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1.
What is the name or title of the instructional strategy, program, material, or intervention?  What was the research question?  Who were the subjects?
Strategy/Program Name/Title:  Curriculum Compacting
 

Research Question(s):  There were 17 research questions.  In summary, the overarching question(s) were:  

A. What effect does curriculum compacting have on student achievement, content area preferences, and attitudes toward learning? 

B. What are the most effective and efficient strategies for training teachers to make appropriate curricular modifications for gifted and talented students?

Description of subjects:  783 gifted and talented students and 436 elementary teachers in 27 school districts throughout the United States.
2.
Describe the treatment (strategy, program, material, or intervention). 

· Short Summary: The study was designed to investigate the types and amount of curriculum content that could be eliminated for high ability students by teachers who received various levels of professional development.  It also examined what happens to student achievement, content area preferences, and attitudes toward learning if curriculum compacting was implemented.
· Key characteristics:  Curriculum compacting is an instructional technique that modifies curriculum; in this study curriculum was compacted for high-ability students.  Teachers identify area(s) in which students have strengths or proficiency, then identify the curricular materials students have not yet mastered and design a plan to achieve mastery at a pace commensurate with the students' abilities.  Finally, teachers provide enrichment or acceleration opportunities. 

· •
**Math strand (NCTM Content Standard): Number and Operations, Algebra, Geometry, Measurement, and Data Analysis & Probability, 
· **Math topics/areas addressed: all
· **Grade level(s): grades 2-6
· Subgroups of students addressed:  high-ability students
· Technology required: none
· Implementation considerations (e.g., Cost? Extensive staff development? etc.):  The staff development training was an integral part of the effectiveness of the curriculum compacting strategy.

· Other relevant descriptive information:  

3.
Describe the design of the study:

436 second through sixth grade teachers and 783 students in 27 school districts throughout the country were randomly assigned to 4 groups:  3 treatment groups where the teachers received increasing levels of professional development and 1 control group where the teachers received no training.  After receiving professional development, teachers in each treatment group implemented curriculum compacting for one or two high ability students in their classrooms for the academic year.  

4. What was measured, what instruments were used to collect data, and what measures were used to report results?

Students:  Data on student achievement, attitudes toward learning, and content area preferences were collected. The following instruments were used: 1. One grade level higher (out-of-level) ITBS tests – reading, mathematics concepts, mathematical computation, science, social studies, and spelling subtests, 2. Arlin Hills Attitude Survey Toward School Learning Processes, and 3. The Content Area Preference Scale.  

Teachers:  Teachers’ ability to design and modify the regular curriculum to meet the needs of gifted and talented students was studied.  The following instruments were used: 1. Stages of Concern Questionnaire, 2. Teacher Data Form, and 3. The Compactor Form.

Several quantitative and qualitative analyses were used. These included frequency distributions, percentages, means, medians, and standard deviations for descriptions.  Statistical analysis included Chi-square, analysis of variance and analysis of covariance, and structured equations modeling.   

5.
Briefly describe and summarize the results of the study.

The following will be a brief summary of the 15 statements of results (pages 35-80) reported by the researchers. Teachers who received professional development that included local peer coaching and/or consultant services showed the most improvement in the use of the compacting process.  However, indicators show that teachers, regardless of the assigned treatment group, would need additional training and help to be able to appropriately select challenging work for students in curriculum that has been modified.  Although teachers eliminated as much as 50% of the regular curriculum for gifted students, no differences in the out-of-level ITBS results were found in reading, math computation, social studies, and spelling.  Specifically in mathematics, students in all treatment groups scored significantly higher in the math concepts post test (ITBS) than the control group students whose curriculum was not compacted.   Those students whose curriculum was compacted in mathematics showed significantly higher preferences for mathematics and better attitudes toward learning than did students in the control group.  (This was not the case for other content areas.)  The effect size for both achievement and attitudes was calculated by looking at the gain scores (adjusted means); in both situations the effect size was statistically significant, but small (d = .18).

6.
Did the study include an evaluation of how the intervention was implemented?  

No:      X

Yes: 

If yes, briefly describe:  

Did implementation data address both the frequency of use as well as the fidelity of the implementation?

No:           
Yes:  X
    
 If yes, briefly describe.

This is a qualified "yes" as differences between the classroom teachers' practices were measured by a self-report instrument. An analysis of variance indicated significant differences between the treatment groups and the control group. 

7.
Were gains in student achievement reported?
No:

Yes: X
If student achievement gains were reported, were they sustained over time?
No:                
Yes: X

In the academic year following the curriculum compacting study, a follow-up study was conducted by the National Research Center on the Gifted and Talented to determine the impact of the Curriculum Compacting Research Study. The data collected was limited to teacher interest in continuing curriculum compacting.

8.
Replication:  

Did the study cite previous tests of this treatment?  

No:

Yes: X

Is this study a replication of an earlier study?

No:   X         
Yes:              
If yes, briefly describe.
9.
**Numerical Rating of Quality of Research Design: Not applicable

10.  **Brief summary of the study: 


This study examined the effects of curriculum compacting for gifted and talented students.  Approximately 436 teachers in grades 2-6 and 783 students in 27 school districts throughout the United States participated. Results indicate that compacting process can be implemented in a wide variety of settings. Effective and efficient methods of providing training for teachers to make appropriate curricular modifications were identified along with the need for more help for teachers in substituting challenging advanced work for high ability students.  The results indicate that curriculum compacting can have positive effects on student achievement, content area preferences, and attitudes.  
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