Terman’s finding that gifted individuals
are normal human beings with superior abilities. As children they are relatively normal,
engage in all kinds of childhood activities, and do not demonstrate an abnormal fondness
for solitude (Terman, 1925).

Early Case Studies

Case studies of gifted children followed over a period of years (Burks et al., 1930;
Hollingworth, 1926) provided an early understanding of the individuality of gifted
students. Within the population of gifted children are many who maintain a high quality
of personality and achievement, many who fail to develop their full potential, and
relatively few who become seriously maladjusted (N. B. Henry, 1958).

Vaillant’s (1977) Grant Study of Adult Development traced the lives of 258 male
Harvard undergraduates beginning in the early 1940s, identifying subjects on the basis of
their academic achievement and emotional stability. Vaillant’s work was one of the first
single-cohort longitudinal studies, which the researcher concluded was justifiable in case
studies of populations that are previously unstudied and in intensive qualitative designs.

Retrospective and Follow-Up Studies

A more common design in the gifted field has been the retrospective study in
which gifted subjects are investigated cross-sectionally and asked to reflect on their
development. Cross-sectional and retrospective investigations, however, have not yielded
much information about the intra-individual changes or the effects of early factors on

later achievement (Subotnik, 1994). Although long-range studies have comprised a
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significant portion of early investigations in gifted education, some early retrospective
studies were conducted to determine major early influences in gifted adults. Goertzel and
Goertzel (1962) conducted a study of the emotional and intellectual family milieu in
which eminent people of the 20" century were reared. Subjects of their study were people
who had made outstanding contributions in politics, social reform, music, and art, and
were studied to determine the role played by parents in the development of their child’s
talent.

Roe (1953) conducted a retrospective study of famous scientists and found the
subjects’ abilities to absorb themselves in their work to be a central factor in achieving
recognition in science.

The concept of “accumulation of advantage” (Merton, 1968) in the achievement
of scientific eminence was examined by Zuckerman (1977) in a retrospective study of 74
Laureates who won the Nobel Prize between 1901-1972. Through extensive interviews,
Zuckerman identified the process by which this select group of talented individuals were
labeled and thereby gained privileged access to resources and mentors.

Other long-term retrospective studies of high-I.Q. individuals were conducted by
Subotnik, Karp, and Morgan (1989) and Subotnik, Kassan, Summers, and Wasser (1993)
who studied graduates of Hunter College Elementary School from 1948 to 1960 with a
mean 1.Q. of 159. Comparing the responses of the Hunter group at mid-life with those

reported by the Terman (1959) cohort, both sets of subjects became productive
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professionals into adulthood with stable interpersonal relationships and good mental and
physical health.

Bloom (1985) and his associates conducted a retrospective study of high
achievers in six talent areas. Interviews for the study focused on the role of childhood
experiences, family support, teachers, and mentors, and the development of the subjects’
personal identities as rising “stars.” Bloom and his colleagues found a common pattern
across talent areas, concluding their success was made possible by an interpersonal
network of support given by parents and teachers who helped the gifted achiever to
persist.

A small body of empirical research has investigated the relationship between
grades and adult attainments such as employment level and income (Baird, 1985; Cohen,
1984). After years of building on the work of Terman and others, however, the
contemporary field of gifted education has moved away from empirical investigation of
factors associated with the long-term effects of the gifted experience to a greater focus on
the short term effects of early intervention and special classes on the personal
development of the gifted child (Subotnik, 1994).

Barbe (1954) conducted a relevant follow-up study of the Cleveland Major Work
program and its graduates from 1938 through 1952. The purpose of the study was to
identify the advantages and disadvantages of homogenous grouping in special education
for the gifted. Barbe surveyed 219 men and 237 women from three graduation classes

who had attended the Major Work program during that time period, identifying favorable



and unfavorable aspects of the gifted education experience. Subjects in this study

responded to questions regarding their social adjustments during their Major Work

experience.

Barbe explored the rate of men and women pursuing education beyond high

school to determine a correlation between that decision and their gifted experience.

Moreover, Barbe compared subjects’ areas of specialization to those of the average

college graduate specialized at that time. Of particular relevance to the present study are

Barbe’s findings that:

1.

The best-liked aspects of the Major Work program were the curriculum
differences, forms of enrichment, freedom from regimentation, stimulation
and challenge, similar classmates, and opportunities for students to express
their individuality.

Foreign language was considered the most favored aspect of the program by a
majority of the women subjects but by only a few of the male subjects.

The two aspects least liked by both males and females were a lack of social
contacts with other pupils and the attitudes of other students and teachers.

Subjects most often identified a person as the single determining influence on
their lives.

A majority of the subjects reported that the Major Work program was
extremely successful and approved of special programs for the gifted.

Of major concern to participants was the need for integration of social
activities in their school to allow Major Work pupils to freely mix with other
pupils.

Participants called for more careful selection of teachers, more training for
teachers, and changes in teacher attitude toward gifted children.

More women than men reported a need for vocational guidance.
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9. Although not all of the men and women in the sample achieved as well as
could be expected, the accomplishments of the group as a whole were
considered outstanding.

10. It could not definitely be stated that the superior achievements and
adjustments of the group were due entirely to the effects of the Major Work
program.

Kaufmann (1979) compared the data gathered from previous follow-up studies of
the gifted (Barbe, 1954; Terman, 1925, 1959; Torrance, 1972) and examined the degree
to which the subjects as a group had fulfilled the potential they had demonstrated in their
earlier years. His sample was taken from a list of 1964-68 Presidential Scholars who were
selected as part of a national program to reward high schoo! seniors for their academic
excellence. Using a questionnaire, Kaufmann studied the responses of 322 scholars and
determined their academic accomplishments were notable.

White (1984) conducted a follow-up study of a group of gifted individuals in
special classes at the Speyer School in New York from 1935 to 1940. Known as the
Terman Classes, the gifted program was designed for children with a Stanford-Binet 1.Q.
of at least 130 and was based on the principle that intellectually superior children could
master the regular curricula in half the time an average child would take to do so.
Working through ordinary curricular materials, students at the Speyer School worked at a
faster pace and participated in courses which were not otherwise offered in the New York

Schools. Course enrichment areas included French, art, nutrition, music appreciation,

elementary science, and the history of civilization (White, 1984).
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Using a case study design, White (1984) conducted a qualitative study which
focused on the subjects’ adult achievement, education, career choices, avocational
interests, occupational history, current family status, attitudes about education, and their
age of highest productivity. Of the 28 subjects who were part of the gifted cohort at
Speyer School, 20 were located and completed the questionnaire. Conclusions of the
study focused on positive influences of the Speyer gifted class. White concluded that a
special program for gifted students can have a positive impact upon the lives of the
participants. For some of the subjects, their experiences at Speyer School changed their
views of themselves and expanded their future options. For others, it had a direct impact
on their choice of high school and major in college.

Kerr conducted a follow-up study of her own gifted cohort who were, like the
Barberton Major Work Group, trained to be, as some in the U.S. Government urged, the
“Leaderé of Tomorrow” (Kerr, 1985). To determine why superior education in the 1950s
and a heightened awareness of women’s potential in the late 1960s did not produce
women of greater accomplishment, Kerr used a 15-minute questionnaire to trace subjects’
career development and personal adjustment and found:

1. Six of the women in the study had not fulfilled their earlier promise. Six of the

24 subjects studied had not yet earned their bachelor’s degrees at age 29.
Twelve had received only bachelor’s degrees and half of those were in
education. Three had eamed master’s degrees. One had earned a medical

degree and another a law degree.

2. Most of the subjects were homemakers, teachers, nurses or medical
technicians, and most were content and accepting of their place.
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3. The subjects’ aspirations were lowered with time, and career goals were lost
or downgraded and rarely pursued in any determined or progressive manner.

4. Some women tried to deny their giftedness and minimize its importance.
Kerr concluded there was a correlation between societal expectations for women and the
lifestyles achieved or accepted by the women in her gifted cohort.

Duarte (1990) conducted a follow-up study of the Cleveland Major Work
program in an effort to discover the perceptions of six program participants regarding
various achievements and adjustments they made and factors which contributed to those
adjustments. In particular, Duarte used a case study method to explore the perceived
influences of the Major Work program and its impact on the educational needs, social
and emotional adjustment, adult achievements, and vocational and avocational interests
of participants.

Duarte (1990) found that subjects perceived their parents and family as affecting
their educational needs as children and adults. Subjects perceived several aspects of the
Major Work program as influential, including curricular differences, teachers, and
counseling. Conclusions of Duarte’s study with particular relevance to the present study
included:

1. The Major Work program had a positive impact on the educational needs of
the subjects as children.

2. Programs for gifted children need to offer a differential curriculum, providing
opportunities for acceleration and enrichment and offering individual
counseling services in order to motivate and challenge gifted children to
continue achieving academic excellence.
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3. Gifted children require clearly stated academic goals to be set for them at the
initial stages of their schooling to serve as a reference point for formation of
future goal-setting by the individual himself.

4. Subjects perceived internal motivation as the key influential factor in their
educational endeavors.

Studies of Educational Innovation

Paul Mort (1964) and his students at Teachers College, Columbia University,
were the first to study the diffusion of educational innovations. They concluded that
change occurs much more slowly in education than in other fields. Characteristically, 50
years were required for an innovation to spread through the American educational
system, with only 5% of the school systems adopting an innovation during the first 15
years. The next 20 years, they concluded, are marked with some degree of fanfare as
districts hop on the bandwagon. The last 15 years are a long, tedious period until the last
of the schools finally adopt the innovation.

Carlson (1965) challenged Mort’s studies and conclusions and found some
innovations take less than 50 years to diffuse. Citing school districts in West Virginia and
Pennsylvania as examples, Carlson found modern math programs introduced in 1958 had
spread to 88% of the districts studied within five years.

Although Mort and Carlson reached conflicting conclusions, Carlson’s studies
following Mort’s was thought by some to indicate the rate of diffusion for innovations
was quickening and perhaps it was taking less time for an innovation to spread than it did

20 years before (Woods, 1967).
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Setting out to answer the question “Do forces outside a system affect the rate at
which innovations diffuse?”” Ross (1958) found the answer to be “Yes.” His reports on
the rapid spread of driver education as a result of promotional efforts of car dealers and
Brickell’s (1964) studies in New York State found Sputnik speeded both introduction and
diffusion of the new math and science programs.

The literature also suggests the impetus for change does not always imply change
will occur. Diffusion involves people, and someone must provide the leadership if new
ways of doing things are to spread. In education, innovations are usually introduced by
the superintendent or another administration who is in a position where policies are
formulated and recommended to the school board. Carlson’s (1964) studies in West
Virginia and Pennsylvania concluded that the prestige of the superintendent affected the
rate at which innovations spread.

Some evidence exists in the narratives gathered for this study that there was a
perceived need for a structural change in the educational system at the time under
investigation. Wayland (1964) in an analysis of the American educational system, viewed
schocls as bureaucratic institutions and teachers as bureaucratic functionaries. Teachers,
he found, were highly involved in performing duties which someone else had planned for
them. Preliminary interviews of participants for this study strongly indicated that the
structure of the Barberton educational system was, as Wayland suggested, one that tended

to create situations that would inhibit the spread of new ideas.
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Wayland’s studies (1964) and those which followed posed questions in the 1960s
that continue to challenge school leaders today:

1. What special adaptations must be made in the structure of an educational
organization to get innovations started and to spread them from school to
school?”

2. How do innovations diffuse outward to the rest of the system?

Miles (1964) described two special adaptations which he called temporary
systems and linkages. Temporary systems, he said, are those which operate within an
organization but have not been completely accepted as a permanent part of the
organization. Special pilot programs, demonstration classes, or special classes for gifted,
like the Major Work program under study, are exampies of temporary systems. New
. programs, he concluded, are often seen as threats to existing practices, and change
becomes difficult to incorporate. The temporary system reduces the threat because it has
a limited life, and the permanent system may reject all or part of the temporary system
without losing face.

Linkage, according to Miles (1964), is what occurs when innovations, established
through a temporary system like a pilot program, diffuse outward to the rest of the
system. Separating the innovation from the rest of the system is often done to lessen the
restraints against innovation and to permit concentrated efforts to be expended on the
innovation. If the innovation is to spread throughout the system, however, Miles found
there must be communication links with the whole system. Teachers and administrators

in all schools must know what is happening in the pilot or experimental program.
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In summarizing several studies of educational changes, Miles (1964) argued that
educational innovations were almost never started or installed on their merits. The
characteristics of the local system, of the persons or groups involved, and of other
relevant groups in the system, were crucial factors which affect adoption and continued
use of an innovation.

Brickell (1964) studied educational change in New York State and found the most
successful innovations were those which were accompanied by the most elaborate help
for teachers, including teaching materials, resource materials, guides, bibliographies,
special workshops, and consultants to prepare teachers. Innovations, he found, tend to
make teachers feel inadequate and uncertain, and these feelings are often misconstrued as
outright resistance to change. Implementation supports help teachers reduce their feelings
of inadequacy and uncertainty.

Miles’ (1964) studies also concluded that (a) innovations which can be added to
an existing program without disturbing other parts of the program are more likely to be
accepted; (b) innovations that appear to threaten existing practice are less likely to
succeed, and (c) innovations that increase teacher initiative and autonomy are more likely
to be accepted.

Studies of Change in the Political System
Political theorists have for decades concerned themselves with problems in public

life. Because the current research examines an experimental program in a public school,
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it is important not only to explore educational theories, but political theories as they
pertain to conflict and change within an organization.

Weinstein (1971) suggested that politics appear in everyday life as a continuous
process of conflict between individuals, groups, organizations, and governments. His
research on political systems, like the research of other modern political theorists, was
inspired by Thomas Hobbes, who formulated the problem of order in Leviathan. Hobbes
argued that conflict between human beings over scarce economic resources, esteem and
power was inevitable. Human beings, he believed, seek to rise as high as they can in the
hierarchies of wealth, esteem, and power. Since Hobbes advanced this theory, political
theorists continue to ask: “How do political systems persist in a world of change? What is
the level of change with which a political system can effectively cope?”” Behind each of
these questions is a preoccupation with the problem of order (Weinstein, 1971).

In studies conducted by David Easton (1965), research focused on how political
systems persist in a world of change. Easton viewed politics as a process through which
binding decisions on the distribution of scarce resources are made for a society. Easton
also viewed just about anything that human beings want as potential “demands” that may
be placed upon society. Easton’s concept of order was defined, therefore, in terms of the
manner in which society chooses to respond to those demands. Whereas political
decisions will satisfy some demands, they will leave others frustrated (Easton, 1965).
These and other theories are useful for understanding the world of politics and change

where special programs for gifted students have been, and continue to be, implemented.
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The implementation of a protracted educational innovation is likely to bring about
what Hobbes viewed as an environment characterized by scarce resources. In such an
environment, he found, human beings will inevitably come into conflict over the
distribution of goods (Hobbes, 1958).

Easton’s theory of political systems is most appropriate for examining the
implementation of the Major Work program selected for this study. Although many
political scientists have been guided by the question, “How can a system persist under the
constant pressures of crisis?” Easton’s studies pose a more personal fundamental
question: “Who gets what, when, and how?” (Laswell, 1958). In order to determine who
benefits from political activity, Easton contended that one must assume the existence of a
political system in which conflict over economic rewards, and control of resources and
esteem will take place (Easton, 1965). An examination of the Major Work Program was
therefore viewed within the context of the political system in which the change was
introduced. In order to determine how the program persisted or failed, it was deemed
necessary to study both the overall context of the Major Work experiment and the
apparent conflicts that arose during implementation. In this way, the question of
persistence through change made it possible to observe what succeeded and what failed
with regard to diffusion of the educational innovation.

Summary
A search of relevant literature for this study shows scant attention has been given

over the years to the study of gifted and talented individuals beyond studies of mental,
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emotional and social traits of gifted or of genius at the height of creative power. Terman’s
studies (1925; Terman & Oden 1947, 1959) did much to quantify the differences between
gifted students and those with lower intelligence levels and later was the first to trace the
development of high I.Q. children from childhood to midlife and beyond. The research on
gifted education that followed such studies, however, has been dominated by quantitative
studies of factors associated with the achievement and the social and emotional
development of gifted children. These include several longitudinal and retrospective
studies of students involved in special programs for gifted and talented students.

The studies of Kaufmann (1979), White (1984), and Kerr (1985) followed the
- longitudinal studies of Terman (1925, 1959), Torrance (1972), and others to examine the
.degree to which subjects as a group had fulfilled the potential they had demonstrated in
earlier years. The present study adds to that body of gifted literature by delving into a
vital and much needed area of study, the cognitive forces at work throughout the gifted
experience. The perceptions, beliefs, and attitudes of the gifted cohort and those acting on
their behalf—parents, teachers, and school administrators—all have valuable
retrospective insights about the meaning of the experience and has not yet been explored
in other studies. This study extends the literature of the gifted experience not only by
exploring the causal effects that motivate and impede student progress in a special
program, but by examining the socio-political factors that affect the implementation and

survival of gifted programs.
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Barbe’s (1954) follow-up of graduates of the Cleveland Major Work program
from 1938 through 1952 used quantitative methods to determine participant perceptions
of factors deemed favorable and unfavorable during their gifted experience. The current
study uses qualitative inquiry and narrative analysis to probe more deeply into the
cognitive forces at work while students were experiencing both positive and negative
effects in their gifted experience. Rather than yield a list of positive and negative factors
associated with participation in the program, this study focuses on how those factors
affected the motivation of students and how the stresses imposed on students and teachers
of the program affected the survival of the Major Work program itself.

Duarte’s (1990) case study of six participants of the Cleveland Major Work
program determined perceived influences cf the gifted experience on the academic,
social, and emotional needs of students, as well as their adult achievements and interests.
Responses were limited, as in Barbe’s study, by interview questions and categorical
analysis of factors identified in interviews. This narrative case study allowed respondents
and the stories they tell to direct the course of data collection and analysis. Multiple
interviews with teachers, parents, and administrators of the Major Work program provide
a more complete picture of the gifted experience as it was lived and as it is recalled by
participants of the program, yielding data that can be explored within the context of the
politics of change.

There 1s a scarcity of research that delves into the cognitive aspects of the gifted

experience. In fact, no studies could be found that make use of narrative analysis to give
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voice to gifted students and their teachers regarding their episodic experience in a gifted
program. Moreover, no studies could be found that examine the survival of a gifted
experience within the context of politics and change in the system where it is
implemented. It is through this type of in-depth qualitative analysis that we can more
fully explore the factors which foster and impede successful implementation of

innovative programs.



CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction

The purpose of this study was to investigate adult perceptions of a shared
childhood gifted experience in the Barberton Major Work program. Personal narratives of
program participants provide valuable information about the administration and
implementation of a protracted educational innovation, the organizational climate in
which the innovation was introduced, the manner in which the program and its intended
purpose was carried out, and the effects of the gifted experience on participants.

The study empléys a narrative case study method for gathering and interpreting
déta. Participants of the experimental Major Work program in Barberton, Ohio, were
asked not only to recollect and relate their perceptions of a shared gifted experience, but
to reconstruct their individual life experience from the program’s inception until its end.
As was found during preliminary interviews conducted for the study, stories emerged as a
natural part of the data gathering process.

As children and adolescents, participants in the Major Work Group experienced
their world from what Husserl (1931) called the “natural attitude,” taking it for granted,
not thinking about it or analyzing it at the time the phenomenon occurred. It is much later

that program participants can attend to their memories of the experience, making discrete

57
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sense of features in the stream of consciousness, reflecting, remembering, and
recollecting them into meaningful observations.

Jerome Bruner (1985) in his Actual Minds, Possible Worlds, argued that narrative

knowledge is more than mere emotive expression; it is rather a legitimate form of
reasoned knowing. Bruner identified two distinctive modes of thought, two types of
cognition or rationality, two ways in which we know about the world: (a) paradigmatic
cognition, the traditional logical-scientific mode of knowing, and (b) narrative cognition,
the storied knowing.

Bruner (1985), in distinguishing between paradigmatic and narrative modes of
thought, identified two types of narrative inquiry: (a) analysis of narratives, in which data
consist of narratives or stories producing paradigmatic typologies or categories; and (b)
narrative analysis, in which data consist of actions, events, and happenings, producing
stories, biographies, histories, or case studies. Polkinghorne (1988) placed particular
emphasis on narrative analysis, calling attention to the use of emplotment and narrative
configuration as a valuable analytic tool.

The use of narrative for conducting a case study directs the focus of the
investigation on the stories of people’s lives. The purpose of using narratives is to see
how respondents in interviews impose order on the flow of experience and make sense of

events and actions in their lives (Riessman, 1993).
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Theoretical Framework

To understand the theoretical framework in which this study of the Major Work
Group was conducted, it is important to look at the various levels of telling, transcribing,
and analyzing that are discussed in narrative theory. Telling stories about past events is a
universal human activity, a forms of discourse we leamn early in life as children (Nelson,
1989). The impulse to narrate is so natural, the story-telling form is inevitable for any
report of how things happened (White, 1989).

Research interviews provide no exception. Respondents, if not interrupted with a
list of standardized questions, will order their responses with lengthy stories. Traditional
qualitative researchers often fracture these storied texts to analyze, interpret, or
generalize, taking snippets of responses and editing them out of context during the
analysis phase. In so doing, they eliminate the sequential and structural features that
characterize narrative accounts (Riessman, 1993). This study endeavors to keep the
stories of Major Work participants intact, merging the individual accounts into a single
narrative that allows for a more complete sequencing of events.

Patton (1990) found that in inductive designs, important analysis dimensions will
emerge from patterns in the case without the need for the researcher to have any
preconception of what those dimensions will be. The researcher develops a theory of
what happened and tries to understand the many interrelationships that emerge from the
data. As both a participant and observer, the researcher began this study of the Major

Work program with a base of knowledge on which to build.
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Narrative Case Study

The case study has for years been recognized as an important research method in
the fields of anthropology, psychology, sociology, management, social work, and
political science. In the last two decades, however, researchers in the field of education
have increasingly used case study research to explore the processes and dynamics of
practice (Merriam, 1988). Educators, like their counterparts in social work and medicine,
values research as a means of understanding and improving practice. The case study
method, for the purpose of this study, therefore, is deemed a valuable research design that
makes it possible to study the Major Work program systematically.

Case study research is best described in Case Study Research in Education

(Merriam, 1988) from the perspective of the qualitative research paradigm as research
that focuses more on discovery. insight, and understanding from the perspectives of the
people being studied. The case study method received considerable support and
recognition in the late 1960s and early 1970s when the federal government funded in-
depth studies innovative programs and practices. These studies not only offered useful
insights into educational practice, but proved helpful for decades in the formation
educational policy. In reflecting on this trend, Merriam (1988) heralded case study
research as offering the greatest promise of making significant contributions to the
knowledge base and practice of education.

The use of narrative analysis makes it possible for respondents and the stories

they tell to direct the course of data collection toward a complete picture of the
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educational experience. In this study, the story-telling extends beyond the student
population of the Major Work Group to include the parallel stories of their teachers,
parents, and school administrators during the time they were all participants in the
program. This approach made it possible to view the gifted experience from several
angies, against the backdrop of the cultural and political forces at work during the time.

In contrast to methods used by researchers in other gifted studies, the narrative
approach used in this study made use of open-ended questions to promote story-telling.
The narration was deemed to be of particular importance for viewing gifted education as
a human experience and for understanding it as a whole. With a more open-ended
- approach to information gathering, participants were permitted to configure a sequence of
events while members of the Major Work Group and relate them not as a series of
separate factors, but as one unified happening. It is this narrative ordering that
Polkinghome (1983) found individual events comprehensible by identifying the whole to
which they contribute.

As more attention is being paid to the field of gifted education today, educational
administrators can gain greater insights into the gifted experience by delving into the
cognitive aspects affecting the students and teachers selected for specialized programs in
schools. It is through this type of in-depth qualitative analysis that we can more fully
understand the world of gifted students and their teachers and the perceptions they hold

of the world in which they work.
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Preconditions

Bromley (1986) stated that case studies, unlike experiments and surveys, get as
close to the subject of interest as they can, through direct observation in natural settings
and through their access to such subjective factors as thoughts, feelings, and desires.
Kenny and Grotelueschen (1980) suggested that several preconditions are helpful in
deciding on the appropriateness of using the case study method.

First, a case study is useful when the desired or projected objectives of an
educational program focus on humanistic outcomes as opposed to behavioral outcomes or
individual differences. Although quantitative measures would be useful for assessing
achievement and perceived success in the Major Work program, data gathered from
interviews for the case study provided insights into the changes that occurred in the
program and in the lives of participants of the Major Work experiment.

Another precondition which presented a rationale for a case study design was the
uniqueness of the situation. One case study of a program for vocational instructors at a
junior college was undertaken simply because only three such programs could be located
in the United States (Merriam, 1988).

Kenny and Grotelueschen (1980) presented one of the most compelling
preconditions for selecting the case study method: This approach to data gathering, they
suggested, can be important when there are no reasonable indicators of program success
which can be factored in terms of behavioral objectives or individual differences. Case

study is furthermore considered appropriate when the objective of program evaluation is
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to develop a better understanding of the dynamics of an educational innovation. The case
study method is a tailor-made approach for conveying a holistic and dynamically rich
account of the Major Work program selected for study.

Kenny and Grotelueschen (1980) further argued that a case study design can be
justified simply on the basis that at times it may be important to leave an account of a
program. Preliminary interviews of program participants, including students, parents,
teachers, and administrators indicated a perceived need for such an accounting of their
shared experience in Barberton’s Major Work program. One of the concerns in selecting
the case study method, therefore, was that it held not only educational and historical
- -significance for the field of education, but personal, historical significance for program
participants and the organization in which the phenomenon occurred.

These preconditions are congruent with the characteristics of this case study of the
Major Work program, which was designed to be particularistic, descriptive, holistic, and
inductive.

Rationale for the Narrative Case Study Design

This narrative case study of the Barberton Major Work Group explored
perceptions in the life and world of a gifted cohort placed in a special class and was based
on a theoretical framework of naturalistic inquiry. This form of qualitative inquiry
provides a world view and a means of breaking down the complexity of the real world

selected for study. In similar studies, the investigator asks the question, “What does this
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life event mean to this person?” For this study in particular, the research design posed the
question, “How did the Major Work experience affect these participants then?”

The variables detailed in the narrative accounts of the Major Work participants
were deemed to be too embedded in the phenomenon to be extracted for study in an
experimental, quantifiable manner. The narrative case study method, therefore, was
determined to be the most useful for conducting descriptive, non-experimental research
into this early experiment in gifted education.

There was sufficient evidence from preliminary interviews of students, teachers,
administrators and parents involved in the program that the Barberton Major Work Group
had been an element of wonder and concern to participants for more than four decades
following the gifted experiment. Adelman, Jenkins, and Kemmis (1983) suggested that an
instance drawn from a class makes it possible for case study researchers to study a
specific program in depth and answer the questions it poses. The Barberton Major Work
program meets the cniteria for selection of the case study method in every way.

Case study method can be selected simply because a program itself is intrinsically
interesting and calls for study to achieve as full an understanding of the phenomenon as
possible. In preliminary interviews of participants conducted as part of a pilot study to
determine potential interest in and value of the study, respondents interviewed were more
than interested in the study and in the outcomes of a valid investigation of the

phenomenon. Those involved in the program appeared to have as many questions about
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what happened and why as did the researcher. All of those contacted expressed equal
interest in and enthusiasm for a pursuit of meaning in this study.
The Major Work Program as a Bounded System

The most straight-forward examples of “bounded systems” selected for case study
research are those in which the boundaries have a common sense obviousness, for
example, an individual teacher, a single school, or an innovative program (Adelman et
al., 1983). The Barberton Major Work experiment provides an opportunity to study all
three, as well as to determine the perceptions of each held by participants.

Recognizing the special features of the case study design as described by Merriam
(1988), the following four characteristics detail the essential properties of a case study
focusing on the Major Work Group:

1. The Major Work case study is particularistic. It focuses not merely on gifted

education but on a particular gifted program and the phenomenon of
experimental gifted programming administered in one school. The case itself
yields important data for study and practice in gifted education, and in
particular, on the short-term and long-term effects of special classes on
participants.

2. The Major Work case study is descriptive. The end product is a rich, “thick”

description of the gifted program under study, offering a complete, literal
description of the phenomenon investigated. Data collection yielded as many

variables as possible to portray the interaction of participants over a 10-year
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period of time (1958-68). As such, the study is both longitudinal and
retrospective and presents documentation of events, quotes, and artifacts to

enrich the experiences being described.

. The Major Work case study is heuristic. It illuminates the reader’s

understanding of the phenomenon under study—the Major Work Group. The
study brings about discovery of new meaning for program participants and for
the field of education, extending the reader’s knowledge about best practices
for teaching the gifted. Further, what is known about educational leadership
and the effects of innovation and change on participantﬁ is confirmed or
enhanced. Insights into how and why the Barberton Major Work program was
administered and promoted yield important insights for administrators,
teachers, counselors, school psychologists, and school-community relations
personnel. The heuristic quality of the case study helps to explain why the
educational innovation succeeded for some and more importantly, why it
failed for others. It explores and evaluates the process, summarizes its effect
on participants, and concludes its lessons for current practice, thus increasing
applicability.

. The Major Work case study is inductive. Generalizations, concepts, and

hypotheses emerged throughout the collection and examination of data.
Although tentative working hypotheses emerged during the preliminary study,

current expectations were subjected to reformulation as the study proceeded.
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Preliminary interviews of program participants yielded discovery of new
relationships, concepts, and understanding with regard to the program. Hence,
a decision was made following the preliminary data collection to go beyond
interviews of students in the gifted cohort and include interviews of students
in similar classes, and of parents, teachers, and school administrators involved
in the program throughout the 10-year period under investigation.

Approach to the Research Questions

Questionnaires with both closed-ended questions and open-ended questions were
used to gather demographic information about program participants and to learn
participants’ recollections and perceptions of their participation in the Major Work
program. Follow-up interviews were conducted to determine individual perceptions of
the progress and administration of the program as a whole to gain insights into the effects
of program implementation on participants’ lives and educational experiences.

Particular attention was given to gaining perspectives regarding the onset of the
program and how student progress and perceptions of participants may or may not have
changed during their involvement in the program. Moreover, questions were designed to
determine what factors and situations were perceived to have affected the attitudes,
motivation, and performance of participants, and how those changes may have
contributed to the success or failure of the program itself.

Preliminary questionnaires and interviews with participants provided the basis for

in-depth interviews which constitute the bulk of the data collected. Questions for personal
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interviews were based on primary data gathered about the program and from preliminary
interviews which focused on various perspectives of and personal experience in the
program. Follow-up interviews were used to gain insights into participants’ perceptions
of the Major Work experience as a result of their participation, and the circumstances
which may have shaped their values, beliefs, and performance at the time.
Questionnaires

Merriam (1988) suggested the uniqueness of a case study lies mainly in the
questions asked and their relationship to the end product. A good case study investigator
must therefore be a good communicator and a good listener, capable of empathizing with
respondents, establishing rapport, asking good questions, and listening intently. Guba and
Lincoln (1981) further wrote that the extent to which researchers are able to communicate
warmth and empathy often marks them as good data collectors. The researcher, as a
participant in the Major Work program selected for study, shared the gifted experience
and was familiar with the participants interviewed. This factor, in part, provided a
foundation for empathy, trust, and rapport, deemed essential to the interview process.

The purpose of interviewing, according to Patton (1980), is simply to find out
what is in and on someone else’s mind; the interviewer must therefore ask the right
questions in the right way to obtain meaningful information. A researcher who has shared
the experience may be in a better position than anyone to project meaning and ascertain
relevance of information in the selection of questions and directions throughout the study.

Questions were designed then, to obtain each participant’s unique perspective on his
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gifted experience, not to glean evidence to support any preconceived notions about the
experience.

Guba and Lincoln (1981) further suggested that researchers can improve their
ability to conduct this type of research by leaming the jargon of the project and by
immersing themselves in as many situations as possible in order to gain experience and
exposure. Possessing this ability at the start of the study was an advantage for the
researcher throughout the Major Work study.

Student Participant Questionnaire

An open-ended questionnaire was constructed and sent by mail or by e-mail to all
members of Barberton’s fourth grade Major Work class in 1958 for whom addresses
were found and who were not within a reasonable distance for personal interview. Eleven
of the original 15 members of the gifted cohort were found and participated willingly in
the study. The student questionnaire was used as a guide for E-mail, telephone, and face-
to-face interviews with participants who were within a reasonable distance and available
for personal interview. All participants for whom addresses were known were contacted
and interviewed for responses to the questions.

In the preliminary interviews, participants were asked what positive and negative
academic and social experiences they recalled from their Major Work experience, what
teachers impacted their achievement and motivation in both positive and negative ways,
what meaningful lessons and coursework they recalled from their experience, and what

recollections they had of the perceptions of parents, teachers, peers, and others during
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their selection for and participation in the program. Finally, they were asked to identify

their current occupation and degrees held, if any, and to reflect on how their gifted

experience may have impacted their lives.

Specifically, the questionnaire asked:

1.

10.

11.

12.

What is your most vivid recollection of the testing methods or procedures for
your selection to the Major Work Group?

What were the most positive aspects of your educational experience with the
Major Work Group?

What were the most negative aspects of your educational experience with the
Major Work Group?

What were the most positive aspects of your social experience in the Major
Work Group?

What were the most negative aspects of your social experience in the Major
Work Group?

Which of your teachers and their methods in the Major Work program had the
most positive influences on you and why?

Which of your teachers and their methods had the most negative influences on
you and why?

What coursework or lessons do you recall as being the most valuable and
meaningful during your Major Work experience?

What do you recall about your parents’ perceptions of the Major Work
Group?

What do you recall about your teachers’ perceptions of the Major Work
Program?

What do you recall about the Barberton community’s perceptions of the Major
Work Program?

What do you recall about your peers’ perception of the Major Work Group ?
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13. In your own words, please describe how your Major Work experience may
have helped or hindered your motivation and progress in life.

14. Now that you are an adult, what is your perception of the Major Work
experience as it affected your personal development and achievement?

15. What is your current occupation?
16. Identify all undergraduate and/or graduate degrees earned.

The questionnaire was designed to yield autobiographical responses, personal
experiences, and perceptions of the role played by others during the experience. The
questionnaire served as a lead-in for more in-depth questions based on responses of
participants. Ultimately, the questions were used to begin the recollection process, and
participants were encouraged to explain choices and occurrences and respond with stories
of their persohal experience.

| | Participant Interviews

Personal interviews were held in a neutral location selected by the respondent,
most often in participants’ homes or in a private section of a public restaurant, to
maximize the comfort of the respondent and to encourage free and open dialogue. The
interviews were designed to draw upon the recollections of Major Work students during
the 10-year period from 1958-68, from 3™ through 12™ grades, including testing and
selection for, and participation in, the Major Work program. In addition to the semi-
structured interview questions, participants were asked to extend their responses and to
comment freely about the Major Work program, their teachers, their fellow participants,

their coursework and activities, their peer pressures, their challenges and opportunities,
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and the influence of the program on their lives at various stages. While 20 initial
interviews were conducted in person, the remainder were conducted on the telephone or
through E-mail. Follow-up interviews were conducted in person or over the telephone.

Interview Questions for Teachers, Parents, School Administrators

Interview questions for Major Work participants other than students were
constructed to provide information about the personal, cultural, and political environment
in which the students’ Major Work experience took place. Questions were designed for
personal rather than for written responses, and were used to promote additional narratives
beyond those gathered about the student experience. As such, they provided data that was
useful for examining the program itself—its design and purpose, its implementation and
progress, its challenges and obstacles, and ultimately, its successes and failures. The basic
questionnaire which directed the additional interviews beyond the cohort included the
questions that follow.

Teacher Interview Questions

1. Tell me what you remember about the testing of students or the procedures
used for selection of students and teachers for the Major Work Group.

2. What do you recall about the role of teachers in the initial plans for the Major
Work program?

3. What planning and preparation do you recall taking place to ready teachers
and others in the school district for the adoption of the Major Work Program?

4. What methods, coursework, approaches to teaching did you and others
employ during your experience with the Major Work group?

5. What do you recall about the availability of funding, materials, training, and
support for teachers and students involved in the program?
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11.

12.
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What do you recall about the perceptions of teachers and others about the
Major Work Program during its adoption and existence as a program?

In your own words, describe how the Major Work experience may have
affected the attitudes, motivation, and performance of students involved in the
program.

Recollect how, in your view, the Major Work experience may have affected
the attitude, motivation, and performance of teachers in the district?

What guidance and support was provided by the district for students during
the Major Work experience?

What training and support was provided for teachers of Major Work
students?

What do you recall about the role of administrators in the initiation,
promotion, and progress of the program?

What is your overall perception of the success or failure of the Major Work
program?

Parent Interview Questions

1.

Tell me what you remember about the testing of students or the procedures
used for selection of students for the Major Work Group.

What do you recall about the role of parents in the initial plans for the Major
Work program?

What planning and preparation do you recall taking place to ready parents and
the community for the adoption of the Major Work Program?

Were you aware of any methods, coursework, or teachers who were
instrumental in your child’s progress as part of the Major Work group?

Were you aware of any sources of funding, materials, training,
or staff support for those involved in the program?
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What do you recall about the perceptions of the school staff and the
community about the Major Work Program during its adoption and existence
as a program?

In your own words, describe how the Major Work experience may have
affected the attitudes, motivation, and performance of your child or other
students while involved in the program.

Recollect how, in your view, the Major Work experience progressed and how
that progress was viewed by parents of students in the program.

What academic guidance and staff development do you recall being provided
by the district for students, parents, and teachers during the Major Work
experience?

What communication efforts and administrative support were provided for
students and their parents during their participation in the program?

What do you recall about the role of administrators and teachers in the
initiation, promotion, and progress of the program?

What is your overall perception of the success or failure of the Major Work
program?

School Administrator Interview Questions

1.

What do you recall about the role of administrators and school staff in the
initial plans for the Major Work program?

Tell me about the procedures used for selection of students and teachers for
the Major Work Group.

. What planning and preparation do you recall taking place to ready parents and

the community for the adoption of the Major Work Program?

What were the goals and expectations of the Major Work Program and what
methods and coursework were proposed for the special classes?

What materials, funding, and training were provided for those involved in the
program?
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6. What were the perceptions of the school staff and the community about the
Major Work Program during its adoption and existence as a program?

7. In your own words, describe how the Major Work experience affected the
attitudes, motivation, behavior, and academic performance of students while
participants in the program.

8. Reflect on the progress of the program and how students, teachers, and parents
responded to that progress as the program continued.

9. What academic guidance and staff development was provided by the district
for students, teachers, and parents during the Major Work experience?

10. What communication efforts and leadership were provided for students, staff
and parents during their participation in the program?

11. What role did administrators, teachers, school personnel and others play in the
initiation, promotion, and progress of the program?

12. What is your overall perception of the success or failure of the Major Work
program? - -

School leaders who were involved in the program or were employed in the district
at the time and had knowledge of the program were interviewed. This included the school
psychologist who spearheaded the program and administered the 1.Q. testing for selection
to the program, a building principal who was promoted to the position of assistant
superintendent during the 10-year period under study, and a junior high teacher who later
served as a guidance counselor during the period studied.

Teachers who were specifically selected as teachers of the gifted cohort under
study were interviewed, as well as teachers who were the first teachers selected to teach
the elementary Major Work classes when the program commenced in 1958. Parents of

several students who were part of the cohort under study were interviewed, including
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parents who were identified by teachers, parents, and administrators as having been
aware of Major Work issues and active in parent meetings throughout the program’s
existence. Together, the narratives provided by these participants provided a detailed
story of the social, cultural, and political forces at work during the 10-year period
selected for study.
Design Issues

The nature of the Major Work study is qualitative. Therefore, the design issues of
internal validity, external validity, reliability, and objectivity from the quantitative
paradigm parallel the design issues, respectively, of credibility, transferability,
dependability, and confirmability in the qualitative paradigm (Lincoln & Guba, 1986).
This section addresses each of those design issues separately.

Credibility of Data

Credibility in qualitative research parallels the issue of internal validity in
quantitative research and is established by the participant-observer as Lincoln and Guba
(1986) suggested, through prolonged engagement with the subjects studied, observation
during the time period under study, triangulation, member checks, and peer debriefing.
As a participant in the Major Work experiment in Barberton, the researcher experienced
prolonged engagement and persistent observations through extended contact with
program participants. Thus, the researcher was capable of understanding and interpreting

their experience.
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Triangulation was achieved by cross-checking data collected from students with
other sources in various realms of the experience in order to view the situation from
numerous vantage points. Although triangulation does not guarantee validity, it is an
acceptable strategy employed by researchers to provided additional evidence about, or to
make sense of, a phenomenon (Mathison, 1988).

Information provided in participant interviews were compared with data
contained in student files, including report cards and class records. This provided insights
into the student’s progress during the program and strengthened validity of the data. The
consistency of what participants revealed over the 10-year period under study were
checked and cross-checked with public documents as well as with parallel interviews.
Triangulation involved examining the narratives of students and their parents regarding
the social and educational effects of their involvement in the program and by examining
the narratives of teachers and school leaders who observed and responded to those effects
during the life of the program.

Interviews with the gifted cohort were extended to include interviews with
teachers, parents, administrators, and students in classes surrounding the cohort not only
to triangulate the data, but to strengthen the credibility of the student narratives about the
effects of their experience. Participants were interviewed in person wherever possible,
with the researcher taking extensive field notes of the sessions. Because the researcher is

highly skilled in the briefest form of Gregg shorthand, verbatim note-taking was used in
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place of recording devices during both preliminary interviews and follow-up interviews
to ensure reliability, accuracy, completeness, and duplicity of data collected.

Demographic and biographical information was obtained from participants at the
time questions were administered to obtain personal and statistical information about past
and present experiences and accomplishments. Member checks were conducted with all
participants, and all subjects were given an opportunity to confirm or clarify responses
and reports gathered by the researcher. With regard to peer debriefing, the researcher
engaged several disinterested peers to review the themes and factors selected for
organization and review.

Credibility of Narratives

To judge the credibility of stories, a distinction was made between the accuracy of
the data and the plausibility of the plot. The researcher therefore assumed responsibility
for assuring that the reported events and happenings actually occurred. As a participant-
observer in the program under study, the ability to confirm or deny reported occurrence
was significantly increased. The triangulation methods employed in this study made it
possible to view the same episode from different vantage points and to confirm or explain
the varying recollections of participants. Although participants often agreed that an event
took place and described the event in similar ways, their interpretations of the meaning of

the event often varied.
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Dependability and Confirmability

The question of accuracy of the configurative plot is a complex one in narrative
analysis. An integrated plot needed to be constructed to display the data and to order and
synthesize the educational, social, and political effects of participation into a unified
story. Polkinghome’s (1988) position was that because configurative analysis is actually
the researcher’s construction, it is appropriate at this phase to ask if, in the final analysis,
the final narrative is the real or true story of the phenomenon. To address that question,
accuracy and confirmation were secured in this study with correspondence.

As a general rule, it is desirable, as Riessman (1993) and Lincoln and Guba
(1985) suggested, to take work back to the individuals and groups who participated in the
study. Such “member checks” were conducted so that conclusions could be tested with
those participants from whom the data was originally collected. The researcher’s
reconstructions were recognizable by participants in member checks as adequate
representations, and Lincoln and Guba (1985) suggested that whenever that recognition
occurs, credibility is increased. The use of member checks before proceeding with a final
analysis of the data was therefore instrumental in confirming accuracy of the data
gathered. Each of the participants was provided with a copy of his own verbatim
responses and a five-page summary of the preliminary findings to check for accuracy.
Confidentiality was maintained throughout the documents provided. Included in the
abstract provided to participants was the recorded history of the program, a description of

the study, the research questions, emergent themes, and a discussion of preliminary
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findings. Members were given an opportunity to confirm or deny representations of their
own stories and to agree or disagree with preliminary discussions of the perceived effects
of the program.

Transferability

Validation and transferability in this narrative case study involves ensuring the
trustworthiness and usability of the researcher’s interpretations through correspondence,
persuasiveness, and coherence.

Correspondence with participants in this study made it possible to check the
accuracy of data gathered in the interviews, and to confirm the trustworthiness of the
participants. Persuasiveness was achieved by supporting theoretical ideas with evidence
gathered from informants’ accounts of their gifted experience. Considering alternative
interpretations of the data through parallel interviews with multiple participants further
increased the transferability of the data, as data analysis involved comparing subjects’
perceptions with the perceptions of others who experienced the same phenomenon from
other vantage points.

Agar and Hobbs (1982) identified three kinds of coherence necessary for
strengthening a researcher’s interpretation of narratives—global, local, and themal. The
narratives in this study can be understood in terms of each of the three kinds of
coherence, therefore strengthening the researcher’s interpretation. Throughout the
narratives, participants demonstrated a tendency to reveal in their narratives effects that

were the result of certain causal factors. Global coherence refers to the overall goals a
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narrator is trying to accomplish by speaking, and throughout the data collection, it was
evident what participants were trying to “prove” by their own relating of cause-effect
relationships in their stories.

The narratives could also be understood in terms of local coherence, as
participants often described the way the Major Work experience was supposed to be
juxtaposed against what it was or what it became for them at a particular point in time.
This was especially true during the interviews with the teachers of the gifted cohort.

Themal coherence, as Agar and Hobbs (1982) suggested, involves content. After
interviews were completed, blocks of narrative text were found to focus on particular
themes that figured prominently and repeatedly throughout the narratives. In interview
sessions, subjects answered open-ended questions with detailed accounts of such issues
as their social isolation, their competitiveness, their disappointments, their epiphanies,
and their academic successes and failures as thematic or recurring issues.

Throughout the interviews, narrators ordered their stories into cause-effect
episodes, juxtaposing situations to explain their thoughts and feelings about them, and
revealing thematic threads within their Major work experience; as a result, global, local,
and themal coherence were all achieved in this study.

According to Riessman (1993), pragmatic use of the narrative involves the extent
to which the study will become the basis for other’s work. The present study provides the
basis for future studies of other educational innovations and of similar experiments in

gifted education. Not only does it provide perceptions of participants involved at various
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stages of the gifted experience, but it also provides ground work not yet explored in the
coexisting perceptions of students, teachers, and administrators involved in the gifted
setting.

Implications for Further Study

Care was taken throughout the study to ensure accurate documentation of data to
make it possible for other researchers to replicate the study if desired or to explore similar
gifted programs under similar conditions. This study can be replicated by a similar use of
interview questions and field notes of narratives probing further into the cognitive realm
of the gifted experience. The data yielded in this study provides insights about
underachievement of students in a pull-out gifted program and factors which promote and
hinder motivation of gifted students, yielding valuable perspectives of the role of teachers
and school leaders during the implementation of an educational innovation.

Studies of this nature hold particular significance for educators today who face
increasing mandates to address the needs of the gifted and talented population and who
must ponder new ways to improve the quality of gifted education in their schools.
Qualitative case studies in education are ideal for enabling researchers to approach
problems of educational practice from a holistic perspective, particularly in such cases as
this, wherein a special class or program can be explored in-depth. With further narrative
studies, researchers can develop a greater understanding of the political environment that
affects the implementation and survival of gifted programs and other educational

innovations. Narratives of others in the gifted setting can provide additional lenses
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through which researchers can view classrooms through the eyes of those who teach and
learn there.

Such narrative case studies need to focus, as Merriam (1988) suggested, more on
process than on outcomes, more on the context of the experience than on one specific
variable, and more on discovery than on confirmation of some preconceived idea of what
is happening within the phenomenon. Only through such in-depth insights into all aspects
of educational practice can researchers influence policy, practice, and future research in
the field of education

It is through the long-silent voices of students and teachers of the gifted
experience that school administrators have the greatest opportunity to learn what works
and does not werk in the gifted classroom.

Although the intent of the current study was to seek understanding of the issues
and problems involved in the planning and administration of one gifted program, it
nonetheless yields important information about the value of school and community
readiness staff development before launching innovative programs.

Narrative Analysis as a Form of Inquiry

The structural approach to narrative analysis is paradigmatic (Labov, 1972b;
Labov & Waletsky, 1967). Narratives, according to Labov, have formal properties, each
with its own function.

Labov (1997) suggested a fully formed narrative contains six elements: (a) an

optional abstract, which when included, provides a summary of the substance of the
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narrative; (b) orientation, which provides information about time, place, situation, and
participants; (c) complicating action, which gives a sequence of events; (d) a resolution,
which reveals what finally happened, and an optional coda, which returns the narrator’s
perspective to the present.

As a narrator constructs a story, these structures appear, detailing a primary
experience and interpreting the significance of events in clauses and with embedded
evaluation.

Emplotment of Narratives

Narrative analysis involved relating events and actions in the Major Work
experience to one another by configuring them as contributors to the advancement of a
plot. The result was an explanation that is retrospective, linking past events together to
account for how the final outcome of the gifted experiment most likely came about.
Events of the data were organized along a before-after continuum and narrative analysis
was used to synthesize or configure events into an explanation of how the program
initially succeeded and ultimately failed in its intended purpose. As the plot began to take
form during data analysis, the events and happenings that were crucial to the story’s
denouement became more and more apparent. The emerging plot provided information
throughout the process about which items from the gathered data were necessary for
inclusion in the final storied account, a step that Spence (1986) called “narrative

smoothing.”
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In posing the research question “What happened to the Major Work program?”,
all participants shared the same or similar starting point. There was, however, a different
ending point for each participant. After the denouement was identified in this study, the
researcher worked directly with the data elements, arranging them chronologically and
identifying which were contributors to that outcome. Connections of cause and influence
among the events were identified, as well as action elements which provided the “cause-
effect” reasons for which the actions were taken.

The final step in the process was the actual merging of the participants’ stories
into one narrative account of the phenomenon, creating a temporal gestalt in which the
meaning of each part could be determined through its reciprocal relationships with other
parts and with the plotted whole.

Narrative analysis began with the construction of a plot outline, filling in and
linking data elements to other data elements in plotting a collective story. This narrative
plot provided a systemic unity to the life story of the program, connecting the parts
together. During the process of linking the elements together and identifying their
contribution to the plotted outline, some gaps in the data were found. Whenever possible,
the researcher conducted additional interviews and gathered additional data to fill in the
missing information. The resuit was a full and evaluative account of one of Ohio’s

earliest experiments in gifted education.
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Case Study Analysis

Because descriptive case studies are inductive in nature, it was impossible to
identify all the important variables ahead of time. Results in this study were therefore
presented qualitatively, using words and pictures rather than numbers and charts.
Analysis of those results was, as a result, evaluative, and involved description,
explanation, and judgment. This type of analysis in the case study design is what Guba
and Lincoln (1981) referred to as “thick description,” detailed recording of the data which
enables the researcher to weigh the information and make judgments about it in a final
act of evaluation.

Limitations of the Study

As Goetz and LeCompte (1984) observed, case study research is one of the only
methods of scientific inquiry that admits to the subjective perception and biases of
participants and researchers. Because the primary instrument in qualitative case study is
human, all observations and analyses are filtered through the researcher’s worldview,
affected by one’s own values and perspectives. To produce a worthwhile case study, the
researcher must therefore be sensitive to the biases inherent in this type of research
(Merriam, 1988).

In case study research, narrators reveal multiple interpretations of reality.
Whereas all research has its biases, several methods were employed to deal with
investigator bias in this study and those methods were addressed previously in this

chapter.
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Guba and Lincoln (1981) cautioned that case studies can oversimplify or
exaggerate a situation, leading the reader to erroneous conclusions about the actual
happenings. The use of multiple sources, triangulation, and member checks in this study
address this limitation.

Qualitative case studies are limited, too, by the sensitivity and integrity of the
investigator (Riley, 1963). In this case, the researcher is the primary instrument of data
collection and analysis, a factor which presents more advantages than disadvantages.
With a graduate degree and professional experience in journalism, the researcher had
considerable training in observation, interviewing, and ethical reporting, skills not always
inherent in case study researchers. There are no clear guidelines for constructing the final

_report, and only recently have there been discussions about how to analyze the data
collected (Merriam, 1988); the investigator therefore relied on instinct and ability
throughout the research effort.

One important concern of case study research, and in particular, case study
evaluation, is what Guba and Lincoln (1981) considered to be the unusual problems of
ethics. An unethical case writer, they say, could select from among available data
virtually anything he wishes could be illustrated. Since the participant-observer holds as
great an interest in a truthful telling of the story as any of the participants, and as an
educator will profit as much as anyone from the most accurate, objective outcome of this

educational study, this concern was substantially minimized.
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One limitation of the historical method of gathering data for case studies 1s
dealing with what Yin (1984) referred to as the “dead past,” when relevant persons are
not alive to report what occurred. In this case, however, although more than 40 years had
passed since the Major Work experiment was implemented, many of the students,
teachers, and parents who were participants in the Major Work program were still
available for interviews. Two key administrators and one counselor were also available
when interviews were conducted for this study. Their interviews provided important
information about educational leadership during the Major Work experiment. Beyond
their recollections, the researcher relied on historical data, school records, and the stories
of teachers, parents, and other participants to gain insights into the administrative role.

One of the most significant limitations of retrcspective research is the difficulty of
the researchers to determine cause and effect from reconstructed events; however, studies
have shown that participants in organizational processes do not forget key events in these
processes as readily as one might suppose (Huber, 1985). Moreover, the participant
informant in a wholly retrospective study may not have recognized an event as important
when it occurred and may not recall it afterward. Multiple retrospective accounts,
therefore, and accounts from various perspectives, increase the internal validity of this
case study design.

The case study method was selected because of the nature of the research problem

and the questions being asked. Deemed by the researcher to be the best plan for



89

answering the research questions, the strength of the narrative case study methodology
far outweighed its limitations.
Summary

The objects of investigation in this narrative case study are the stories of people’s
lives. The purpose of the design is to see how participants of an educational experiment
impose order on the flow of their experience and make sense of the events in their lives.
In an effort to investigate adult perceptions of their childhood gifted experience, the
researcher selected this qualitative method to analyze how the Major Work program in
Barberton, Ohio, was administered and implemented during a 10-year period.
Participants’ stories revealed the climate of the organization and the classrooms in which
the éducational innovation was planned and carried out. The study explored the causal
effects which enhanced and impaired the progress of program participants, and which
heightened and impeded the survival of the program itself.

Issues of methodological design, along with the inherent issues of credibility,
dependability, confirmability, and transferability were all addressed within the
parameters of narrative analysis, the outcome of which is the generation of an emplotted
story about Barberton’s experimental Major Work Group. It is the plot of the story which
links essential parts together in this study. The use of multiple retrospective accounts and
accounts from multiple perspectives further enhance the reliability and validity of the

narrative case study design.



CHAPTER IV
DATA COLLECTION AND ANALYSIS
Introduction

The initial data collection for this study began as a pilot study investigating the
outcome and effects of a gifted program in which the researcher was a participant during
childhood. A questionnaire was constructed for use in gathering data from a sampling of
peer participants of the gifted cohort. Its purpose was to determine whether student
recollections of the gifted experience revealed similar perceptions and effects and
whether the phenomenon warranted further study. Fifteen open-ended questions yielded
significant data for potential quantitative or qualitative analysis; moreover, the extended
narratives provided in preliminary interviews revealed discernable plots that together
comprised a story not only of the lives of participants while in the program, but a
chronicle of the Major Work program itself.

Although the intent of the preliminary interviews was to provide data for a
collective case study of a single gifted cohort in the Major Work program, the data
produced by their interviews compelled further study of the program itself. Interviews
with parents of Major Work participants, school officials, and teachers involved in the
program extended, confirmed, or explained much of what the students detailed in their
stories about the experience. Interviews with students in cohorts surrounding the case

under investigation provided additional details and confirmation of data. The current
90
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study therefore examines the shared experience of those individuals in narratives. It is
that narrative data which builds an in-depth picture of the case. Their individual life
stories during participation in the program over a 10-year period that comprise a valuable
historical account of the beginning and end of the Major Work program.

Bruner (1990) noted that people do not deal with the world event by event and
with text sentence by sentence. Instead, they frame events and sentences in larger
structures. Plots were therefore discernible throughout the narratives gathered and
provided a structure helpful for configuring events into a story. As participants recalled
their Major Work experience, each had a temporal range marked by the beginning and
the end of their stories. Each participant provided criteria for the selection of events to be

.included in the story and temporally ordered the events into an unfolding movement that
culminated in a conclusion. As the narratives progressed, participants often clarified or
made explicit the meaning of events as contributors to the story as a unified whole.
Individual plots constructed from those narratives mark segments of time in which events
are linked together as contributors to a particular outcome.

The plots which the narratives produced during the preliminary interview process
paved the way for further interviews. Using a questionnaire method for gathering data,
Major Work participants were contacted and interviewed and asked to respond to a
variety of closed and open-ended questions regarding their experience in the gifted
program. In every case where participants were interviewed, whether the question was as

close-ended as, “Which of your Major Work teachers had the most positive influence on
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you?” or as open-ended as, “Explain how your Major Work experience may have helped
or hindered your motivation and progress in life,” the subjects would invariably respond
with lengthy, detailed stories.

Although a variety of methodological approaches were considered for this study,
including the possibility of quantifying respondents’ perceptions with a quantifiable
analysis of emergent factors, the stories themselves were so rich as data, it appeared more
and more apparent that they should be kept intact rather than divided or extracted for
analysis.

Using a narrative case study approach to data collection, then, allowed
respondents’ stories themselves to impose order on the flow of experience and permitted
Major Work program participants to make sense of the events and actions in their lives.
The narrative approach to data gathering also allowed the subjects to speak freely and
engage in a complete telling of their stories for examination and analysis.

Interpretation was an inevitable part of the data gathering process, because
narratives themselves are interpretive. As Riessman (1993) predicted, human agency and
imagination largely determined what was included and excluded in participants’
narratives—how events were plotted and what they meant for each, how individuals
recounted their life events, what they emphasized and omitted, their stance as

protagonists or victims—all shaped what each participant claimed of his own experience.
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Preparation for Narrative Analysis

Narrative analysis requires the researcher to select a bounded system for study
and to have some conception of the unity of totality of a system with some kind of
outlines or boundaries (Stake, 1995). The bounded system selected for the current study
was the Barberton Major Work program which operated during the decade between
1958-1968. Of focus were 15 students who were selected from a population of their third-
grade peers for participation in one homogeneous, experimental class for gifted students,
beginning in fourth grade. Data related to the existence and implementation of the
Barberton Major Work Group was sought, with particular concern for finding data that
would reveal the uniqueness of the individual case and provide for an understanding of its
complexity.

The purpose of narrative analysis is to produce stories as the outcome of the
research. The data elements required for this study were, therefore, diachronic
descnptions of events and happenings within the 10-year time frame while participants
were members of the gifted cohort. Narrative analysis began by composing those
elements into a story. The researcher commenced with such questions as, “What
happened at that time?” or “Why did this come about?” and searched for pieces of
information that would contribute to the construction of a story, data that would provide
explanatory answers to the research questions.

The data collected for this study came from various sources, including

questionnaires, interview notes, public and personal documents, and observations. All
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data were gathered with the intent to integrate and interpret them in an emplotted
narrative.

Implicit in the collection of data through personal narratives was the assumption
that the open-ended questions would yield stories. The researcher was, throughout the
process, the primary instrument for data collection and analysis, and most of the data was
mediated through the researcher rather than through an inanimate inventory or
questionnaire. In so doing, the researcher was able to adapt data collection techniques to
the circumstances and to the total context to be considered. What was known about the
situation was expanded through sensitivity to both verbal and nonverbal aspects of the
narratives. As a human instrument with considerable knowledge of the program selected
for study, the researcher was able to process data immediately, clarify and summarize as
the study evolved, and explore anomalous responses more readily.

The interview approach to data collection was most desirable for the case study
because of the open-ended nature of questions. The most important data collected for this
study were the field notes recording the personal interviews of participants. Even though,
in the initial interviews, each participant was essentially asked the same set of questions,
the open-ended approach allowed participants to answer with additional facts of the
matter, providing what Yin (1984) considered an essential element for narratives—the
participants’ attitudes, feelings, or beliefs about the event. Moreover, this approach made
it possible for the researcher to build on existing data and explore in-depth answers with

follow-up questions during and after the interviews.
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Data collection also involved extensive document review, including but not
limited to student records, school files, publications, and documents regarding the Major
Work program and its participants. Using an historical approach to the case study, the
researcher recognized the importance of primary source material in the data collection
phase. Traditionally, historical case studies in the field of education have included
descriptions of programs and practices as they evolve over time. Merriam (1988) posited
that in order to understand a past event and apply one’s knowledge of the event to present
practice necessitates knowing the context of the event, the assumptions behind it, and the
event’s impact on the institution or participants.

Bogdan and Biklen (1982) listed historical organizational case studies as a
common form of educational research. Although the historical case study calls for data
collection that shows how a program came into being, what its first years were like, what
changes occurred over time, and what the program is like now, this narrative case study
of the Major Work program replaced the final question, “What is it like now?” with,
“What happened after the Major Work experience commenced that brought it to an end?”

Issues Of Sampling, Access, And Rapport

An important step in the initial data collection process for any study is to find
people or a program to study and to gain access and establish rapport so that participants
will provide good data (Creswell, 1997). As a member of the gifted cohort selected for
study, the researcher had access to several participants of the gifted experience through

personal records or contacts. Interviews with those individuals led to further contacts



96

until 11 of the original 15 students in gifted cohort were culled for study. Three of the
remaining four continued in the program through graduation, but could not be found. All
participants contacted were able to shed light on the phenomenon and openly expressed
confidence in their ability to provide information needed for a thorough study.

Permission was sought from a human subjects review board to proceed with the
initial study, and consent forms were obtained from those who provided interviews
throughout the process. The consent forms included the purpose of the study, the
procedures to be used in the data collection, the expected benefits of participation in the
study, assurance of the confidentiality of respondents, the risks associated with
participation, their right to voluntarily withdraw from the study at any time, and a place
for them to sign and date the form.

Releases were also obtained from student participants for accessing school
records pertaining to testing and selection for the program, and the social, educational,
and psychological history of each student while in the program.

Subjects were apprised of the motivation of the researcher, a step which Creswell
(1997) considered essential for building rapport. The cohort selected was considered to
be both convenient and critical by Creswell’s standards; they were accessible, had rapport
with the researcher and interest in the study, and shared an experience that would permit
generalization and application to individuals in other gifted cohorts. All participants met
the criteria of having knowledge of and experience with the gifted phenomenon under

study.
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The individuals who comprised the sample for this case study also met the
sampling criteria of Miles and Huberman (1994) who suggested that researchers select
unusual cases in collective case studies and employ maximum to represent diverse cases
and display multiple perspectives about the cases.

Once the Major Work Group was selected for study and a purposeful sampling of
the gifted cohort was found, a number of approaches to data collection were used.
Wherever possible, face-to-face interviews were held with participants. Other
participants, for whom time and distance presented problems for the interviewer,
telephone and e-mail communication was used to conduct the interview. In more than 35
face-to-face and telephone interviews, the researcher took notes in Gregg shorthand,
transcribing the notes immediately afterward to ensure memory and accuracy. Data was
stored in several locations to protect it from damage or loss and were confirmed for
accuracy through the use of member checks.

Once the preliminary interviews were completed, a number of other participants
were contacted for interview, in order to extend, confirm, or explain factors which
emerged as dominant during interviews with members of the Major Work cohort. Every
effort was made to include participants from a variety of perspectives in the Major Work
experience, including students in classes before and after the cohort, parents of Major
Work students, Major Work teachers, school administrators, and counselors involved in
the Major Work program during the 10-year period under investigation. Although many

were deceased or had moved away, a substantial number of participants were found and
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were interviewed for the study. Beyond the narratives secured in interviews of 10 of the
15 students in the cohort selected for study, interviews were conducted with:
o Three of the four original teachers of the Major Work Group at its inception
e Two of the three elementary school teachers of the cohort
e Three junior high teachers of the cohort
o Five students in gifted classes contiguous to the cohort’s class
e Two teachers of gifted classes contiguous to the cohort’s class
e Three members of the district’s non-teaching staff, including the school
psychologist, a guidance counselor and a school administrator, all of whom
served in those positions at some time during the 10-year period under
investigation, and
e Seven parents of students in the Major Work program
Their individual and collective narrativgs not only provided answers to the
research questions posed in this study, but to many of the questions posed by students in
the Major Work cohort during their interviews. Moreover, the collective stories of
participants from every perspective of the Major Work program provided the data
necessary for a full examination of the educational experiment. The narratives of the
Major Work cohort, combined with those of their parents, peers, teachers, and school
officials, revealed the true and untold story of the Barberton Major Work program.
Recording and Emplotting the Narratives
As data was collected and transcribed for this study, plots began to emerge within

the individual stories, charting both the personal and collective gifted experience. It was
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those emerging plots, produced by the preliminary narratives during the interview
process, that paved the way for narrative analysis in this study.
Data Analysis

Much of the literature on doing qualitative research has focused on the various
forms and techniques for data gathering. Much less attention has been given to the
procedures for analyzing the gathered data (Polkinghome, 1988). Although no consensus
exists for analysis of qualitative data, several data analysis strategies were used in this
study.

Narrative Configuration

Data analysis consisted of identifying and defining critical moments, turning
points, and epiphanies within the narratives, and ultimately, to identify similarities across
those moments into an aggregate or summation. In the end, the data analysis produced
what Behar (1993) termed a “metastory” about what happened to the first experimental
class of students during the Major Work experience.

Miles and Huberman (1994) argued that data analysis is custom-buiit, revised, and
choreographed. Qualitative researchers, then, learn more by doing (Dey, 1993) and writers
inevitably craft each study differently, using analytic procedures that conform to a general
contour. Creswell (1997) called this the data analysis spiral, wherein one enters with data
of text or images and exits with an account or a narrative. In between, the researcher

touches on several facets of analysis and circles around and around.
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Transcribing the text of the narratives for this study involved a step which Van
Maanen (1988) referred to as “crunching” the text, which first had to be put into
crunchable form. In each case, the text of the narrative had been recorded by the
researcher with verbatim notes recorded in Gregg shorthand, generating notes used in
producing a hard copy of the narratives that included what Riessman (1993) called
“striking features” during the interview: laughter, pauses, sighs, grimaces, singing, and so
forth, to provide a more accurate representation of the story telling.

Once the data was collected, the researcher read through the information collected
to obtain a sense of the overall data, a procedure advocated by Creswell (1997) and Tesch
(1990), for writing findings and summaries in the form of memos and reflective notes
during the initial sorting-out process.

A five-page abstract was prepared during this phase of the process, detailing the
recorded history of the Major Work program and the purpose of the study. Included in the
abstract were the research questions and themes which emerged during the interview
process, as well as a summary and general discussion of the preliminary findings. A copy
of the abstract was sent to all participants to obtain feedback on the accuracy of their
responses and the resulting summaries.

Once the feedback was obtained, the process of reducing the data began, using
colored markers to highlight relevant data in each case, differentiating common factors
and emergent themes throughout the stories and identifying any patterned regularities or

irregularities.
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Narrators, as they proceed through the interview process, do not merely inform;
they also convey the importance of the narrated events as they speak, revealing how those
events should be interpreted and weighed by the listener (Peterson & McCabe, 1983). For
much of the data collected, the narrators themselves imposed some degree of order on
their experience, often providing details in both chronological order and in order of
importance and identifying and clarifying cause-effect relationships while tying situations
back to previous circumstances. It was helpful, therefore, to organize the data for this
study into separate file folders for each participant and into separate folders for each
episode. Narrative accounts were then color-coded according to a narrative structure
advanced by Labov (1997) in which parts of stories were viewed as answers to the
researcher’s questions.

Respondent’s answers to questions within the chronology were organized with the
intent to merge individual accounts with the accounts of others regarding the same
experience within the phenomenon. As narrators constructed stories for this study,
structures emerged that were similar to the story elements deemed as essential by Labov
(1997) and by Cortazzi (1993). Participants in the study detailed primary experiences,
interpreting the significance of events in reflective accounts and with embedded
evaluation. Labov’s model and Cortazzi’s model for analyzing narrative superstructures
were used as a framework to construct a meaningful model for merging participants’
narratives into a single developmental account of the phenomenon. By categorizing

participants’ stories into five essential elements for evaluation (Figure 1), it was possible
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EVALUATION MODEL FOR THE MERGED NARRATIVE

Setting Time, place and situation for participants
Complication Sequence of events and complicating actions
Evaluation  Significance and meaning of the events for participants
Moral Reflection or resulting attitude of the narrators

Coda Return of narrators’ perspectives to the present

Figure 1. Evaluation model for the merged namrative

to merge multiple, individual narrative accounts of participants into a single account of
their shared experience. Rather than separating data elements into constituent parts,
therefore, the narratives were synthesized episode-by-episode and fused together into one
complete story of the gifted experience both as it occurred and in retrospect.

Although the abstract element in Labov’s model for narrative analysis is
considered optional, it was included in this study to organize the narratives and to
summarize the general proposition exemplified in each story. The orientation element,
gleaned from the field notes for each case, was identified as the part which provided
details of time, persons, places, and situations in the narratives and provided the
background the needed to understand the narrated events within the chronology.

The Complication element of the narrative is what Creswell (1997) called the

bones of it, because it gives the event sequence and is often terminated by a result. In the
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narratives collected for this study, the complication element of each story often revealed a
turning point, a crisis, or a problem encountered during the Major Work experience. For
most of the narratives collected, the complicated action was, for the most part, the focus
of the narrative.

The Evaluation element commonly preceded the Result section in the narratives
and was useful for avoiding what Labov (1997) said every good narrator is constantly
trying to ward off: the withering rejoinder ‘So What?” (p. 23). The Evaluation component
of the narratives highlighted the points of each story, with narrators often explaining why
it was told in that way, revealing the attitude of the narrator and emphasizing the relative
- importance of some narrative units as opposed to others. The Evaluation was, as Creswell
(1997) suggested, a kind of self-receipt through which the speaker provides the meaning
of the narrative. It signaled how the teller intends for others to receive the telling of the
story.

The Result or Resolution element usually follows the complicating action which,
in this case, is the Evaluation portion of the narrative—the part of each story which
describes the result or resolution of conflicts discussed. Because the evaluation portion of
the narratives for this study was often followed by participants’ reflection on the
educational experience, a Moral element was included in the five-part structure for
merging the narratives.

The optional Coda finished the narrative by returning to the present. Throughout

the narratives collected for this study, the Coda of the stories often reflected on how, in
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retrospect, situations within the gifted experience should have been handled then or how
those situations should be handled in the gifted setting today. In some cases, the narrators
indicated, “If I were to do it over again,” adding what they might do differently today
under similar circumstances.

Individual narrative accounts, then, were separated into five parts (Setting,
Complication, Evaluation, Moral, and Coda), with each assigned the abbreviations A, C,
E, M, and Coda, respectively. By coding the narratives in this way, it was then possible to
organize and analyze the stories while identifying structures as a whole for both content
and cultural perspective. Merging the narratives together according to this structure
produced a chronological and consequential ordering of the educational phenomenon for
analysis.

Constructing the Fabula

The configurative process employed a thematic thread to lay out happenings as
parts of an unfolding movement that culminated in an outcome. This thematic thread is
what Polkinghorne (1988) called the plot, and the plot’s integrating operation is called
emplotment. As happenings were configured or emplotted, they took on narrative
meaning and were understood from the perspective of their contribution and influence on
a specified outcome.

The resulting collection of storied experiences about participation in the Major
Work experiment provided a means by which to compare accounts of the shared

experience from a variety of vantage points. Once coded and organized into thematic
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units, the individual stories of program participants provided a coherent developmental
account of the happening not only from start to finish, but from the perspective of all
participants—students, parents, teachers, and school administrators. Once organized and
coded, the researcher was able to combine the individual stories into one storied account
of the phenomenon, told from all perspectives of the gifted experience.

As illustrated, the individual narratives produced during the data gathering phase
of this study were organized according to evaluative structures suggested by Labov
(1997) and Cortazzi (1993). The narrative case for this study was constructed by means
of merging the individual narratives into a single story to create an episodic structure for
the merged narrative, using the Model for the Merged Narrative (Figure 1).

Organized in chronological sequence, the narrative case comprises the coherent
whole of the individual and collective gifted experience. Individual narratives provided
multiple perspeétives of the experience and produced a chronology with emergent
themes, which, when merged together, reveal the life history of the Major Work Program
in the order of its happening and through the eyes of those who lived it. Divided into 13
episodic plots, and as many subplots (Figure 2), the narratives trace the beginning of the
gifted innovation to its very roots, tracking more than a decade of its existence before its

inevitable end.
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EMPLOTMENT OF THE MERGED NARRATIVE

#1 Adoption of the Major Work Program

#2 District Plans Major Work Curriculum and Services

#3 Critenia Set: Students Tested for Selection to Major Work

#4 Community Reacts to Selection of First Major Work Participants
#5 Teachers Selected for Major Work Program’s First Year

#6 Major Work Cohort Enters First Gifted Class at Amold School
#7 [TEA-1] Sets a Standard for Excellence as Cohort’s First Teacher
#8 Cohort Enters 5 Grade

Major Work Mission Began to Change
Pressure to Expand Major Work Mounted
Selection Criteria Lowered

#9 Cohort Enters 6™ Grade
Teacher attrition brings changes
Student interest and motivation decline

#10 Cohort Enters Junior High School
Program, mission enters period of uncertainty
Cohort reacts to different teachers, methods
Cohort’s grades, motivation decline
Behavior problems begin
Parent complaints begin

#11 Major Work Cohort Begins to Separate from Program, Peers
#12 Cohort Enters Barberton High School

Program begins to dissolve

Cohort graduates

Major Work Program Disbands

#13 (CODA) Participants Reflect on the Major Work Experience

Figure 2. Emplotment of the merged narrative
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Conclusion

Recent research on teachers’ knowledge and voice has led to an increasing use of
narratives as data and as evidence for how teachers work (Cortazzi, 1993). This study
extends that trend to include the use of narratives as evidence for how students respond to
the way teachers work. In addition, it offers valuable insights regarding the impact of
political and administrative decision-making on students, teachers, and innovative
programs in the school setting.

During the data collection phase, Major Work participants provided extended
narratives in response to the questions posed, often ordering their information in episodic,
chronological sequence. The natural ordering of their stories proved most useful for
constructing a chronology of the Major Work experiment which, for each episode and for
the life story of the program, answered the four basic questions posed in the first chapter:

1. What happened?

2. Why?

3. How?

4. With what effects?

With a narrative case study approach to data gathering, respondents’ stories
themselves imposed order on the flow of experience and permitted the Major Work
participants to make their own sense of the events and actions in their lives. This
narrative methodological approach provided freedom for the subjects to speak freely and

engage in a telling of their complete story for examination and analysis. It further
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provided a lens through which the researcher could view the total gifted experience

through the eyes of those who lived it.

Textual Analysis

There are a variety of approaches to textual analysis in the social sciences.
Narrative analysis has no one method, but deals merely with how protagonists themselves
interpret their experience (Bruner, 1990). Researchers can systematically analyze those
narrative interpretations in a number of ways. In this case study, the merged narrative
case provided answers to all of the questions raised at the outset of the investigation,
including the overniding questions, “What happened during the experimental Major Work
Program?” and “What factors impacted the success of individuals and the program
itself?” Once merged together, the voices of program participants chronicled the entire
life history of the program, a story that reveals the impact of the program on their
indiﬁauﬂ and collective lives.

In the next section, the combined narratives of program participants are viewed as
a chronicle of the life history of the Barberton Major Work Group. The narratives
provided a sense of the experience from beginning to end with multiple perspectives of
episodes at every juncture of the experience. The details of that experience and the

plotted course of the participants’ extraordinary life events are discussed at length.



CHAPTER V
THE NARRATIVE CASE
Introduction

In constructing a narrative case with individual plots, data was examined to
identify common themes and conceptual manifestations among the stories. Data analysis
included a paradigmatic search in which several concepts were inductively derived from
the data. The result of the search was an emplotted narrative that included 25 separate
turning points in the life history of the program. The compilation of those turning points
comprised the case study—a life story of the Major Work program, within which are the
storied episodes of the people who participatéd -in the gifted experiment.

Criteria prc;jaosed by Dollard (1935) and recommended by Polkinghorne (1988)
were used as a guideline for generating a case study from the gathered data. The merged
narrative was therefore developed to include:

1. Descriptions of the cultural context in which the Major Work experiment took

place.

2. The embodied nature of the program participants, including the changes they

underwent, to provide a context for their actions while part of the program.

3. Development of the story’s setting, including details of the significant other

people affecting the actions and goals of the participants.

109
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4. Attention to the inner struggles and valuing of the participants and the m.anner

in which participants responded differently to the same events.

5. Attention to the social and political events experienced by the participants,

providing a historical continuity of their participation in the program.

6. The generation of a story with a bounded temporal period, providing enough

detail for participants to be seen as individuals in the Major Work experience.

7. Configuration of disparate data elements into a meaningful explanation of

participants’ responses and actions.

The process of narrative configuration, as used by Polkinghorne (1988), required
consideration of the story’s ending or denouement at the outset. By specifying the
outcome of the Major Work experiment, the researcher had a viewing point from which
to select data events necessary for producing the conclusion. The researcher specifically
asked, “How is it that the disintegration of the Major Work program came about?” and
“What events and actions contributed to this outcome?” From that vantage point, the
researcher retrospectively viewed the data elements in order to link them into a series of
happenings leading to the outcome.

First, the data elements were arranged chronologically, identifying elements that
contributed to the outcome. Afterward, the researcher looked for connections of cause
and influence among the events and began to identify action elements by providing the
“because of” and “in order to” for which they were undertaken. Finally, a story was

drafted with the intent to provide a temporal gestalt in which the meaning of each part
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became apparent through its reciprocal relationships with the plotted whole and with the
other parts of the story (Polkinghorne, 1988). The result was a verbal representation of
the time period in which the Major Work experience began and ended.
The Program Participants
For purposes of protecting anonymity, establishing chronology, and creating a
logical ordering of the narratives, codes were assigned to the teachers, parents, and school
administrators whose personal narratives were included in the case.

School Personnel

TEA-1 was the fourth grade teacher of the Major Work cohort, their first and

- most fondly remembered teacher in the gifted program at Amold Elementary School.
Narratives of students in the cohort indicated TEA-1 remains the only teacher whose
methods and lessons are vividly remembered by all members of the cohort assigned to
her class during their first year.

TEA-2 was another gifted teacher assigned with TEA-1 to teach a separate cohort
of fifth grade students at Amold Elementary School. This teacher had knowledge of the
program’s implementation but was not assigned to teach and is not widely known to the
cohort.

TEA-3 was the teacher selected to teach the fourth grade gifted class at a separate
elementary school in another part of town. Her assignment was parallel to that of TEA-1,

but she was assigned to teach a fourth grade class in a separate school. This teacher had
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knowledge of the program’s implementation but was not assigned to teach and is not
widely known to the cohort

TEA-4 was the cohort’s second Major Work teacher assigned to teach the
cohort’s fifth grade Major Work class during the second year of the program. Unlike the
first year, when in TEA-1’s fourth grade class the cohort was limited to 15 students,
TEA-4 was required to teach a combined fourth/fifth grade class of Major Work students
during the second year of the program. Narratives show that, in contrast to their first year
in the program, most members of the cohort do not recall much about their TEA-4 or the
lessons she taught during their second year in the program.

TEA-5 was the cohort’s seventh grade science teacher at Highland Junior High
School, a popular teacher, fondly remembered in narratives of the cohort for his
innovative teaching methods and his willingness to foster independent thinking and self-
directed leaming.

TEA-6 was the cohort’s seventh/eighth grade social studies at Highland Junior
High School, the teacher who, according to narratives of students, teachers, parents, and
administrators, experienced the most behavior problems with the cohort. A majority of
the members of the cohort recalled the pranks they played in his class, the amount of
work he assigned, and the decline in grades they experienced while in his social studies
class. The brightest and highest achievers among the cohort, however, considered TEA-6

one of their best teachers.
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TEA-7 was the cohort’s eighth grade English teacher at Highland Junior High
School—a teacher that narratives indicated held some resentment for the gifted group
because of their academic status and inquisitive nature. Narratives indicated a majority of
the students in the cohort were aware of his resentment.

ADM-1 was the school psychologist who launched the Major Work program in
Barberton. He personally administered most of the Stanford-Binet I.Q. tests given to
participants, and played a major role in selecting the cohort for participation. ADM-1,
narratives showed, was the administrator most involved in planning and implementing
the program and was the defender of the program when pressures mounted in the school
community to alter its course.

ADM-2 was the school administrator who served as a building principal and
assistant superintendent in the Barberton schools during the period under study. He was
familiar with participants of the study and was aware of the plans for implementation of
the program.

ADM-3 was a high school guidance counselor while the cohort was at Barberton
High School. Although the cohort was assigned to Highland Junior High School, he was
a teacher and coach not assigned to teach the Major Work group. His narratives
demonstrated knowledge of the implementation and progress of the program at the junior

high school and high school level of the cohort’s experience.
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Parents

Throughout the gathering of data about the cohort’s experience in the Major Work
program, information provided in student narratives were confirmed and explained in
data gathered in separate interviews with parents and teachers of the cohort. Parents
selected for interview were those identified by students and school administrators as
having had multiple children selected for the Major Work program and as being actively
involved in parent meetings during the course of the program’s implementation. They are
coded throughout the study as: PAR-1, PAR-2, PAR-3, PAR-4, and PAR-5.

Students

To protect the anonymity of student participants whose stories comprise the bulk
of the narrative case, code names were assigned to differentiate one student from another
and for differentiating the unique backgrounds and perspectives of each participant in the
cohort. Toward that end, the following identifying codes were used for discussion of the
student narratives:

STU-1 was one of several students interviewed who was not a member of the
cohort. His narrative was used to cross check information gathered in narratives of the
cohort as well as narratives of the parents and teachers of the cohort. STU-1’s parallel
experience in the Major Work program was deemed sufficient to include his narrative in
the case. STU-1’s parents were identified by teachers and administrators as having been
most active in parent meetings during the duration of the program. Similar to one

member of the cohort, STU-1 exhibited early signs of attention-deficit disorder, and was
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deemed by teachers prior to and during his gifted experience to be a lazy, troublesome,
and reluctant learner before selection for the Major Work program.

STU-2 was a student selected for participation in the gifted cohort who, prior to
her selection for the Major Work experiment, had been viewed as a “trouble maker” by
her teachers. By all accounts in her narratives, STU-2 suggested she would likely have
been identified with an attention deficit disorder; she was frequently out of her seat, often
off task, and had a habit of chewing on the collars of her shirts. STU-2, in the years
before she was selected for the Major Work experiment in fourth grade, “hated” school
and her teachers.

STU-3 was a student in the gifted cohort who was one of the few who did not
have to be transported across town to Amold Elementary School when selected for the
gifted class. Unlike others in his gifted cohort, STU-3 did not have to deal with leaving
his neighborhood school and friends; instead, he faced isolation from his school friends at
Armold Elementary once selected for the “special class” assigned to his home school. Of
all the participants interviewed, STU-3 most opposed his selection for and inclusion in
the program.

STU-4 was a student in the gifted cohort who, throughout her narratives, admitted
to possessing feelings of inferiority throughout the gifted experience. Isolated at times
from cliques that formed within the cohort, STU-4 talked more than any other participant
of feeling “left out by” and “inferior” to the brighter or more confident, outgoing students

who in time bonded together in the cohort.



116

STU-5 was a student in the gifted cohort who, unlike the others interviewed for
the study, had the fewest recollections of the experience. Although she could not account
for her limited recollections, there was a noticeable difference between her inability to
recall what happened during the testing, selection, and participation in the program and
that of her cohorts, who otherwise maintained comparatively more vivid recollections,
providing highly detailed descriptions of their experience. STU-5 admitted to having
struggled to keep up with others in the cohort throughout her participation in the
program. She was one of three members of the cohort whose I.Q. score on the Stanford-
Binet was lower than the minimum 130 required in the selection criteria. She was the
only student in the cohort whose father was a member of the school district’s teaching
staff at the time of the selection.

STU-6 recollected being highly motivated to achieve in the years before her
selection for the experiment, a personal characteristic which was enhanced by her
selection for Major Work. She is one of the students in the cohort who, after the Major
Work experience ended for some, continued beyond junior high school in the more
challenging classes offered at the high school level.

STU-7 tested with the highest 1.Q. in the class during the testing process. Unlike
others in the class whose parents’ education was limited, his parents both had college
degrees. Throughout the cohort’s involvement in the program, his recollections of the
gifted experience do not include many of the disappointments and frustrations revealed

by others in the cohort, whose grades and motivation began to decline as the teaching
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methods changed and the coursework became more difficult in junior high. His favorite
teacher was the teacher most criticized by the majority of the cohort.

STU-8 tested within the average 1.Q. score of others in the Major Work group.
She experienced many of the frustrations of others in the group who struggled with
declining grades and motivation during the junior high experience, but proceeded toward
advanced placement classes with those who had no difficulty with any of the teaching
methods, courseload, or curriculum offered for more advanced students.

STU-9, like STU-7, tested in the 150 1.Q. range, one of only two in the class to
achieve a score above 138. Similar to STU-7, STU-9 graduated in the top 10 of her class,
after proceeding in school with advanced placement classes once the Major Work
experience concluded. She, like STU-7, recollected being aware of the frustrations
experienced by others in the cohort, but was largely unaffected by changes in teaching
methods and coursework that affected the motivation and progress of others in the class.
Like STU-7, this student favored the teacher most criticized by a majority of the group.

STU-10 became especially motivated and fascinated with school once he entered
the Major Work Group. Deemed by peers and teachers to be one of the more shy, quiet,
and independent members of the cohort, STU-10 was the only member of the cohort to
leave the school system before entering high school.

STU-11 was one of four students to test below the 130 minimum L.Q. set as

criteria for selection. This student maintained steady progress in the program, despite
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experiencing difficulty with some teachers and some curriculum once in junior high
school.
Construction of the Fabula
Once the narratives of program participants were merged, the case revealed 25
discernible episodes that could be charted as a developing plot. Each of those episodes is
detailed in the section that follows, providing a chronology of the Major Work experience
as it was experienced by the participants of the program.

Episode #1: Adoption of the Major Work Program

Narratives recounting the period in which the Major Work program was
conceptualized and adopted revealed considerable excitement in the air in 1958 when the
innovative gifted program was launched. Sparked by a growing national concern over the
orbiting of Sputnik, school officials in Barberton, Ohio, adopted the Major Work
program as a planned program of enrichment for gifted students in the district. Teachers
selected for the challenge indicated they had no prior training or experience with gifted
students, a fact that was supported by administrators interviewed. Still, there was little
apprehension in the district about the initial plans for the program or the prospects for its
success. In fact, there was considerable agreement that the program, inspired by the
Cleveland Major Work Group, would succeed in its efforts to provide a challenging and
enriched curriculum for the gifted students selected.

Teachers and parents interviewed for this study credited ADM-1, the school

psychologist, with being instrumental in launching the program. ADM-1 indicated there
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was no comprehensive study of gifted programs undertaken in the district prior to
adopting the program, but he and other administrators and a few teachers did visit
classrooms in the Cleveland Major Work Program and in at least one other school
district.

There was agreement among the teachers and administrators that no additional
funding was provided for the program, although one teacher and one administrator
interviewed recalled that federal funds were granted to the district for use in the program,
money that was placed in the general fund and was not used for the Major Work
program. Contrary to reports in the Barberton Herald that an additional $150 per pupil
- would be allocated to fund the gifted program, administrators and teachers said additional
materials for the Major Work classes were either donated by community members or
purchased by Major Work teachers.

Episode #2: District Plans Major Work Curriculum and Services

Teacher interviews revealed that teachers selected for the Major Work program in
Barberton had been made aware of similar programs in Mansfield, Cleveland, and
Summit County prior to being assigned to teach the city’s first gifted classes. At least two
teachers visited the program in Mansfield before teaching their own gifted classes. None
of the teachers assigned to teach the Major Work Group had taken coursework or had
been trained in gifted education.

Administrators and teachers interviewed agreed that no curriculum was written

for the program and no staff development offered to prepare teachers for teaching in the
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program. One administrator recalled the district holding “limited” in-service training,
suggesting the district “did a lot of talking and planning and consulting at the beginning.”
Teachers, however, recalled no inservice training.

Teachers at the fourth and fifth grade levels of the initial program were instructed
simply to offer an enriched curriculum that included foreign language and typing. During
the first year, at least one teacher was familiar with Spanish, and therefore students in her
class were taught Spanish. The district provided Spanish textbooks and a record. In
another class, the teacher had a background in German. As a result, those Major Work
students were given instruction in German.

Although foreign language coursework was offered in the curriculum during the
first year of the program, it did not reappear in the curriculum again in the years that
followed due to teacher attrition and lack of teachers familiar with and capable of
teaching a foreign language.

Episode #3: Criteria is Set, Students Tested For Selection To Major Work

It was in narratives regarding the third episode of the plot that the earliest
recollections of student participants could be traced in the narratives. Although school
officials and teachers recollected the process by which selection criteria was established,
the student recollections of the testing process focused largely on the bewilderment that
came with their mere selection to be part of the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. testing. Inasmuch as
teachers were given little or no information to ready them for the gifted classes they

would assume, students talked of being more or less “drawn into” the Major Work
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experience, with little or no introduction to or explanation about the gifted world they
were entering.

Both students and teachers indicated they were unsure of the reasons why they
were being selected for participation in the experimental classes. School officials were in
agreement, however, about the criteria they would use for student selection to the
program. Although the gifted cohort was tested and selected for the program based on a
criteria requiring a minimum 1.Q. score of 130, student records secured for use in this
study showed that the 1.Q. scores of at least four of the original 15 students in the cohort
were 1-5 points below that minimum score. Teachers, parents, and administrators
concurred that teacher recommendations and “personality” of students were also
considered in the selection process. Student records showed that a majority of the
students selected for the cohort under study scored within the 130-136 1.Q. range. Two
members of the cohort scored in the 151-157 range. The intelligence quotient of those
selected for the gifted cohort in its first year, therefore, varied measurably.

The testing for selection to the Major Work program took place in the spring of
1959, during the participants’ third grade year. Students recalled being asked to take the
Stanford-Binet 1.Q. test, but not being told what it was or why they were taking the test.
As a result, student participants experienced confusion and some feelings of anxiety and
fear during the testing.

Parents interviewed said they had heard little or nothing about the program prior

to their children being tested or selected for the experiment. A few parents, according to
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both student and parent interviews, were pleased and proud their children were selected.
Several parents and students said the idea of a Major Work program appealed to them
because several of the students had been bored in the regular classroom and the student
was ready for something more challenging. Parents were pleased about their children’s
selection for Major Work, especially those whose children were highly gifted and were
bored in the regular classroom, or those whose children were seen as behavioral
problems, due to their restlessness and inattentiveness in the regular classroom.

Although more than 40 years had passed since taking the Stanford-Binet 1.Q. test,
all but two of the student participants recalled specific aspects of taking the Stanford-
Binet, 1.Q. test, with many of them detailing vivid memories of specific questions asked
and recalling various levels of frustration and excitement when presented with challenges
during the test.

STU-9: Iremember thinking the math was a little hard, and there were some sort
of word association and visual perception parts that were very new and
exciting.

STU-6: I still remember one question—it involved needing a certain amount of
water and having two jars—neither of which was the exact amount. The
answer involved filling and emptying the jars to get the correct amount,
but at the time I simply couldn't figure it out. I remember going home
and asking my mother how to figure out the problem. It concerned me
that I couldn't figure out the answer.

STU-7: Iremember being asked vocabulary words. The one I remember is
“barrette,” and I remember thinking, “That’s a dumb choice of words.” I

had an idea what a barrette was because I had sisters, not because I was
above average intelligence.
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After the testing was completed, the school psychologist and other administrators
compiled the results of the tests and selected the first participants for the program. One of
the students in the gifted cohort scored high on the 1.Q. test, and prior to her selection had
been considered a “troublemaker” by her teacher. Without any reasons given for the
testing process, this student perceived the testing to be related to her behavior problems.

STU-2: As far as the testing process, I remember thinking that something was

wrong with me. My third grade teacher was Mrs. L., who I hated and
who hated me, and I was always in a lot of trouble. She wanted me to be
right-handed and I was left-handed. So I was always messy. She made
me wear a hand brace to hold my pen better. I had a lot of negative
emotions about school and I remember my dad having to come to school
and the principal said they were either going to fail me or put me ina
gifted program. I really acted out a lot. I remember chewing my collars
and when I had an assignment, I would scribble.

As a result of the testing, 30 students were selected for each grade level, with a
plan to limit class size for the four Major Work classes to 15. STU-2 and 14 other
students in the cohort selected for study were placed in the Major Work Group at Arnold
Elementary School.

Episode #4: Community Reacts To Selection Of First Major Work Participants

Parents of the gifted cohort had mixed reactions regarding the selection of their
children for the Major Work experiment. For some, it was an honor; for others, a source
of pride; for others, the opportunity of a lifetime, one that might lead to the possibility of
a scholarship for college, a luxury which they could not otherwise afford for their
children. Of major concem to many of the parents of the cohort was the difficulty of

transporting their children to a new school across town and dealing with the resentment
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expressed by others in the community whose children were not selected for the Major
Work program.

Students reacted to their selection for Major Work differently as well. For most,
the possibility of having to leave their neighborhood schools and the friends they had
made since kindergarten was a source of concem or disappointment. Parents were
notified of their child’s selection and invited to a meeting to discuss the opportunity. It
was at this meeting that parents were notified they would be required to provide
transportation to the schools selected for Major Work. For three members of the cohort, it
meant remaining at their neighborhood school. For the remaining members, taxicabs, car
pools, and parochial school buses were secured to bring them to their new school.

None of the students indicated they had a full understanding of the program or the
opp‘ortunities the Major Work experience presented for them. For some, this lack of
inforﬁaﬁon provided neither by teachers, school officials, nor parents resulted in
confusion and apprehension at the outset of their selection. For others, the program
opportunity was seen as a blessing by parents. Some parents recalled apprehension about
the cost and time involved in transportation to the new school, and some students had
negative feelings about the manner in which they were pressured by their parents to be
part of the program.

ADM-1: We had more trouble with parents than we did students. Some used their
kids as status symbols.

STU-3: My parents were jubilant that I got in. They were so happy and excited.
They were telling all our friends and relatives. I would tell them to stop
it. I didn’t want to be there. I begged them not to make me go. My



125

parents kept telling me, “When you finish this program, a university will
give you two years’ credit.” We were poor. That was a big deal to them.
I didn’t want to be special or different. I used to think, “I don’t want to
be the guinea pig.”

STU-2: Iremember my mom was pretty excited about my going to Major Work.
I would always be in so much trouble at school. I think that this was an
answer to her prayers and it was going to keep me from being in trouble,
and it did. My dad had more apprehension. Arold School was too far
away. I would have to ride on public transportation and I wouldn’t get
home in time to play.

Participants of the program recalled a general awareness of community concern
and resentment over the selection of students for a special class. Parents talked of the
jealousy of other parents, and students recalled being ridiculed with labels that were put
on the Group.

PAR-2: OQur first-born went to Major Work. Her friends who weren’t in Major

Work ridiculed her a lot for being an “egghead.” It was socially
unacceptable going into a class that was called Major Work. There was a
lot of resentment among the parents as well. They said the school was
creating snobs. They got up and spoke at board meetings and would
vocally assert that.

PAR-4: There was a lot of hard feelings [in the community]. So much jealousy.

Episode #5: Teachers Selected Major Work Program’s First Year

The first teacher selected to teach the gifted cohort in the program’s first year was
hand-picked by the school psychologist. Three other teachers were selected to teach the
fourth and fifth grade classes at Oakdale Elementary School and the fifth grade class at
Amold Elementary School. TEA-1, the teacher considered by the ADM-1 to be the
“best” in the district, was selected to teach the fourth grade Major Work cohort selected

for study not for her expertise in gifted education, but based on her exemplary teaching
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methods in the regular classroom. TEA-1 and two of the three remaining teachers
selected to fill the first four teaching assignments all indicated in their interviews for this
study that they were not familiar with the plans for the program until they were selected
to teach the first special classes.

All of the Major Work teachers selected for the first four classes in grades 4-5
talked of not having the training or the preparation for the task, and having the feeling
that they were simply left “on their own” to decide what to teach and how to offer
enrichment to their gifted classes. There was also no evaluation component in the
appointment process. Neither the teachers nor the administrators interviewed recalled any
formal evaluations planned or conducted of the teachers selected for the program or the
curriculum designed for enrichment in the special classes. Teachers and administrators
both recalled, however, that selection of teachers for the program resulted in resentment
on the part of other teachers in the district.

ADM-1: We had problems with [non-Major Work] teachers. They didn’t like the

idea of pulling out kids. They would be thought of as something special.
They also didn’t like the idea that another teacher would have a class of
15 and they would have a larger class.

TEA-3: There were a lot of teachers who felt that [Major Work] was screaming
elitism. Nothing was done in the “50s or ‘60s to prepare the community
or the teachers for the Major Work Program.

ADM-1: Teachers were jealous because [TEA-1] was such a good teacher. Even
in the regular classroom. She made teaching look easy. Other teachers

didn’t like her. The climate was, “Here I am, I have 25 kids and she’s
only got 15. What’s fair about that?”






