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ABSTRACT | N

.. This investigation focused on the teachers' perceptions of their
curricular decision making and on the nature and scope of the decisions

teachers made as they implement adapt and create curriculum for

their Chemintry 20 chuee. Four research questions directed the
»
inquiry and a questionnaire and interview schedule were the data

" gathering instruments used.
The teechers in the sample were found to be critical participants
in the curriculum decision making process. Funetioning at tne inters
‘face of curriculum and in#truction they translated an intended cut.ri- |

L]

culuxn into inetruction in an environment they perceived to be relative-

y unrestricted. There was a feeling that teachers currently have
nore control than they desire, particularly.»in‘ the area of eva.lua.tion. ‘
Te;.chers relie.d‘heavily on the prescribed core reference and their
o.‘wn_li\_ntere sts and experiences when making implementation decisions.
T‘éachers "adapted" rather than "adopted'' the program outlined for
irnplementaﬁon. They emphasized the cognitive, discipline orieritated
goals and .foc,-used on the core portion of the program, The time

+ allocated to the elective portion of the program was either usurped by

- . .

the core or spent on "core-like" material, Teeciiers were- less

v

involved in curriculum creation than in curriculm'n implementatiog or

o o] ),) y
adapta‘tion. Curricular decisions made varied more with the size of
L
the Chermstry 20 staff and the core reference. adopted than with the

- .
iv



N ,
teacher's professiohal background,
Curriculum planning is a human process which can be improved
by discove ring and c:itic#ny‘malyqtq what exists. This study was

undertaken, in light of this as sumption, and the findings have impli-
@ - . .

" cations for fhose charged with making curricular decisions at the

4 .
instructional, institutional and s@cietal level,
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The-curriculum has staunchly resisted
being a 'product', an external entity to

be handed over intact to the teacher for
transmission to students, Saveral of

the new curricula have spent millions

of dollars on the production process,

They have ifivolved the foremost scholars
in the field. They have worked out in
detail their aims and objectives and
implied learning experiences. They have
produced books, slides, tapes, filmis

etc. as communication means. They
-have developed inservice programs., All
this was desirable and necessary but has
proved insufficient for it has not taken

into account the complex and powerful
inferplay of the forces within the school
and classroom. The classroom climate. ..
exercises an alchemy of its own on adopted |
programs. )

(Hughes, 1973, p. viii)
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CHAPTER 1

THE PROBLEM

Background of the Study

Curriculum is conceived of in a number of ways and perceived

frotri"} nufnber-of viewpoints. This creates the ambiguous situation in

-~

’
which for any group of students there are several simultaneous curri-

cula - one legislated, one approved by the local school board, one
adoptéd by the indi\\ridu;l schools, one presented by the teacher and
one experienced by the étudents. Curriculum decision making goes on
wherever there are people inte.rested in, or respox.lsible for, an |

educatignal program. \

_ ‘Goodlad (1979), in attempting to reduce this ambiguity, describes
) ' -
three levels of curriculum decision making: societal, institutional and

instructional. He. suggests that the task of the curriculum researcher

is to '"choose h:i’.-s perspective ahd then initially to describe what he
sees' (p. 29). : ‘ : N
It is the t/eacher that is the focus of this study; the investigation

probes into what is the role teachers perceive themselves to be taking

in implementing, adapting and creating curriculum. The suggestion is

not, however, that the teachers' role can be considered in isolation, as
there is a great deal of interaction between the various levels of curri-
_culum decision'making. The teachers' role was selected as it is"

considered critical in the curriculum planning process because it
. o “
1
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operates at the interface of curriculum and.instruction.

The heart of the curriculum lies in what happens
in the individual classrooms., The teacher, more
* than anyone else, determihes whether the curri-'
culum is a good one. (Zaccaria, 1970, p. 86)
o . ¥
At various times in history, the emphasis on where curricular
decisions should be made, has moved back and forth on a central;‘.zed-
decentralized continuum. At one end we have the !'top down'' approach,
in which the curriculum is prescriptive and teachers are required to
carry out curricular and instructional decisions made by others. At
the other extreme is the '"bottorn up' or gthool based curriculum,
initiated and developed by individual schools or teachers. Connelly

(1972) suggests that both extremes, treating teachers as mere

transmitters of ideas_or as the sole initiators of ideas and materials

- <
are inadequate,

Prescriptive theof‘igs suggest what classroom teachers\ought to
be doing in each of these dectsion makihg hierarchies, ‘but few em- -
. piric;i studies identify \x{hat they actually do. There is considerable
evidence that teachers opt for their own desired level of decision
'rnaking, regardless of which erld of the continuum is 'consideretl p;-e-
valent at the time.

The real '"'makers' of the curriculum may be the teache;'s', as
o - R - :
they construct an ope'rational curriculu.m in conjunction with their

students and *pnate to their s1tuat1on. Teachers, whether they

_.realize it o‘not, nave always been involved in curriculum development.



They have always interpreted courses and syllébuses in~ lightt of
situational and personal factors. Innovations can be affected by the
human element as classroom teachers make decisions not only on how
they will teach, but may b'e actively engaged in selecting, adapting or
developing’quéctives, content, and resources for their classroom. |

The teacher can resist, modify or even openly
reject preceding decisions - in which case the
curriculum planned at societal and institutional
levels may never have a chance of being imple-
mented. But even if the teacher accepts and
thinks he understands the curriculum planned at
Preceding levels, there are likely to be diffi-
culties in translatmg these formal plans into an
operational curriculum in the classroom. Among
them are the skills, knowledge and attitudes
which the teacher possesses, the materials for
use in refining and implementing the curnculurn
the operational definition of significant elements
in the subject matter; the role of the students- in .
the process; formative and summative evaluation
Procedures and instruments; the organization
centers provided students; and many more.
(Goodlad 1979, p. 184)

Many new ;uri-icula have been designed and adapte'd.but few have
begn implemented (Fullan, 1977). '.'[v‘rhe.» secondary school sciénc.e |
programs developed by projects in the sixties illustrate new programs
which tended to the. pfescriptive-centralized end of the continuum, |
Programs were mainiy désigngd by ngoup.s of experts énd included’
;What was to be achieved, how it could be managed and ways of knowing
.if goals were reachéd. Sgch programs were initiated as a result of

societal level decisions accepte_ci at the institutional level and imple-

mented by teachers for whom tremendous effort and funds were

N



provided for‘,"inservice" in the ways of translating the products of
others' effoets into classroom instruction. The gap, reported by
evaluators (Gallagher, 1966), between actual and intended outcomes
was dxscouragmg to those favoring the top down approach Even in
highly prescriptive programs, teachers exercise their autonomy
when the classroom door is cﬁllos;edf

Attempts to.1mp1ernent a bottom uP currmulurn development
system have also been affected by teachers' decisions when teaehers
were not willing or did not have the resources to make all of the
curricular decisions being asked of them. In this situation, they
relied heavily on pubhshed materials or other established programs
!-ather than design a curriculum that was entu-ely their own,

The t1na1 determmation of the cu‘rricu.lum takes Place in the
learning situation itself. It is the classroom teache;- that may make
the most 1mportant decm:.ons%,5 that deterrmne the quality of the
~student's experience.

"esosteachers are likely to do as they want to do
‘when the classroom door is closed. There is no
such thing as idea tight, uniform administration
of the curriculum. (Doll, 1978, p. 355)

" Identification of the Problem

The ‘often illdstrated gap between theory (how we think it is or
how we{think it ought to be) and practices(how it is) makes apparent

the need to discover more about what ‘actuahlly takes place at any level

of ¢urricular decision making but particularly what takes place at the



@

classroom level,

It has been my contention for some years that
curriculum inquiry must move back to the basics
and there is nothing more basic for study than
what people practice or do, good or bad, right
or wrong, (Goodlad, 1979, . 40)

Teachers have been identified as critical participants (even though

¢

they are often not recognized as such) in curriculum decision making.

There is a need to look at teacher-made curricular decisions in

Y

a naturalistic and descriptive way to add to the minimal amount of

=~ v,
B

information currently available on the role classroom teachers -

-~

actually i)lay in constructing the curriculum (Jackson, '1968; Hughes,

1973; Pylypiw, 1974; Doll, 1978).

Purpose of the Study

This study is concerned with what teachers do with the curri-
‘ . | - .: ﬂ
culum as they receive and perceive it. The inve stigation focused on

the teachers'. perceptions of their curricular decision makiné and on
the nature of the decisions teachers make as they are invol\;ed in
curriéulum implementation, ad .fi)tation and creation, .
.The. intent is té look at the reality of the teacher as au curriculum
decision maker. The emph#sis is on the practical, what is, rafhér-
than what ought to be. ,The study is explératory m nature, rather than

designed around stri¢t a priori hypotheses., As Jackson (1968)
e ’ ‘
v . - . 1

suggests:

~

"Almost as important as observation per se is the
requirement of keeping an open mind about what



/\ .
]

we see, Our ways.of looking atrthe classroom
should not be unnecessarily restricted by prior
assumptions about what should be going on there,
(p. 176) o
The purpose of this study is to identify the teachers perception
of the nature and scope of their curricular decision making. Parti-
cular attention will be gi;ven to_ seeking answers to the following
research questions: |
1) What is the n#ture aﬁd scope of teacher .decision ﬁuakiﬁg‘ related
to curriculum implementation?
) As teachers tra:islate into inMruction the curriculum that was
established at the societal and institutional levels they make
| curricular decigsions. What or whom do they. rely on when
making these decisions? How much freedom do they fe?l they
have? How autonomous .arelthey/in their decision making? How
much-control of program and e\‘raluation do they have and how
much control do they desire?
¥
2) To what extent and in what ways are teachers involved in
decision maléing related to curriculum adaptation?
Before a;-dapting a pfogram teachers have to evalt;ate the per-
ceived curriculum, .Wha.t‘ changes do they feel woulci improve
»
the program? Do they stress some goals over others? Dof' .
ce}'rtain concepts in the program outline receive more emphasis

than others? Do they revise sequence or time allocations?

3) To what extent and in what ways are teachers involved in de-
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cision making related to curriculum creation?

The focus in this area of teacher decision making is on "'what'"

shall be taught. When the program allows for teacher selection
of topics and goals - what selectiqs'i'i.«:= are made? What.factors;
affect the selection process? Do teachers see the decision
selection of what is to be taught at their level as advantageoﬁs?
To wha,t extent are teachers involved in creating curriculum?

4) What is the relationship of size of school, professional back- - .

g'ro\md of the teacher, and choice of prescribed core reference

to the three previous areas of teacher decision making?

Assumptions

This study is based on the assumptions prevalent in the liter-

- J

- teachers participate extensively in curriculum decision

atﬁre that:

making and individually and collectively, make decisions
which signific’antly affect the curriculum. |

- - the teacher is prirﬁarily involved in decision making at the
insfiruétiénal level but rmay be making curricular decisions at
other levepls as well,

- curriculum planning is a human process which can‘be im-

proved through inquiry and critical analysis of what exiéts.

Definition of Terms

Curriculum - a series of planned events that are intended to have



educational consequefce for one or more students (Eisner, 1979).
Curriculum decisfon making - decisions made by a member of the

educational community to do something which is intended tg¢
* resgult in the cori‘:xnitmi‘nt of the school systems time, space,
persomiel, effort, and funds or material.
Lievels of curriculum decision making - location of decision making
agents or agencies on the centralized-decéntralized continuum.
It ‘is represented by Goodlad (1979) as societal, institutional
| and instructj.onal lévels am.i more specifically in this study as
the province‘, thebs'chool system (district, division, cou.nty); the
school. and the teacher.
Decentralization - the dispersion of authority to make cﬁrriculum
decisions at a more local level.
Curriculum implementation - the translation of the curriculum as the
a <
teacher perceives it into action. The teacher uses as a point of
departure a curriculum decided upon at the societall,‘ institutional
or instructional level and then must operationalize it.
C’urficulum adaptation - changes are made in the perceived curriculum
while attempting to maintain the intent of -'the c‘;rriculum developers.
Curriculum creation - de"veloping curriculum plar;s that involves estab-
lishing goals and choosing themes or topics through which the
goals can be achieved.

Curriculum consultant - "out of school" personnel whase job descrip-
‘ . - ’

tion includes assisting teachers in their curriculum decision
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making. They may function at the system or provincial level,.

g,

Delimitation the Stu - ‘ o

%
.

The content of the curricular deéaio_n making examined in this
study is according to Goodlad (1979), operational. That is the focus

is on the decisions that are made as the teacher perceived formal

curriculum is implemented. The curriculum f,liat the teacher uses as
a point of departure is a product of other levels of decision making.
While acknowledging that teacher decision making occurs within a

larger cultural, sociai and political context, decisions made at other

levels are only of interest to this study in so far as they directly affect
decisions that are made at the instructiopal level.
With the curricular content of the study identified; the second .

"

dellimitation involves choice of perspective. The decision was made - ‘

i

4

v

.

to view the operationalizing of the curriculum through the eyes of the.

. I
teacher. It is acknowledged that th‘g\perspective of others, i.e.
student's, parent's or principal's may not coincide with the teacher's

perceptions of their decisions., Curriculum may be viewed as a pro-

cess in which there is constant interpretation and negotiation going on ’

‘among teachers and students. In this sense there are as many curri-

cula as there are participants ir the process, While recognizing the
existence and importance of this "experienced curriculum! this study
was restricted to the "teacher lived' curriculum and to an examination

of.the teachers self-perceptions of their curricular-decision making.

Q"

N
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Since differences may exist in the nature of decision making in
various subject areas, @8 decision was made to restrict the scope-of

'thJ.s study to one sub_]ect area - ChemJ.stry. Secondly, because teacher

: decision making may differ with grade level the investigation was

'
further restrictéd to Chei'm.stry 20 teachers. The current Chemistry

: 20 pr»ogram outh.ned in the Cgem:lgtgg Q. 20. 30, Cug;; culum Guige (1977).

could be placed on neither end of ‘the centrahzed decentra.lized conti-

nuum. The core part of the, p'rogram delineates aims, objectives and
, . . B ‘.

‘ . . .

s'pecifies concepts to be obtained. The elective portion makes sug-
.

gestions of 'pes sible content but also allows for local selection and/or

development. With these considerations in mind Chemistry 20 seemed

to he a pdtenﬁally fertile area to which inwestigation was delimited.
Limitations of the Study

'f‘he samble of the study was drawn Qf.rom the population of

' Chemistry 20 teachers within an approximate 60 mile radius of the

city of Edmonton. Because all of the teachers were drawn from this

. One gedgraphical area the generaLliz-ability of the findings of the study

are limited. The results of the study are also limited by the methods

I3
L

of mquxry used The nature and $cope of the "observatlon" techm.ques
;

v

utilized--a questionnaire and an intefvi'ew schedule-elimited the infor-

mation sought and received..

E3

T

4

Orgam’.zation of the Thesis ' K . v

~ In Chapter I the problem is introduced, four research questions

: : S -
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are delineated, the terms used are defined and the underlying assuxnp-‘
tions, ldelimitgtions and limitations outlined,
Chapter II provides a backdrop for the study by reviewing the
literature relate‘d. to the teachers' role in curriculum decision fnaking.
- Chapter III describes the design of the study. It describes the
sele’cfion of participants in the study and tl;e ciaté colluecting percedures
that were used. |

o .
Chapter IV presents an analysis and discussion of the findings

related to the research questions.

Chapter V provides a summary of the study, conclusions, impli-

cations and recommendations for further research.



CHAPTER II

REVIEW OF THE RELATED LITERATURE

What is Meant by "Curriculum!''?

The term 'curriculum' is used in educational discussions in a
wide varief.:y of ways. In the ancient worl a\l’:urr'iculum was a running
track (Hughes, 1973). It was no doubt plaine_d by someone interested
in what would take place ‘on the "c.;‘oul'-se” and the educational use‘ of the
term evolved metaphoric‘ally as the course of studies to be ''run'' by
the studen.té. The prog-ressive &uc'ator_s in the 1920's sought to

broaden this conception of curriculum by focusing on the student, and

conceived of curriculum as the 'learner's experience.' The varying

ways of defining curriculum is reflected in the variety of ways the

term is used:

'Let me show you our curriculum, ! said the prin-
cipal to the visitor to his school.... as he removed
from his desk a mimeographed document,... The
visitor scanned the document and replied, 'Now let
me see your real curriculum'...l must spend at _

- least a few hours in your school. I need to visit
several classrooms at random...stand in hallways .
.+ wander through the cafeteria...visit the .

library...follow the children out to the playing
field.... By doing these things I'll have at least a
limited view of your real curriculum.' '(Doll,
1978, p. 278)

‘The discussion illustrates the scbpe possible in defining .curriculu_rﬁ.
One conception focuses on'the product of a planning process,- the

Y .
established framework, ,b;f‘ the "'course to be run' by students. The’

12 . - e
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other focuses on the experiential and becomes as ''big, broad and all
inclusive as the lives of p;eople in ,a-”inajor, thriving. ..institution"
(Doll; 1978, p. 279).. ‘

Goodlad (1979) tried to clarify the use of the term by‘ examining
five curricular domains: idéal} formal, perceived, operational and
experiencea. Ideél-curriculla émerge from én idgalistic planning
pro'cess' and "'are designed to serve a varied marketplace of decisions
and actions and stop short gf ;the give and tak_e of the sociopolitiéal

process'' (p. 60). Formal currlcula are official or sanct1oned written

plans, usually 1mbedd1ng society's mtérests. Perceived curricula are

A\

‘curricula of the mind - the reality of a curriculum ''in the eyes of the

beholder.'" What the teachers perceive the curriculum to be is

included in this third domain, but how they translate' it into action may'

‘be quite another thing. This is the operational curriculum; the enact-

r

ment of the perceived formal cufficulum. The fifth domain is
experiential curricula; the curriculum from the st'udents perspective,
Clanfymg the curricular domam helps clar1fy what is meant by the

term ”curr1cw.11u.rn'>l and provides an avenue for. ‘vmg at a functlonal

definition; ¢

¥

Eisner (1979) attempted to clarify the<’con'ception of curriculum

by the use of intersecting cont_i.nua'; one dealing with scope and the other

.

with fim& Curriculum planning may tdke place at any point on t.h,e

resulting grid and this location implies a certain- conception of curri-

-

culum,
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Molar

‘e.g. policy decisions re what shall
be taught in a province

Present, Future
- emergeﬁt \ - projective
) planning . ' planning
Molecular

e.g. particular decisions re suitability
of one learning activity relative
to another S

What becomes clear from both Goodla_d’s' and Eisner's attempts
is that a single arbitrary definition of cur’ricﬁlum, even if possible, is

not necessary or desirable. What is needed is an operational definition

e »

that indicates the conceptualization or domain of the term. Eisner
(1979) proposes:

I am not claiming to formulate a 'real' definition.
Curricula are not natural entities whose necessary

and sufficient properties are capable of being '
discovered once and for all. What I am doing is
formulating a concept of curriculum that I believe

to be useful.... 'The curriculum 6f a school, or .

a course, or a classroom can be conceived of as

a series of planned events that are intended to

have educational consequence for one or more o~
students.' (p. 39)
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Such an operational definition is useful to this study. It takes a
stand on several issues prevalent in curricular definitions. The first
area of contention is Qhether curriculum is planned with foresight or
whether it is something which just happens.l Planning is included in
this defimition but it is taken to refer to a rather sophisticated notion
o'f pianning and acknowledges fhat plans ma.‘y chax;ge because of the
unexpected and that those for whom the»curr'iculum is pla\nne.d may
have a say in planning what will affect them. The notion of a ''series

: <4
of events'' distinguishes curri;:ulum plahning from lesson &r. smaller

unit planning. The choice of the term ''consequences'' was not *

accidental;

I want to leave room for the planning of events
that appear to be educationally fruitful but whose
specific consequences for different students might
not be known in advance.... these benefits might
be delineated in advance in operational terms;
others will be general, broad, and diffuse, but in _
part capable of being recognized subsequent to the
activity. (Eisner, 1979, p. 40)

The curriculum by this definition may or may not have a physical

~

existence - it is possible for it to be in the mind of the user. The

- operational curriculum may be extensive and lonbg term but of a mental

: ~ - X ' "
sort. The acceptance of this Ppossibility makes it particularly difficult

to draw a sharp distinction between curricular and instructional

decisions. The desire for strong or weak classification* in definitions

*Bernstein (1971) uses the term ''"classification’ to refer to the degree
of boundary maintenance between subjects. It is here to indicate the

degree of boundary maintenance between curriculum and instruction.
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of curriculum/instruction varies. Young (1977 comments:

«+o.curriculum is 'a plan outlining the objectives
and content of a subject which is available to
learners in school.! The important thing to
notice about this definition is that it adheres to
the viewpoint that there is a difference between, -
curriculum and instruction. (p. 16)

This’ distinctior; gréw out of Beauchamps (1968) model of schooling,

where curriculum strategies were concerned with ''what' is taught and

instructional strategies with 'how'' it is taught.

~ABC

curricular
A

C

instructiona

system ~ evaluation

. systen

The system was, however,. a dynamic one with the parts interacting -
and implementation was defined as ''the penetration of the curricular
system into the instructional system" (p. 111). Depending on the

curricular domain considered, the overlap can'vary in size. When the

. ' ~

-
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\S ~
formal cutriculum is considered the clagsification is stronger than

when considering the operational curriculum. The teacher works at
the interface of curriculum and instruction, and at this point it is
difficult to strictly classify decisions as belonging to one realm or
another. The distinction is blurred but that is not to suggest that the
terms are synonomous. Curriculum has more to do with the "'what'
and instruction with the "how" but the two realms often interact and
influence each other in ways which make the area of intersection
deserving of attention, Curriculum research has until recentl‘y,
concentrated on the preactive dimension and instructional research on
- . ' ’ . 1
the interactive, but the prospect for linkage is evident, MacKay and
! ' .

Oberg (1979) point out, much is to be gained by focusing on the areas
of overlap.

«++the rich and plentiful descr1pt1ons of classroom

realities from instructional research could provide

the much needed grounding for curriculum theo-

rizing in developmental, conceptual empiricist and

reconceptual modes. On the other hand, curri-

culum theory might provide a umfymg framework

within which mstructmnal researchers might

further examine and understand the results of their

studies,..the press is upon us to merge, the re~

search on teaching with the research on curriculum

planning., (p. 14) »
Some research (Clark & Yinger, 1977; MacKay & Marland, 1978;
McCutcheon, 1979; Zahorik, 11979) is now forthcoming which accep/s

th1s challenge and investigates 1mplementat10n decisions in A n/B
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Curriculum Decigion Making

Definitions of curriculum decision making reflect the varying

conceptions of curriculum. Griffin's (1970) definition involves 'a

conscious choice...in response‘torends-'means questions" (p 18)
reflecting the '"product" concep.tion of curriculum as compared to the
'"process'' orientation in which decision making occurs in an inter-
active context and includes conscious anél unconscious choices.
Goodlad conceptualized three levels of Curriculg.fr decisions:

i

societal, institutional and instructional. Several attempts (Goodlad,
;

1966; Griffin, 1970) have been made to theorize about what decisions

are best ma.de at each level. These prescriptive theories nave not

always been supported by naturalistic studies (Griffin, 1970). There )

is no doubt about the existence of levels of decision making but the
scope or extent of influence of each level fluctuates. . We simply do not

know very much about the way it is at any level - soéietal, institutional

or instructional and the potential gap between the theoretical and the

real is evident, This was 2 stimulus for this study which inquired into

\

the instructional level decision making actually made by the sample of

“teachers,

‘Young (1977) further refined thg (oricept of curriculum décisibn

making by identifying seven kinds of curriculum work around which

~decision making clustered. The various kinds of work identified could

be performed at the societal, institutibnal, or instructional level and
' Y,
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- Organizing a total program. .o estabhshmg the
framework within which components can function.

- Selecting a 'ready made' curri.culum for a subject.
~ Adapting a 'ready made' .;:urriculum {or aﬁ.msjgbject. '
- éreating a curriculum fo; a subject.
- Translating a curriculum into instruction.

AN

ot - Winning support for a new curriculum.
. ‘ ‘ ' <

Evaluating curriculum decision making. ""“‘(%. 1‘§)

Young (1977) also includes specific decisions related to eact area.
Three of these areas are of particular importance to this study and
will therefore be examined in greater detail,

Specific decisions related to the translation of a
~ curriculum into instruction are: ‘

- Recognizing the purpose of a particular curriculum.

- Selecting methods of teaching which are consistent
w1th that purpose., - : ,

- Planning a vahety of experiences through.which
students can learn the basic ideas or slalls out-
lined in the curriculum.,

- Selecting or creatmg appropriate mstructlonal
materials,

- Organizing units of study. (pp. 23, 24)

Specific decisions related to the adaptatmn of a
curriculum are:

‘ Determining when a 'ready made curr1culu.m
needs to be changed.
Deciding how the curriculum can be changed
without defeating the intent of the curriculum
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writers. :
- Stressing certain goals over others.
- Revising sequence.
- Accommodating different kinds of learners.
-~ Designing aiternaf.ive teaching methods
and materials, (p. 24)

Specific decisions.related to the creation of a curri-
culum focus on the question *What shall be taught?’,
- Clarifying what the subject can do for students. _

- Assessing the contribution that various fields
of study can make to the subject.

- Selecting basic ideas or skills from those fields
of study.

- Sequencing the introduction of the ideas or skills,
5 - Choosing themes or topics through which the

ideas or skills can be developed. (p. 23)

The Teacher as Curricular Decision Maker

Curriculum theorists (Beauchamp, 1968; Krug, 1957; Goodlad,

1979) have identified the teacher as a critical component in curri-

culum planning and decision making and Herrick gdes as far as defining

teaching as '"curriculum decision making' (McLune, 1970, p. 7).

When the trend is to a centralized model of curriculum develop-

' ment, attempts are made to restrict the teachers? decision making

>

: 4
freedom. When the trend is to decentralization, many institutional as

well as instructional decisions are included in the teachers' role. In

each case the freedom that a teacher may ha/'e as a curriculum

decisién maker is constricted or broadened By the nature and type 'of
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instituwtional and societal level decisions. At. times the teach‘ers' role
is affected by decisions that are not made. Because other levels may
abdicate responsibilities that are generally described as theirs, the
teache‘r "wins" the responsibility by default.

The teachers' role in curriculum planning is acknowledged as
critical by many others as well (Leese, Frasure & Johnson, 1961;
Frezier, 1967; Doll, '1975; Oliver, 1965). Of all the people who may

make curricular decisions, teachers are closest to the pupil and their

needs,

Tanner and 'I‘anner» (1975) stress that the issue of teacher in-
volvement in curriculum development is -closely linked with the issue

of professionalism:

Those who do not believe that teachers should
be so involved tend to look upon teachers as
technicians rather than professionals. What
is often obscured in the argument is that
teachers are engaged in curriculum develop-
ment, They make crucial decisions on what

is to be taught and how it is to be taught. ...
The problem then becomes one of how teachers
may be helped to make better decisions rather
than whether teachers should make decisions.

(p. 580)

Teacher involvement in curriculum decision making is seeﬁ as
both inevitable and desirable. As Elsner (1979) suggests, tea'chers
inevitably have d range of options they can exe'fcige in selection,
emphasis and timing of curricular events. However the cohten}tion is
that teachers need consultayive help in order eo carry out their

responsibilities; they need criteria for making curricular decisions:
P ) _ » g
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&
+oin the 1950's,,,.Iln a very real sense the
teacher as a curriculum developer stood alone.
This continues to be the case in the vast
majority of our school districts today... Such
classrooms are desert islands with the teachers
castaways., Like Robinson Crusoe they must
fall back upon their own resources. However,
-whereas no one ever blamed Robinson Crusoce
for nqt bemg more creative, the castaway
teacher is continually under fire for being
"traditional" instead of ''forward looking'' and
for failing to ptroduce spectacular new curri~
culum designs. In truth his (or her) main
concern may be educational and/or physical
survival, (Tanner & Tanner, 1975, p. 579)

Qléon (1978) found that Canadian gcience teachers thought curri-

culum development on the part of teachers was important but few were

’,

actively doiné it. Teachers were found to react favorably to centrali-~

zation of control: -

A desire not to have the specifics of instruction
mandated appears to be rather general.... At
the same time they (teachers) favor the same
material being taught to similar groups of
students with common examination. Most of
our respondents-said that common topics

- should be the basis for the teaching of a subject
in any given year and did not want to work
independently of other teachers of the grade,
nor examine ifddividually. (p. 35) v

The teachers were found to be not willingly spending time on
wide ranging :curricular matters:

But any general impressian of teacher willing~
,ness to shape curriculum, even in broad terms,
was missing from our.data.... Although \
curriculum development is a shared function, coe
° teachers currently are non participants and do
not appear anxious to change. (Olson, 1978, .
p. 39) ‘ e

L
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Shavelson (1973) a/s/erts that although dec’ision making is the
basic teaching skill, it receives little attention in teacher education,
-~—Walker (1980) proposes that teachers rnake their decisions from

a "platform, " Si?ilarly, McFarland (1975) contends that as teachers
seek to answer the question "Why is this course offered?" they
develop a basic rationale or platform from which classroom decisions
are made: . o

Rationale forces the teacher into direct con-

frontation with basic decisions about curricular

.objectives, implementation and evaluation,

(McFarland, 1975, p. 74)

Studies of classrooms have revealed several dimensions of

) teacher decision makmg. Poll (1970) reports ev1dex‘1ce which suggests
textbooks, even though they rapidly become outdated and tend to
perpetuate existing curriculum rather than encourage change, are Fy
more heavily relied on by teachers making curricular decisions than
are curriculum guides, Gallagher (1970) found that teachers "“adapt"
rather than "adopt" innovative practices, .

...there is no new biology but rather several

curricula depending on the idiosyncratic

decisions teachers make in implementing the

program.... The teacher-proof curriculum

appears to be an illusive ideal. {Doyle &
Ponder, 1977, p. 1)

-

Herron (1971) and Sabar and Ariav (1980) report that the lack of

congruence between teachers' and dévélopers’ goal priority is one of
. * . -~

the main reasons new curricula fail to achieve the expected changes

as set forth in objectives. In any new curriculum it sdems that the

.

N
o}

~o o
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hope for a '""Royal Road to Learningl is not realized land in;tead
teachers opd for chosen "foot patthalke; & Schassarzic, 1974).

| In the end,v deciéions that are made at o-th‘er 1evels.are filtered
through teachers making thgm @5 very important participant in the
decision maki;ng process, As Rout\iedgg and' Kegan‘ (1979)' suggest,

it is them '‘on whom the toll falls" (p. 3).

N .



CHAPTER I
DESIGN OF THE STUDY

In this chapter the research procedures are described and the
methods of investigation employed are outlined.

Research Method

The research approach considered mast suitable was a des-

criptive method characterized by Leedy (1974) as:

Survey Research: Observation with Insight....
The method of research that simply looks with
intense accuracy at the phenomena of the
moment and then describes precisely what the
researcher sees., (p. 79)

The research was designed to be exploratory as there is little infor-
mation available on what role the teacher actually plays in construc-
ting the éurriculum. There is, however, considerable evidence of the
L3
critical nature of this role, Fox (1969) proposes:
+..in education research there are two conditions.
- which occurring together suggest and justify the
descriptive survey: First that there is an absence
of information about a problem of educatmnal
significance and second, -that the situations which

could generate that _ixiforma_tion do exist and are
" accessible to the researcher. (p. 424)

In order to gather data that would contribute to the underﬁtanding of
the phenorn.ena, two ''observation" techniques were used: a survey
que stionnaire and an interviéw schedule., It was felt that these two’
techniques would comple;nent each other and serve the p.urpo/se of the

study. As Ryan (1977) s'tates, eag:ﬁ techniqﬁe has advantages and dis-

, © 25
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advantages over the other: - (v
Advantages of the Questionnaire

«++The privacy of the mail questionnaire
lessens the societal and persdnal stresses
which may force the re spondent to attempt to
preserve his or her self esteem in conflict

situations by giving false in.fofmation.
Advantages of the Structured I\nterv*:.ew : PO
. An interviewer is on handto clear up any
m:.sunderstandmg or confusion in the mind of
the respondent concerning what response is
required of him or her.... An interviewer can
become attuned to cues which might indicate
further areas of fruitful probing. (p. 49)

N
Used together, it was felt that the study wouiﬂgl benefit from the advan-
tages of each methodology. The s’tudy reliedfprirnari'ly on the

questionnaire and to a lesser extent on the structured interview.

The Que stionnaire »

The purpose of the guestionnaix; . The questionnaivre wé.s de-
.sign:ed ir{t_wb parts, Partl (Appe,ndix A) was used to gather biodata -
izl;forrriétioﬁ on the teacl;ers and their 1.:eaching situation so that the
sampleA could be adequately described. Th1s data was als‘o used to
place the sample into subgroups mtiun four population variables:

1, Size of school . = small (1 Chefnistx:}; 20._teaj.chéz;')
- large (2 or more.Chefnistry 20

- teachers)

2.  Core reference used - Keys to Chemistry

- ALCHEM'20

3. Years of Education - 4 or less
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~ 5 or more

4. Years of Chemistry - 10 or less
Teaching Experience v
- 11 or more

Part II (Appendix A) was used to ga‘ther information on the nature.
and scope of thg; teachers' curriculum decision making, The items
evol;red from the research questions posed for the study.  Items 4,' 7
and 9 inquired into specific dimensions of decision making relateé to
curriculum impiémenta.tion. Ite;ms 1,. 2 and 10 dealt with decisions
made in adapting the core portion of the program. Items 5, 6 and '3
examined the selection, adaptations and creation of elective curriculum

and item 8 dealt with all three of these areas of decision making,

The development of the questionnaire, In de signing the ques- . .’

tionnaire the re"seax'-.cher. relied on p_iersonal; experience, writings on
.curriculurr'l decision making and the opinion§ of oéhers with knowledgg
of the area. - The literature 'or|1 constructing valid and reliable ques-
tionﬁair.es (Parry & Crossly, 1950; Helmstadlez::,' 1970; Mouly, 1970;
Leedy, 1974) was reviewed and care faken that the questionnaire
fulfilled the research obj;ecf;ives of ;:he study, i.e. fhat a) the items
measured what they were supposed to measure and b) that the responses
would‘bel as truthful and acp;ura:te as,éossible within the limitations of
the study design, In prepafing the qﬁestionnaire, se'ver‘al.relevant
factors (McLune, 1970, p. 99) were kept in mind:

1, Time required to complete - Teachers are busy with tasks

directly related to their teaching., It was hoped that if the need

c
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for, and purpose of, their involvement with the study was made
clear and that if the time required to complete the éuestionnaire
was kept to a minimum (about 20 minutes), teachers would be

willing to particif:ate in the research,

[ '
\

2. Ease of cérxipletion - The questionnaire soﬁg‘hf information that
the teachers had readily available and information that could be
given in é.s brief a form as pbssible (i.le. check lists, Like.rt
items, etc. )',

3. Clarity of .directions and nature of data requested - The teachers
éhould clearly underst;lnd wha;.t was requested and be aware that
the purpose of the study was to ic%entify .their practices and not
to 'évaluate, rate or judg.e them on their responses.

In light of these developmental considerations, an i‘nifial draft of

"the- questionnaire was prepared. This was scrutinized by three

Univ.ersity professors ac-ting ;as jﬁdges of the face validity of the

questionnaire. They Eorlcluded that the insfrurnent possessed such

validity but made suggestions fdr minor modifications in Qrglér to
ovex;come somé ambiguity of termir;oldgy and increase the ease of

response_to some items. _ v

L Piloting the guestiénnaix;e. A subseq.ueﬁt draft of the questioh*i

naire was piloted'by_ five Chemistry 20 teachers in the vicinity of \

- Edmonton. Th;ay were asked“to' compiete the questionnaire and in

addition, té comment on difficulties they experienced 1n undérstanding -

. : : : . '
or responding to any of the items, As a result of this feedback and
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an analysis of the pilot teachers responses, one item was deleted

- A
because the pilot group found it yery complicated and tim'e con-
suming, Two «otl'ller items were modified to aliow them to gather the
vital data which would have been previously gathered By the deleted
item. Thc number of choices on two of the items were increased tc

include responses the pilot teachers felt would be their choice if

available.

The Interview

The purpose of the interview. The intervjew schedule was de-

signed to augment the data collected in th,a survey questionnaire, It
was hoped that the face to face contact and the opportunity to pose more

open ended questions would allow for greater revelation of the "whys'

behind the "what" related decisions. N \
- ;

The develépment of the interview_formatf. ‘The three potential

interview formats considered were: 1) the sc d\u\led standardlzed

N
interview, in which item order and wording is umform in all 1nterv1ews,

-t A ) .l

2) the non-scheduled standardized i.nterview in which order and *or‘ding
" of items are not fixed but the interviewer works from a set hst )
_items; and 3) a nonstandardized interview in which questions poscd

""flow from the intervieﬁrer's' grasp of the total study" (Pylypiwg»l 197

P. 44). - . | l : \

!

Because of the role of the interview in th1s study, it was felt that \

-
~

a combmatmn of the latter two formats would be the most useful " The
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nonscheduled standardized format would provide some structure and
the incorporation of a large nonstandardize\d_dimens.ion would allow for

probing and/or digression from format when desirable,

N
\,

‘The Saterview outline then evolved (Appendix A), based on the

research questi\ons of the study and the interview considerations

AN

reported in the lif\a;ature (Adams, 1958; Institute for Social Résearch,
1969; Richardson, Dohrenwend, Klien, '1965) as factors contributing

to the quality of an interview.

The Sélection of the Sample

Schools containing high school 'gra'des (hot neceséarily exclu-~
sively) and within an approximaté 60 mile radius of Edmonton were

identified from a list of Operating Schools in Alberta: School Year

280 -81 (Alberta Education). The dé\clsldx was made to re strict the
\

study popu.latmn geograph1ca11y to allo _'

the researcher personal

constraints. Tbe vpers;Jnal contact was reqyired for .th.e in/té/rviews and
naires.

A lette; (Appendix B) was sent out to t.h.e _suv erintendents of the™
jurisdictions ix;"which the schools We_re iécated. 1t \ uested per-
miésion to aék the Chem.isi:ry’ 20 teachers in fhéir s:ho if they ‘
would be willing to part1;1pate in the study. Perm1ss1on vKa

reguested

and given from 17 Jur1sd1ct1ons (Appendlx B).
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Three ’out of every four schools ‘on‘the list were selected as the
locationiof"the .Chemistry 20 teachers to receive a questionnaire. |
Y'I‘here ;rva.s a total of seventy Chemistry .20 teachers in these schools,

all of whom were asked to cbmpletev a questionnaire._ Three teachers
were selected from the -rema;ix;ing schools to form the interview
sample and provide a second discrete data. source. They were

selected so that there was representation from large schools (2 teachers)

and small schools (1 teacher); those using ALCHEM 20 as their core
fefe»rence(z teachers) and those using Keys to Chemistry (1 teacher).
A more detailed description of the teachers in the questionnaire sample

and the three teachefs interviewed is included in Chapter IV,
e

 Data Collection Procedures

Administering and collecting the q.uestionnaire'. A cover letter

~

>

requesting teacher particip;a\tion (Appendix B) was prepared. It
brieﬂy outlined the focus of th_e study and assured the teachers anony-
mity of re spc;x\lse. Visits were made‘tb"ﬂ;_e‘séhc?:is in which the
potentié.l" respondepts were locateci. In the large ur.ba.n schools a
rheeting Qas held with the department‘ head and his céoperation .obj
tained. Sufficient questionnaires were left w1th him to dist:ibute fo
each of thé Chemistry 20 teachers in his school. The department head
agreed to co-ll'ectvt_he qompleted x.'etu&rns in their sealed envelopes., | .
'i‘he resear:c‘:‘her _returned one week later to collect the returns f;-om

him." Visits were also mydde to sixteen of the schools outside of the -

~
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city. In these schools the researcher met the Chexﬁistry 20 teacﬁer(s)

~N

personally and left questionnaires to be returned by mail in the
aécompanying self-addresse‘d stamped envelope. Time constraints
prev‘en.ted»all of the\questi.onnlaifes from being delivered and as a
résu.lt 19 questionnaires were mailed directly to the Chemistry 20
teachers in sehools outside the city. Enclosed was a self-addressed
stamped: envelope for the return of the completed form. Of the 70
questionnaires .sent out, 8‘5. 7% were completed and returned. The
questionnaires were numbered so that a x:eminder let;tér (Appendix B)
could be sent to those not retﬁrn’ing the questionnaire within three
weeks of receiving it, The researcher received one more return after
this contact making the pe‘rcentage of questiénnaire return 87, 1%,

This was considered a very good return rate higher than is n?armally
anticipated and consistent with the "at least 80-90%'" which Kerlinger
(1964) advocates as the figure about which the '"non returns' have little

A

or no effect on the validity of the findings.
. - 3

Arfanging and conducting the interview. Telephone eontact was

made with the potential interviewees to make them aware of the intent
. ~

of the study and to detergnine their willingness to participate. A time

suitable for the interview was arranged. The interviews were con-

ducted during the jsé}iﬁol day with teachers offering to give ub their
N .

preparation og 1unc‘h\t~im§.
Preceding the interview itself, time was taken for introductions

and an a\tt’émpt made to establish a favorable rapport. The interviewee
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selected the in~school site for interview. Every attempt was made to
i’xave the atmosphere and setting of the inte‘rview one in which the
teacher was comfortable. Individuals were assured they would.re -
main anonymous and that answers to the questions were of interest

in so far as they provided i;lformetion on ''existing' decision making,
There were no right or wrong responsee to any of the items. The
intervie\;v was of approxi;nately 30 minutes duration. Field notes were
taken during the inte rv-iew and written up by the researcher immed-

Y

iately following each interview,

Treatment of the Data
As Leedy (1974) says of the descr1pt1ve survey approach

The researcher describes what he has ob-
served.- If he employs statistics:..he relies
upon those statistical approaches that. we
usually consider as belonging to the province
of’ descrlptlve statistics.... Descriptive
studies deal with questionnaire data, inter-
view data, and simple cbservational infor-
mation.... We muy characterize the inner.
quality of the data in the descriptive or
normative survey, therefore, as either being
verbal or quasi verbal in character. (p. 114)

AnalxsisAof the gquestipnnaire. The results of Part I were used

. to describe the sample and form the subgroups used in ana.ly:r;irlgﬂ for
 variation in teacher clecision making. The indeperrder;E variables
identified were examined for interrelaticnships using the non-
_‘parame'f:ric, chi square statistic_. Parametric statistics were not

suitable for questionnaire analyses because the required assumption’

<
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et

of normally distributed populations and variance were not presentin -

this'study. ,

The results of Part II were used to determine the nature and
éﬁctent‘of. the teacher's role in curriculum implementation, adaptation
and creation. Secondly the results were ex%mined to see if these"
decisions varied with the independent variables; selecteﬁ. Inspection
and frequency cqunts were used to analyze the data. Table format .
was used to present»the summary of re’s‘ponses to each question,
St;tistiCal tests of significance w;re ﬁot used because the sample was
small (cell f._requencies- we;-e éftén less than five), aﬁd the intent of the
study was to explore and describe a phenomenon~-the teacher's actual
role in curriculum éetisiqn making --about which too little is currently
known to generate initial hypotheses.

Prevsen';ation of interviey information. The interview data is
presented in written form to enrich the data gathered from the ques-
tionnaires. The teachers!' perception of their decision making is
reported and examined in light. of their individual situations. The |
Isample is small and although drawn from the same po;‘mlation. as the
que‘sti;xmaire sample the data is used to augment the questionnaire

f

results not explain them.

Chapter Summary ' ' .
S ) . - .
An outline of the research methodology was described in this

- chapter. Information was provided on the selection of the sample; the

.
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-

purpose, development and administration of the instruments used; and
the procedures used in the treatment of the data, The results are

reported in Chapter IV,

¢



CHAPTER IV

.
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION RELATED TO CURRICULUM

DECISION MAKING BY THE TEACHER

In this chapter findings from the completed questionnaires and
from the interview sessions are reported. ' The results. of the ques-
tionnaire are.organized around the research questions posed for the
study. Data is presented in tabular form and analyzed according to
frequency couﬁt and trends observed. The interviews are presented

b1

as three ""mini' case studi#s in curriculum decision makin rovidin
g

\

additional descriptive data for discus§ion.

Questionnaire Respondents \
' ~

Seventy questionnaires were distributed to Chemistry 20 teacBers .;,v
in Edmonton and vicinity, S&ty-'one questionnaires were completed
. Y
L. o

and returned for an 87. 1% response.

Results c')f"lﬁile Quesfionnéiret Pégt I Responses

Part I of the questionnaire was designed to gathef information
which Q6Md be helpfi:l in describing the sample of teachers partici-
pating -in the study. " .

Table 1 summarizes the data on the community and school in |
which the teachers taﬁght. The size of community in which the s:ghbols
were .loéated ranged from 1;58 than 1000 to greater thé.n 100, 000 |

-

population. Lé.r’ge urban schools were the setting of 50. 8% of the

36 A
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DESCRIPTION OF COMMUNITY AND SCHOOL

\gopulation of Community
less than 1, 000
1000 ~ 4999
5000 - 29 999
30 000 - 99 999
100 000-or more

b - Total

* Type of School
elementary to senior high
junior and senior high
senior high

Total
Full time Teachers on Staff
. I - 9
10 - 24
25 - 39
v 40 or more
Total

Chernistry 20 Teachers in School
. ‘
2-3
4.5 _
6 or more -

Total .

7}

Number of
Teachers

o I =

17
11
31

61

25
21
13

61

e e e e e e e .

% of
Respondents

24,6
11,5
11,0
k] 1.6

19.7
16.4

63,9

100, 0

N~ N

O 00 3 W
* e 9

0 O O W

100.0 .

41.0
34.4
21.3

100. 0
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tedchers in thesampie. Schools of various types were represented;

19.7% contained elementary to senior high grades, 16.4% were junior-

senior highs-and 63. 9% were exclusively senior. high schools. The’

0
+ schools varied in size from those having less than 10 full time teachers,

Y

includmg one Chemistry 20 teacher, to larﬁe schools with 40 or more
teachers, mcluding up to 6 Chemistry 20 teachers. Of the teachers in

&
“the sample, 41 0% were the only teachers in their school teachmg

N,
Ch&mstry 20 and 59. 0% had ‘at least one other colleague. also teachmg

4

Chemistry 20,

Table 2 describes the professional background, education and

A -
'

expérience, of the sample. The median value of years of University

. . '
educiition of the sample was 5 years, A11 but one of the teachers had

at least one degree. Of the thirty one teachers report&g a single
. degree, one had a B.A. , fourteen had a B, Sc. and sixteen had a

. B. Ed. Those with two Bac-helor degrees comprised 34.4% of the -

s

sample and 13, 1% had ccmpleted a Masters degree or Ph, D. .

Of the part1c1pating teachers, 65 5% had 11 or more years

teachmg exper1ence and 45 9% of the teachers had taught cherm.stry

f&- 11 6r more years. Five md1v1duals, or'8. 2% of the sample, were ‘

P r

' teachmg chemxstry for the first year, but c’f these five teachers only

one had no prevmus teaching experience. The sample was generally

a very expenenced group of teachers with the medxan of total teaching

" experience in the interval of 11 - 15 year/?and the ‘median of chemistry ¥

teachmg experience between 6 and 10 yedfs.

I ' -
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TABLE 2
[

\ DESCRIPTION OF TEACHER EDUCATION AND EXPERIENCE

Number of % of
Teachers Respondents

Years of University Education

.'*Q'. or less | 0 - 0.0
r 4 - o 24 39,3
-1 » . 22 g 36.1

6 or more ,,1_5_ o 24, 6
Total 61 100.0

Degrees Obtained

none : . 1 . 1.6
single degree A 31 50.8
B.Ed. (16)
B.Sc. (14)
B.A., (1) ’ .
two Bachelor degrees 21 34,4
Masters degree or Ph. D, v _8 13,1
Total = - 61 100. 0
' o3
Total Years of Teaching Experience .
l.or less 1 , 1.6
2- 5 , 8 13,1
6-10 o 12 19.7
11 - 15 | 21 34,4
" 16 or more - 19 31,1
‘- E Total 61 * 100.0

e : -
4

Years of Chen;xist'r;ﬂ Teaching Experienc'e ‘ .
1 orless ) 5 : 8.2

2to 5 o 12 - 19.7
6to 10 S o 16 2602

"~ "11 or more ' ' - 28 45.9
s Total - 61 | 100. 0

!

¢

.
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Table 3 summarizes the information on the extent the teache'r
is involved in Chemistry 20 teaching and the prescribed core textbook

used. ALCHEM 20 was the core reference used by 65. 6% of the

teachers and 4. 9% more were using it for more than 70% of their core

N J

program. Therefore,70.5% of the sampie was conside:_-ed.to be using
ALCHEM 20 as their core reference. Kexs to Chemigtry was-tl'te
reference used by 1;). 7% of the teachers and 6, 5% more ‘;vefe using it
for ~rnore than 70% of their core program. Therefofe,Zé. 2% were
considered to bé_usfng Kevs to Chemigtrx' as tbeir .core reference.
Two i.ndividua'ls, or 3, 3% of the sample, _lreported using both of the
presctibed core references equally. | |

. All' but 5% ofrthe teachers wére involved in teaching subjects
other than Chemistry 20. Ghe;nistry 20 __pomgrli.sad lgss .than forty .
percent of the teaching load of 88. 3% of the sa;rnple. The teachers
were generally inv.olved in teaphiné one or mor.e other science courses,
17.2% were also t.e,a'ching a mathematics course and 17. 2% had in-
cluded in their teaching load one or more cdur;es not considered to.be
mathematics.‘or science,
Dai:él _frorr; Part I of the qug stionnaire was -ailso used to form sub-
groupings 6{ the teachgrs participating m the study." ‘Four Aiﬂdépendepty
variables were identified: " 1) the rtluxnbe’r of Chemistry 20 teachers ink R A
the. school, 2) the'.prescrib‘e"d core ref.er‘efnce'adoep'ted, 3) the teachers’
year;c;f edugation, and 4) years of' c'hemivstry teaching e‘xpe.rie,née.

°

These characteristics were identified as those demographic variableg :-- . ..,
o . ' . 4 !
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TABLE 3

DESCRIPTION OF TEACHING SITUATION AND CORE TEXT

Number of % of
. Teachers Respondents
Core Reference adopted .
Keys to Chemistry . 12 19,7
" ALCHEM 20 ' ‘ 40 65. 6
,  both of the above
L more than 70% Keys tg Chemistry 4 6.5
) more than 70% ALCHEM 20 3 4,9
50% Kevys to Chemist&-so% ALCHEM 20 2 - 3,3

v , ) Total 61 100.0

Percentage ‘of Teaching Load that is ‘Chemistry E\)

20% or less - 29 48.3
21% - 40% _ : o - 24 40.0
41% - 60% . | 3 5.0
61% - 80% | ‘ 1 1.7
80% or more -3 5.0
: L . .
Total - 60 % 100.0
 Other Classes Taught ‘
‘ Only Chemistry 20 ‘ 3 5.2
- Other chemistry courses - 6 10,3
\ Chemxstry and one other science 21 - 38,2
Chem:.stry and two other sc1ences 8 13.8
. Sciences and mathematics 10 17,2
Sciences and one non science or ‘ ’
-* mathematics course B 10 17.2
S ’ Total 58 % G 100, 0

‘% tqtalé other than 61 indicate incomplete response
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appearing most likely to be related to the teacher's role in curriculum
decision making in light of: a) the review of the literature in curri-

culum decision making and b) the researcher's background and
~ o

experience. The latter three variables are self-explanatory.' How-

ever, the first variable, the number of 'Chemistry 20 teachers in the

-

school may need further descnptmn. It is closely related to size of

- school, i.e. the large high schools had 2 or more Chermstry 20

3

teachers and to size of community, i.e. those schools with more than

one chernis;try. teacher tended to be those in the bl-arger communities,

N

Two cells were formed for each variable. This involved some

collapsing of cells from the original questionnaire items to eliminate

very lpw frequencies in some cells, Table 4 summarizes the data on
the independént variables used in this study for. an examination of
relationships between sub;groups and certain curricular decisions
made by teachers. '

The four independent variables were examined to see to what if
any extent they overlapped or were rélated to each qther. Null ‘hypo-

thesis were stated and Chi square test of independence was calculated.

Tables 5, 6 and 7 indicate that the variables were not related with_'

“ the exception of teacher's years of education and years of chemistry

teaching experience. Respondents who had-11 Qr more years of
chemistry teaching experience were more likely to have 5 or more
years of university education than those with 10 o’r;less‘ years of

experience.-

-



TABLE 4

THE 'FOUR INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Variable

Size of Chemistry 20
teaching staff

Prescribed core refer-
ence adopted

Teacher’s years of

education \

~.
~

J

Years of chemistry
teaching experience

Description of Cells
one teacher

two or more teachers

" Keys to Chemistry (1977)

ALCHEM 20 (1977)

4 or less

5 or more

10 or less\ - .

11 or more

Frequency of

Re spondents

Total

Total

Tbtal

Total

25

61

43

* Two respondents were using the two prescribed references equally,
. - . . '

G
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Results of the Questionnaire: Part I Responses

Part II of the questionnaire gathered data on the teacher's role
in curriculum decision makirig. The findings of the questionnaire
items are qlusfered about the specific area of decision.making they
investigated: curriculum implementation, adaptation and creation.
In'the first 'staée ;3f analysis of the data the decisions erde by the
total number of respondents we;re examined. In the second stage ‘of

analysis the data was examined to see if specific detisions varied with y

any of j:hé\:'gép‘ | e nt variables, ‘This data was not subjected to
sfat)stic

A

PRConsistent with the purpose of the study.

-

lementation decisions. Functioning at the inter-
- \ "

face of curriculum and instruction,teachers make decisions as they
"enact' the perceived formal curriculum. These decisions may be

influenced by what or whom the teachers rely on as they carry out the

translation of the received curriculum into an opeérational one. Items

w

4, 7, 8 and 9 inquired into specific dimensions of this décis}on making

related to curriculum implementation.

Item 4
. . 2
Information was gathered as to which sources of input teachers
. <
considered most important when making decisions about how they are

going to implement the curriculum. Each possible source of input was

‘rated on a scale of 1 (not important) to 4 (vefy important), A summary

" of the data is found in Table 8 (see Appendix D f;)r response distri-

3
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) RELA'I‘IVE IMPORTANCE OF POSSIBLE SOURCES
+ “QF INPUT TO TEACHERS

Source of Input

Sele’ec} textbooks and teache rs.m:':muals
La.bor‘atory materialg aﬁd workbooks
Personal- éxp;eriences and interé sts

' Discussion and input from colleagues -

Supplementary books and A, V. materials

Formal professional development coﬁrses -
Students' experiences and interests
Provincié.l curricuium guides

In;sefvi;é work‘shops

Professional associaﬁons or councils

Pe riodicalé .arjld newspapers |

Opiniens of parenfs, community groups, etc,

Curriculum consultants

~

Rating Scale:

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)

of no importance
of little impo rtance
important
very important

Mean Rgting

3,5
*®
4

3.0

2.8
2.7
2.7
2.6
2.5
2.4

2.0

1‘9

RN
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butiqn)’. ‘A mean \;alue, indf.cating the relative impértance of each
possible sﬂource of input to the Nsample, was calculated and these
sources were fhen arranged in decreasing order oﬁ‘importance.

The means of the first group are 3.0 or above and inciicéte fhat
the sample found these five sources to bé important ~to very~important
to therﬁ. The sources in this group tended to be of two varieties,
textual materials and experiences of teachers and/or colleagues.

Tfle rnians of the second group of possible sources of input are
betw'een 2.0 and 2.9. This would indicate that the sample consi;iered
them to be of moderat.e importance.,. With tiue exception of '"students!’
experiences and interests”'these resources are more ''distant' from
the class;%m. They,ére less ''directly usable, " in vthat\‘they require
more teagxer input or intg'gration: than the textual materials a.ppgari.ng
in the first ‘group.’ . o S . | v #

Input from out-of-school pers'onne': .parents, community grc;ups
and curriculum consuifants, Wa; considered b?r th;a sample to be of
iittle or no importanc’e.

- The data was fmlther analyzed to see 1.f the importance of various

possible sources of input into curriculum implementation decisions

vgried with the four indepe;ldent variables, Table 9 indicates that the

]
]

teachers' relative order of importance of sources of input did not vary

>

. |
greatly with category. There were only minor deviations between . !’
some categories and from the responses of the sample as a whole, In /

only two instances did the differences between the mean rating of the

oy
. ' &3
. w.‘:._;_oj_'%. _ .
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subgroups differ by 0.5 or more. Wsen teachers had no col{agues
also teaching Chemistry 20, they predictably valued colleague input

: , ~
. * less ‘than did others. Conw’ersely they vdued inservice workshops and
hd v \;\l
professional association input- more than did o‘hers.
ftem 9

Inqui‘ry was rnade ,;s to how autonomous the sample of teachers
felt in their decision making. R.:Qults are summarized in Table lq
Each cell contams the frequency and percentage of th\respdndents » '
choosmg that response. 1t teachers did not make the dec1§1dn alone}'.

u.

‘they may have consulted or redived permission from more’than one

LY
Y

‘e other source, therefore the percentages do nOt total 100%.
N
About two th:.rdsoof the teachers made the decisxon alone to add

materials to the core mion of the program, or altered t1me allot-
5 ‘, . R

ts of study. The remammg one third of the ™

v

ments op prescribe

~

. teachers consulted or recexved perm;sslon from one or more other

people or groups wzthin the school on theke dqiz.sl.on 1tems. About one

half of the teachers se}ected elective goals, topxcs and materia‘l and

i ,
P designed a final evaluation instrument alone. ' . . ,# )

- Colleagues were the. group consulted most frequently on all four»
qu - "" ’

’
jon items, This is in agreement m@'the data from questmn four

4o ¥;vwas next most frequently involved in the teacher's decrs&p n'lakmg,

,ﬁ“’»ﬁ el ‘
"-.ﬂ¥;ﬂ #spec.tally in des:.gnmg evalua.tzon procedures, where ‘he was COnsulted

T

4 .’ A . .
%;f« 3‘ T ._'..;.‘-:: .. - . . ' &ﬂl‘s i e

¥
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- 3% 54
by 30% of the sample. Less than 10% of the sample felt they must con-
- sult with students or school administrators in any of the four dec1s1on
makmg‘.areas. Only a very small percentage (from 2 - 6%) of
teachsrs consult with personne'li oﬁtside the séhoo} (:iistrict or pro-
vincial).. |
Item 7
The sample was asked to 1dent1£y who was curren’cly responszble i

- . . /"
or measuring final student achievement in their classes and how, 3.

“ v"

v AT
‘general an instrument they considered ideal for final evaluationd*;:'_

Table 11 indicates a smnmsry of the réspvonses. Currently, '

-

45, 9% of the sample are using an individual, teacher made final

examination!* The remaining 54. 1% currently have either a common .

school or a common district examination, y
. _ Y

However, of the twenty eight teachers administering their oyn .

final examinatiQ?Q dnly fourteen of the’m.or 23% of the .sample cbn;ﬂor

‘it ideal. There is currently no provincial exam used in Alberta, but e

23‘7‘ of the sample felt the prov1nce Would e the 1dea1 evaluator in

Chenustry»ZO and 4. 9% more felt ‘that the rovince should be parti.ally )

(see Table 11 footnote) respons1b1e for evﬁ*on.

The data md:.cates a trend to desire greater centréﬁzatmn of the

»
evaluation respons:.blhty. A further exarm.nahom the data (Table 12)

’
~

revealed tha.t regardless 23 what 1eve1 of evaluatxon teachers are
,’ -

currently usmg in the:.r classes, 49. 1% of the sample would favor a
N

. more centnahzed form of evaluatmn a.nd 50 9% of the sample are
Y

- -
i}

R Y



TABLE 11

H

LOCATION OF RESPONSIBILITY FOR MEASURING

~d FINAL STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT
Current
Choice ofﬁDegree of Frequency -
Centralization . (% _of sample)
individual teacher ' 28
(45. 9%)
common school-wide 27
' (44. 3%)
- . . . ‘ ‘.
comimon district 6

((9.8%). -+

3 . .. ._
common provincial” . %, n, a.

Total - ' 61

N &
* Four teachers wrote in a combination of evaluatoyrs

1/2 teacher, 1/2 provingce (3 ‘comments)

1/2 teacher, 1/2 district (1 comment)

o

L

Ideal

Frequency
o_of sam

14
(23. 0%)

16
(26.2%),

*57 .
’ »
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TABLE 12 {
MEASURE OF CENTRALIZATION TREND
.
- ., R
< Frequency
) ‘ et - (T : £ §amgle_!
Favour greater centralization than is } A 30 N N
currently existing ' (49. 1%)
. . » -
Favour some level of evaluation as is ' : 31
currently used C W veg (50.9%)
. . . . 4
Favour greater decentralization . . 0
! A ( 0% )
Total ) S - 61 .
(i00.0%)
A
¥ ’ , L
’ ‘ '
L.
G iy . .
y » - . »’ a4 ’ . .
o e . ¥ ) ' '
SR LS .
\‘ﬂ.} il A% : e
: ‘c.‘ . “,': i, . .
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satisfied with the l‘evel of evaluation cdurrently used. None of the

.. sample would favor greater decentralization in evaluation procedures.
7 O :

SR The datk on who is currently or ideally responsible for final

. <R ) .
evaluation of Chemistry 20 was further amalyzed to see if the choices

were related to any of the four independent variables. Table .13 and

Table. 14 prov{de a summary of the findings. Each cell contains the
frequency. and percentag?: of ;espoxidents»making the selection iﬁ each
category. Figures 1 to 16 graphically compare the choices of the

subgroups.

The current and desired level of responsibility fér evaluation

did var}? with the number of Chemistry 20 teachers on eta,ff. This is

evident in Figufes 1 tovl4,’ When @ single’ tesacher was respofxsible.fo\p
all the Chemistry 20 in a school, the final exam was set by themv for
tl}eir class or classes 100:percent of the time. About one half of these
fefachers, however, ‘felt that to have an aofhority outside the school

responsible (totally or in part) for the final eyaluuatiori would be ideal.

When there is more than dne person teach® Chemistry 20 the trend
‘M . 4

is to have a common school w1de exam. Only 22, 2% of these lar,gefg? 2

b
.».'

staff teachers. gave indivigdual teacher exams and 16 7% were usin ah
g g

evaluation mstru.ment common to the1r district. Agam about one half

pf these teachers thought it 1dea1— to have an authority" outs1de the
~
scthool responsible for final evaluation, with 25% favoring a common

"~ pr vincial exam. .Only 11, 1% of the larger staff teachers felt the most

dec ntrahzed form of evaluatmn--the claserOm teacher—-was ideal.

’
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L e

This was considerably lower than the 40, 0% of the small staff ;-'. ‘ﬁ‘

*

Chemistry 20 teacll'xers .considering this level ideal. It wox&d perhaps
be x.nore accurate to contrast the 11, 1"”/9 with 52. 0% - the percentage Of.“
”loxlue" Chemistry 2->0 teachers considering ideal the individual teacher
ct:émbined with those congide ringnthe common school-wide examin\gtion
>ic‘iea1.v If there is only one_Chemistry 20 teacher in the school, it is

still the individual teacher of each class that assumes responsibility

for the final evaluation. Either way, the most decentralized form of .

. evaluation is much more popular with the '"lone'" Chemistry 20 teachers

. ~-

~.than with teadhers on a larger staff, e i

The current and desired level of responsibility for evaluation

also varied with the program used as Figures 5 to 8 indicate. C*t;) -

.. rently, 62.5% of those using Keys to Chemistry as their core textbook

e
! .
* W

also used an individual teacher final evaluation M'serent, whereas
. o : ' ' D

this was the case with only 39.5% of the teachers using ALCHEM 20,

However, the Keys to Chemistry teachers had a greater desire to

centralize the final evaluation, than did the ALCHEM 20 teachers.

Of the Keys to Chemistry teachers, 56, 3% felt greater centralization-
would be ideal as compared to 46.5% of the ALCHEM 20 teachers. A

greater percentage of the Keys to Chemistry teachers, 37.5%, would

like to see a provincial final examination, compared to 6nly 18, 6% of

the ALCHEM 20%eachers favoring this degree of centralization.
The current and desired level of responsibility. for evaluation
varied somewhat with years of chemistry teaching experience

.

[

-

s

i
4

\
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0 - - \ Dodyoda
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(Figures 9 - 12), but not to the same extent as it did with size of
Chemistry 20 staff or adopted program. Currently the teachers with
ten or less yearse«of experience are using a slightly more decentralized

©

final evaluation than those with eleven or more years of experience,
L]

L

v Those with less experience, however, are desirous of greater
rgh . .

centralization (5 6‘. 5% c\ompared with 46,5%), so therQis' little vari-

-
*

ation in what they consider to be ideal, ' R . |
The currest or desired responsibility for final e{ralua;ion' did not

. vary with the teachers'’ years of education (Figures 13 - 16)‘:,

'
. v
L]

It is‘clear that the sample reflects a trend away from teachers

,,A ‘

havmg and wantmg to have the responsxbmty for the final evaluatzoh in |
their Chemxstry 20 progr(ams. The choice of :esponsxbihty for final
evaluat:.on varies most with size of Chermstry 20 teachmg«faff with
the "lone“ teachers currently having the most dec:entrel;.zedgystem 4

“ and most preferring 'chkt mdﬁnﬁual teacher examipation of, aL'l the
categones exammed The current responsxbll-ity for evaluat:.on also

varies W1th the adopted program The Keys to Chgm % éachers

. currently have a more decentrahzed system, bx& they have the greatest

‘. ‘g‘? \*" &-‘!
perteﬂthge of respondents (56 3%) desxnng m&:ennd ¢ent9alizatmn -
- Ty RETIEEEE . v -
and consrdermg a common provmcial exam to\&pwal' « 5%).
~ £ X "' . lv . . *
Items"”‘ﬁ' - : « o

- LA .7 L Ee e

»
Q&

'I'he teachers were asked for the extent of their agreement with .

four statenqents reflectmg curnculum mplementahon‘emxons The 7

-

results are summarized m Table 15 (see Appendix D for responke - -

-’
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Gy, - 1. o TABLE 15 '
R;l‘-‘r:w' . B v T - 9 ' N L % ° e .
X J .1:::: “ . o . ¥
& SOME SPECYFIC cuamcux..um L
T IMELEMENTATION chtsrous - |
n&a ) h . . . ) '
S [ .s
o o o’ ' VN Rating Scale:
» R _ S (1) strongly agree
oL e T “ (2) agree
e A R . 0 (3) d,iu.gree
W - : , . PR (4) atrongly diaagree
e ° V‘\* ) 4 ‘ v N . :
. - , - . P . ‘. ’ . J-. “ . ! M - ) ’-ﬁ
s % . Statement . . o o Mean Rewponge
" " Inmy teaching Iam consciously influenced C fom , ) ¥
. by the objectivéis which are specifiedinthe - = v

Alberta Education Gurriculum Guide -~ . ° " 2.0 f

?  Final student évaluation in my Chemistry 20
classes reflects achievement: in the elective R
partion/ of the program as well as: the core 2.0

. Ibave opportumty for significa.nt inpat into -~
. the. selection of the prescribed core textual °
matenals used in my Chemistry.ZO cla.sses . >

-'I fmd the Alberta Education-Curriculmﬁ-Gmde A
'is overly prescrxptive and doés not allow me. €« 7
L enoughgfreedom to adequatelx meet the negds . 3

of my students "‘) D
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'.‘Z ]

v . ' . v - ! ) ' w’ +
distribution). A mean value wag calculated for eao;h item. Mea .
- : o z; q N

bellow 2. 25 i;ldi"cate'd“genéral 81‘

- X v

r S :
agreement.' Means above 2, 75

®

1nd1cated a general group dxsa'reement.- Means between 2,25 and

‘? 75 were consxdened neutral, reflecting a group teffﬁency to nexther

3 X%t cleai‘.ly a dec1szon that teachers do or do got make, tha’t 13:3 out

was ‘lated to any of the four mdependent va,riables. Ther?vé re

h

¢learly agree nor disagree With the item. A
neutral opt:.on ava:.lable to@bem, a miean in t

neutramdxcates tha@bout half the group de

!s

asidmg t.‘J’ g

“ﬁxe r;spondents agreed that they were

.

agtegmen_s \'m.th thw ahd the rgst md:.cated sorhe degree' of dis- "

the curncul ide obJectives and that theqr final student e’Valuahon N
e R . Iw .
measuréed learm.ng J.h the elsctwe po‘xion of'
S

s i.ndividuals had no

he u;terval comndered
@
cla.red somé degree of

Ty

‘e \

*s., ‘s

e
conscxously m.ﬂuenced by

. -

W w %
cor? As g growp they d:.d nqtéfmd the cnrr:.cuﬁ v s
1 . "r, ot y 1":"?? " v ' N DA
A YR IR JC ._,,\*a
crzpiive or restri tives 0 0L , TP
Pres ig LR o . ’e—q‘& e

'y The neutral group re%ponse on the t
v " R ol

h& the teachers clearly felt they had ngn&fi
Y N L o ,‘ - N
s!})ection and mm: d1d not

- m datg" was furt.fie‘i' exé.mi‘hed
3

L _‘ i"

1temxndic§§ s"vthat 1t is

l}

2 ﬂ PR

caﬂt mput mto the textbook
-

* »

shght vanat:.ons wzth category as shown in Table 16 D1fferences

.

~

between subgroup means of 04 r more are,

noted. Attention ~is also

/I ‘ .

_dgpwn to smaller differencefiffien these corroborate other findings of

- the queshonnau'e. SR
v . < . !

[y

.’1" . _'.' "

N 'the degree of agreement -
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: . .
The Chemistry 20 teachers with no colleagues felt moﬁ strongly
' ) .

L

that their final evaluation reflected achievement in the elective as well

%{5' as core, T‘hzs coincides with. the f1nd1ngs tMt they were also the q
hpdt .

,-‘2 group most fi-equently usmg a classroom teacher exam. It would
. (o]

seem that the more decentrahzeg the final evalua,txgn, the more apt it

'

%ﬁ' would be to refle#t elective material, The Ke s to Chemlstr teachers

agreed that th%had an- opportunity . szr iito the selection ﬁthe*

prescnbed core reference whereas the ALCHEM 20 group response

-
e s ' .
was neutral. Ihe teachers W1th more educatmn agreed more strongly .

-—

that Chey were mﬂuenced by curriculum gmde obJectwes and that the1r

[N
Ly

D 4

" fmal ev‘aluat:.dn mstru.ment measured electlve as well as core materml 2 .(A’

A

than d1d teachena Wlth 4 or less y@'ars of e'ducatxon. Years oft chem-

1stry teach:mg expetxence had 11tt1e or no eﬁect on the &gree of ~ e
¢ e . e y . o ‘ 2 & TS
| agreemen wz.@u these i e1:ns_ | : | ; a - ’w
‘_ Summary of Curnculu.m Implementat:.m Itemjmgmgs “b« .
s » In 1tems Q 7, 3 and 9 data was gathered on curr1cu1ar dec1s1on,s ’

[

teachegmke as they t,,ranslate into mstructmn curra.culu.m that was 3

o L

: - :
estabhq}md at another level. When making 1mplementat1on decisjons
' W

. t&chers, regardless of category, reported relylng most on textual
'4 . ' -
materials, personal exper1ences a:nd interests, and colleague mput
‘- ’ /

N

. Althou.gh teachers repdrted being conscxously 1nﬂuenced by curr1cu.lum

o obJect:.Ws speda.ﬁed by AllSerta Educatmn, when planning for mstruction

£ LI

- the textbook and la/bor ory .manuals. were the I_nost fuhdament®. sources

TN
.

‘ \
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(&

-

. 'of input into their decision malzing and were coneidered more impor-
tant than _Rr?é;.i‘.ncial curriculum guides, Teachera retied more on their
v . expenencekhd interests than on professienal courses, workshops or
associations. Teachers experiences apd interests were considered
more important in planning ‘than studen_t’s interests and experiences,

Input from colleagues.was more valued than input from curriculum
consultants or rnernbe’re of the 'conimunity; )

Teachers reported a good deal .of autonomy in their decision
making‘ as they, translated tl’&e curriculum into instruction. They did
that the curriculum guide was Ppverly prescriptive or that it

" fnot’
restricted them. They report#®d making many implementation

. T . . > 4 .
_“ decisions on their own and if they did feel a need to consult pr receiye

' . .

i
pernussmn from someone it was nearly always with in-school per-

‘3

5;&-5- ‘xfonneh ‘Teachers percelved Mse&ves af b,avmg considerable

.

.g'f' freedom and opportun&@b u’w dﬁecz.s:.ons whlle planning and imple- ,
7‘\'. . ; - \ %3 S ¥ s
cee T mentmg theu Chemlstry 20 progrart.g R . e

-, y
. Because teachers relied heav11y on the tex}:book when planning

SRR

e
N
. instruction the dec1s1on as to wha.ch core refe?’e!toe is adopted 1s an - _

N

o

1mportant one. The szrnple waq@.vid_ed on th13 item, ,with about half -

Wf the teachers repornng they did not have' s:.gm.f:.caxrt mput mto th:.s

T 5 .
e .

decision. The fact that the teachérs rehed heav:ly on the textbook

L] ~

even though they had httle%r no say in 1ts seiectlon would md1cate

| that they were not unhappy w1th the seIect;on or the fact that the
3o - :
dec1swn was made by someone else.,

‘& “ B " )
. ..,: W - r =5 g ,.v ,\ﬁwqo“s. v

,A\ -

v

&

i::

TR
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com onent; ’one considers control of evaluation to reflect control.

of p;ogram, then teachers seem desirous of‘ g1v1ng up some of the
. 'I .t
control they now have. The teachers tended away from havmg or

! N - -

conszdfrhg ideal, an 1nd1v'1dua1 teacher exami‘natmn and favored a
more centralized form of eﬁua‘tion.. '""Lone'" Chem1stry 20 teachers - .
3 ' Vo A

ere considerably more in favor of a decentralized evaluation than"

V

| \ R Y L
teachers on largér staffs. Acom:mon school-wide gemingtion

. (] vo-
was th most popular form of evaluatloxi in largér schools. besp1te '

?"

is step toward centrahzatmn alrhady takqn, rnore ‘than half of tpesé : N “"ﬁ
ey At

hers desired *,1 more centr 1\%& ' Abol;'c Sae- quarter of the-

Ny, e . “’n

te

, (LY S

. sa‘rn‘ e felf that to have a commqﬁ rovmc:.al exam would be 1dea1 ! . 3
~ \ // ¢ - “#, . (ot ’

Teachers are the mam.dec:.sm makers at ;he mstructmnal level

\ ., !’ L. - P . .
Sy & “ . e
L g and the sa‘rnple of?h;;,{t@ep‘orted al@mg 1mplementat1on &ec:.sxons - :
¢

‘@ ..

TE

.
A

w1thout feelm ‘re strlcted 'b'yc dec1s1ons : af"sooxetal or msntutlonal

N ." v .
o ’ -

1evels. They md:.cated that they have pe ‘haps more fre%dom and

be 8




U ’ : .
receives, For this reason, adaptation of core and elective portions of

1

the program are considered separately, The core outline the teacher
v.receives‘,is much more prescript{ve than is the elective outline. It
should be noted, however, that the sample of teachers in the study did

N

: not percexve the curricu.lum they we‘re 1mp1emont1ng as overly pre-

. @ npt:.ve or, restnctive (see T‘le 15). It w-ou.ld‘seem then, tha.t teachers

L v,
chang s we%e negd,ed. I‘tems 1 2 8,gand 10 inquired into spec1f1c
] IP D : . .
! ,fdix,ensmns of dec1s:.on ghakmg relateﬂ fo cun’i&:lum adapta.tmn of the ‘
Co “ . ) K . . ,3

~-

core. | g oy v T ; A : :
. | ‘a. 4 ! -b‘ 'z'k ) .l . . v ' ¥ ” “ h ol i l'
- ey :ﬁ;‘a < ~'.) N ﬁem lv ,:é };‘ . - .y; PR R 3
- ’/" -'-.f"‘ B ' - 9 - ) ' ‘ ’
..»-_111forma‘tmn wa.s githered onxthe extent f’o wigmh téaghg_rs empha-'
L o “ ',,. -

one progrem gpaL oqu- another. t‘\ wea.ghtmg system was used 1f1

w’h:.ch the ﬁrg’t choice wdé !llocaﬁed three p&mts, second cho1ce two @
LT ‘.*3 B i
pomts and th:.rd chbicev one poﬂt. jhe tdtals for eaéh goal were
ev ;’ ) .
ca}cula.ted and*i;he g‘qals g.rranged 1n Table 17 accordmg to the extent

-

Sy

\.

ey were valued by th& sample.“vAlso mdlcated 1.8 “the number of .

rs in the samplo seleetmg each o.f tltae goa*ﬁ as the:.r fxg.#, -second
a.n thn*d cho:.c;e. . o | | 8§ e -
The fxrst and second goals were consideleably ﬁore popula.r than :
the oth rs. Together they were the f1r@t choice of 72. 1% of the sample. |
Th:l.s in ca.tes an ernphas:s by the. teachers on cogm.tlve and d1sc1ph.ne o
oné@tated rogra.mmmg. The third and fourth ra.nkmg goals, although o

~

nearly-:fas ‘popular as a f1_rst chome’ (f:.rst choice of 1‘8% of

‘
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TABLE 17 . (,m‘
‘. %’ . ;
» X 4
- GOAL EMRHASIS LA
P S B ]
LA Frequency Selected
' First .Second Third,, ‘Weﬁt
Understand the Principlgs, . \
concepts and terminology e
of the discipline .28 - Q. 2 104

- 'Apply principles learned o % ' "

" .in the course to solve ¢ . ‘ ’. . ¢
qualitative and/or v . ,
quantitative problems . 16 . 20 8 96.

Develop.proﬁéiency in PN ' 'w.
laboratory methods and ' - v L y
+ ' .techniques of the disci- el : ' =
' pline : s 4 11 17 51 |
Relate knowledge acquired o P
in class to real world or EE . _ o
community systems and I . ) R o,
problems . e ' 7 7 12
. : .
' Understand/appreciate i N
' * relationships of_science' o T
technology with society a. 3 . 6 6 Lot
Develop appreciation/under-- * ...~
standing of the scientific - . : ‘
method . ‘ 2 5 5 21 -
‘ PR ‘ -
 ‘Acquire knowledge.and attitudes ‘ .
»  toward chemistry which-will™ . ; S .
assist in vocation selestion = 1 e 3 8 - 17
Acquire a knowledge and appre-"i#, - e .

‘ciation of the history and. ,,‘.;;"%j"ié ' :

philosophy %emist:yi T ) 1 3
Be able tofundefstand scientific | ’ : ;

'research literature ‘ 0 _0 0 0
| - Total 61 K62 59 o

*Qné membe‘f of the sample marked two goals as’'equal for his second
~ choice rather than discriminating between a second & third ranking goal,

-

- -
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el

the sample) were considerably more emphasized than tlze remaining

goals, The ranking of these goals'would indicate a desire by the .
teacllers to achieve some dieclaﬁle related skill'objectives and to link
the disoiplixle in some way to the "'real" world and to other -d.isciplines.
There was very little emphas1s on affectwe or process goals. All the

oals contam:.n terms such as "att:.tude" or "appreciate' were in the
8 g PP

least emphas1zed group. f'
. - R . . &F
The data was examined to s¢e if the goal choices were related to
-

: . ¥ Ho
any of the four independent variables., Table 18 summarizes thﬁ
findings. The goals were arranged in order of their-populaority as a

~ [

first choice with the sample and the two goals not chosen first by any
A LA : ~
respondent were omitted from the table, - Data in each cell indicates

,‘§

the freqﬁencyv and pe,,rcehta?e of each category ohoosi;xg the goal as

their first choice; : o C : &
<. : ; ,
The two goals most popular as f1rst choxc‘ dJ.;l not vary with

4

category, but slight dev1at16ns occurrecf in the third rankmg goal The

3
>

oal to relate knowledge to the "real" world was as po ular as the
«S P

first rankmg goal with the Kexs to Chem:Lstrx teachers. They gave

.,,:% .

'greater emphasis to this goal tha’ﬂ'%af’other category. ALCHEM 20

$ &y

téeachers emphas:.zed it less than other categones and prefer};ed

.

instead goals related to laboratory skllls and the 1nterre1at1onsh1p of
science, tech.nology and soczety. ' i

Some dev1at1ons were noted in the extent of support for the f1rst

rankmg goal More than one half of the lar'g’er staff teaohers, the’ ‘

SOON -
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) , ' ‘
Ty é EQ“ teacher& and the teachers with less exper1ence gave top

‘ .
o ‘to’&&mde:-standmg concepts an‘ termmology of the discipline.

! *
tts in other"’categories tended not to Muster to the same extent‘ .

d one goal, but were-instead“ gispersed',rﬁore evenly among the R 4

’
-

four top ranking goals. This t-rem_i,'forf the ALCHEM 20 teac'hers to

omphasxze the one goal 1s 1nterestmg in light of the fact that thé intent

a of the ALCHEM 20 program is clqarly to relate chemxstry to the
i K .:“

students expenences and environment and to stress. th-e mterrelation-

L " AN ! A

. sh1ps of sc:.ence, technology, and society Albcategones coul&“’

however, be sa1d to prefer cogmtl\re gpall,“ovei‘ aﬁect1ve, slull

process or mterdisciplinar-y goals. R ’ 'r

thp Chemmtry 20 core. Informatmn was gathered as to whether d

: teachers emphas:.zecl,some of the co‘re concepts moﬁn others. Thew ‘

.‘results are summar:.zed in 'I‘able 9. . & ST “ R

A mean value, -

. ,i . - ) .’ ., N a RS
the concepts and they were arranged fro ' most emphw:.ze’d to the A

e ‘ledst emphasuedk The mean of the f:.rst four concepts hes betweenc

) -
."I gwe modera.te. attention" and "I gwe heavy. emphasis. " The mean .
“.' 2 7\ 3 T
) A 3
- of the lattéer three concepts 11es betWeen "I teach 11ght1y" and ”1 g1ve oo ST
) L . . Tao . ,.’ g
moderate attent:.on, " md1cat1ng cons1derab1y less emphasis. : N o

. A . - C .
. . R : -4 ‘ .
VA L . . - . : . , A );Q‘!.‘
. o . . .



TABLE 19

w5 CORE CONCEPT EMPHASIS -

. o i ‘ ' . \
. . o R Ratiig Scale:
. (1) 1 do not teach

@)1 only mention
(3) Iteach lightly

. -~ ‘
: (4) I give moderate attention
(5) I give heavy emphasis x
“Concegt - o T Mean Regponge
a [ ’ A ' N '
. '
Chemical substances exist as elements w :
bonded togethe:‘” oo s o 4.% "
Hydrocarbons ‘£rom an xmportant group : & ' e . ,
' of chemicals . . _"‘. . 4,5 o
.. . J - ' . “ » (i ) ) :- . ‘ *
Concentratmn represents the proportma}« ' "3& e, ? =
“of solute to solvent v . R
© e * I ' Lo e
- Ll e . A
Hydrocarbon denv#txves form another , L e LI
important group of: chemcals L . ot 4.3 '
. . . .\\A " e
Solut:.ons ar -ures A o S 3.8
Organic cheM®stry can be termed ' . L4 .
' oarbon chem:.stry e - 3.8 ¢
Formatmn of aqueous solutions is a SRR N
chem:.cal react:.om ‘ S 32 . e,
SRR Dt Saa,
O ¢ - , . oEY
v - N
,\.‘ , K ';/4
) o ) ¥ A
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It would appear that the teachers in the sample are emphasizing

. one or more of the concepts in each of the three topics specified for

* the core program. The cbncepts were then clustered about the topic Q

to which they related aaa’a mean calculated for "topic'' emphasis as

S o v

_,;ndi_c_ate,d in Table.ZQ.... v CoLlE
o "Bonding" ranked first as the most emphasized topic foIlowé'd by
'g‘- . . "\ "
] . ”Orgamc Chemistry." The mean of the three concepts speciﬁed in this

latter areaavas 4. 2. Although one of th’e concepts 1dent1fied for this

‘ topic was not emphasizemable 19), the mean of. 4. 2 mdicates ar;

T RTREE SRS o ST

N emphaei’ on the toth. RO : . Ce NP
MR EoN 4 e e e * '
'vt* e ”SqLutioga"'was thq least emphasized of the three topics. The -.

[ xu ¥ ‘_ \ P ‘ ¥ °

:ﬁ“ g mean of the three concepts ident{tj.ed under this ts:ic ’wés 3, 8, :.ndi..

> ; T r . - . Q p .
) h cahng that it is given "mo'derato attention" and ra&er less‘emphasized ,

Y 5 R A
b 20 .

the other two topics. i‘ RN ‘ Lo ;;‘,

'I‘he data was £urther exarm.ned to see if the dlhphasis of certain

= ) "

. ',top*xcs \Qs. reIated to a.ny qi the mdependent vanables. The resu.lts
P - . J(Q"
RJ

v ~are sum:narized imTable 21 The rélative emphasxs of the topics d:ld
B O K N .
“not vary w1th oategdry. The four ith.vidual concepts that were most

‘é ' emphasizl'ed by the sa‘mple were al,so the. four conceptﬁmost‘emphaszzed

‘ o.rv . - N %
% h /by each category. = T e &
) Clea.rly none of the core topics or concepts in chemistry er‘e

.

bemg neglected by the teachers in the sampl.e Although the teachers : -

) w

d:.d not see the currzcglum guide as bemg "overly prescripuve" they

,.' '-‘_\., L. ’ : . =
? .

)

do adhere to the core program out11ned., .
. . R .’. .{ | :
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Bo:_:‘_din‘g;

 Organic Chemistry-

Solut/iqgl's‘ @

TOPIC EMPHA!

e T
'TABLE 20 - o
.‘ * -~ " v / ' .

»

v

- Ratifig Scale:.
(1). I do not teach -

o - (2). I only mentiof

o (3) ‘I teach lightly .
* (4] I give moderate attention

, . (5) Igive heavy emphasis’ 2

N
, [ ™ 9 ’ ™
. ! . o
‘ +
CN .
» 5 ) « -
. ‘-\. &
e . 9 -
w9 .’ ° ¢
. ) Ao m 4
[ :
;‘ . » P AN
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Item 10

Information was gathered on changes which teachers felt would
contribute most to an i:mprove& Chemistry 20 program. Results are
summarized in Table 22, A weighting system was used that allocated
three point%‘for firstAchoice, two points for second chbirce,‘ and one
point for third choice. Items wére then arranged in descendiné order
of their perceived potential influence on the quality of the program,
Also indicated is the number of teachers ranking o* iten; as first,
second or third, according to the influence they Ieltl: the item wéuld ’
have on #nproving the program.

.The sample felt that the factors which would bring about the
greatfast program improvement were smiller classes, more and
* better instructual materials and instructor release time for p;-ogram{i
or material development. One of these three items was selecteq as
first choice by 55.9% of the sample. . |

The three next most commonly selected items were better .

laboratory facilities, students better prepared to handle the course,

k7

and a changed course outline. The teachers selecting one of these
items as their first choice comprised 27. 1% of the sample.

""Other'" was picked by four teachers or 6.8% of the sample ﬁ,s
their first choice. The t;c;mmgnts on fhis iteﬁ reflected a teacher
need for more time to cover the Chemistry 20 core material énd a;
desire to get this time by a) reducing the elective time or b) increasing

the total program time.
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. TABLE 22
SELECTION OF ITEMS TO IMPROVE THE PROGRAM  *
Frequency of Choice

Changes Desired - First Second Third Weighting
availability of more or better - s : -
media or instructional materials 13 9 7 64
smaller classes ' 10 1‘1 6 58
instructor release time to develop
course and/nr materials 10 8 2 48
better laboratory facilities 6 ) 4 7 39
students better prepared to !
handle course requirements 5 2 9 28
changed course outline 5 4 2 25
professional development oppor- |
tunities 0 8 8 24
increasing the time actually

_spent on elective topics . 3 3 4 . 19

» -

* other : @ *0 2 14
more interaction with colleagues
and/or administrators . 1 2 6 13
more teacher-aide time 4‘ 1 2 3 9
different goals and objectives 1 2 1 8
more freedom to choose materials 0 0 4 4
less interference from colleagues

.and/or administrators . 0 2 0 2

- more clerical assistance 0 2 0 2

Total 59 59 59

*Iterns specified: "
‘ "increase class time in Chemistry 20"
""reduce time allocated to elective so
core time could be expanded''
‘- "make Chemistry 20 a full year course'
""65 hour course is being taught in 50 hours. "

~
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The data was further examined to see if the choice of factors
whicﬁ would most contribute to an improved program varied with
category, Table 23 ranks the items according to the frequency with

which the sample selected each factor figst and provides a summary of '_

the frequency of first selections in each\categ‘o{y. The seven itemsg .

. ‘ .
that were not selected first by more than one person are not included .

individually but grouped together as the last factor in the list,

-

The changes that were desired did yary with the sife of Chemistry

20 teaching staff. The larger staffs preferred to have release time to

-

develop programs and materials, whereas the ''lone" Cherr'xistry 20
teachers preferred to have made available more and better materials.

Better laboratory facilities were also desired by the small staff

\
»

teachers.

& The ranking of t}_le factors also varied with program adc;pted.
The ALCHEM 20 teachers most wanted to see smaller classes and this
item was not included in first thxlee ranking item.s of th;e teachers of |

Keys to Chemistry. Instead the concern of teachers of Keys to
. NN .

Chemistry was primarily for availability of better materials, instructor
: . . .
release time for material development, and a changed course outline.

\

This latter item indicates some teacher di‘ssa‘tisfaction with the program

outline as one of thé selected factors included by this group under
'\'re;n_ain_.i_ng_fac“tg_r_rs_”";yas ""different goals and.objectives.' Xhis would
indicate that 21.4% of the teachers of this program would like to see

some changes in program goals and/or topics.

4
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) 4
‘T‘he first ranking item also varied w{th teachers' years of
education, .Those with five or more years edtcation would like to
have release time to ‘develop materials, whereas those with four or
les‘s ye‘axl-s would like to have available to thgm more or better
instructional materiais. Teachers with four or les: years of education
also included a desire for better laboratory facilii;i\es in their three
first ranking selections. |
Selc;ction of changes desired did not vary to any extent with y.bears
of chemistry teaching experience.
Item. 8 ,
Before adapting curriculum, teachers must decide what changes
"are needed by evaluating the exisgiﬁg program and/clar materials, |
This item inquired into the teachers' satisfaction with the prescribed
core reference adopted for use with their students. A mean value was
calt.culated and shown in Table 24 (Appendix D contains frequency.
distribution). ’ :I'he result was a mean {)etween 2.25 and 2.75 indicating
a neutral group response. There was no neutral .response available to
individual teachers, therefore the neutral group mean response would
indicate that the number of teachers reporting not being '‘well satisf‘ied"
with the materials was equal to the number of t‘eachers expressing
’
satisfaction. C
» 'Ifl':e data was further analysed to see if the degree of satisfg;?io;l

was related to any of the four independent variables and the findings

are summarized in Table 25 (Appendix D contains frequency distribution). -
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TABLE 24

DEGREE OF TEACHER SATISFACTION
- WITH PRESCRIBED CORE REFERENCE

Ratimg Scale:

(1) strongly agree
(2) agree

(3) disagree

(4) strongly disagree

-
[

'Statemggt C | ' Mean Responge
I am well satisfied with the core

textual materials prescribed for
use in my Chemistry 20 classes . 2.3
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The degree of satisfaction did vary with the core reference adopted,

with the ALCHEM 20 teachers feeling more satisfied with their materials

than the Keys to Chemistry teachers., This supports the findings of

Item 7 in which the Keys to Chemistry teachers desired changep;{n pro-

gram goals and/or topics. There was no variation in the other cate-
gories, -

\
Summary of Responses to Curriculum Adaptation Decision Items

In items 1, 2, 8sand 10 data was g%thered on curricular. decisions
teachers make as they adapt the curriculum they r;eceive. This
involves determining when a curric/ulum needs to be changed and
deciding what changes shoul<;l be made.

The sample of teachers was divided in its evaluation of the pro-

gram adopted: half agreed to being "'well satisfied' and half did not.

The category which stood eut as be'i;ng least satisfied was the Keys to

V'
Chemistry group.

The sample adapted the program outlined in the curriculum guide
by giving varying emphasis to the topics outlined for coverage in the
core portion of the ‘p;'ogram. All topics Were well covered, however,
""Solutions'' received the least attention of the three and "Bonding, "' the
most.

Decisions made by teachers to emphasize one goal over another,
are decisions wkﬁ;h are also made in curriculum adaptation. Alberta

Education cites sjx objectives (Appendix C) for Chemistry 20 in the
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*Program of Studies {or Senior High Schogls (1978). The first men-

tioned is ''Know the Chemical Principles underlying the chemistry
spec{fied in the core outline." Itdwould appear that tea'cuhet;s- value

this goal more than others listed. The respondents of this }tudy

- -
Ty N
j

emphasized the cogmtwe and were dz.sc:lplme«onen\ﬁted‘ Accordmg
g

¢ . ! g

culum, the popularity of the two mp; st popuwg'j\gq
S’ )

[ ] -
N ~§ W\ s
be consistent with his ""academic r\onahsrﬁ\'-‘ ! m
- ‘\ !
teachers are mainly interestedyin trammlttmg to the students the

""products'’ of the discipline,

The most popular changes that teachers would like to see in
order to improve the program were of two basic types. Firstly, the
teachers desired more or better instructional materials, or release
time to develop such materials. Secondly they desired changes which
could be considered organizational or structural. These included
smaller classes, better laboratory:facilities and better prepared
students,

Clearly\ the teachers are involved in adapting the curriculum
they received. Young (1977) suggests that curriculum may need to be

\

adapted because it is developed for students in general rather than

specific people in specific situations. This does not appear to have

*Hereafter in this study the Program of Studies for Senior High Schools
(1978) will be referred to simply as the program of studies,
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'
’ \
been an important motivator in this study. The changes made or de-

sired were not to adapt the program to accommodate different kinds

of learners, but rather to change the students and improve the

.
-

resources to facilitate the attainment of the preferred cognitive, dis-

-

cipline-orientated goals.
»

Curriculum adaptation and creation decisions in the elective. A

variety of curriculurh work is required of the teacher in planning the

elective portion of the Chemistry 20 program. The Program of Studies

for %enior High Schools (1978) states (Appendix C) that in the organi-

zation of the Chemiftry 20 program approximately twenty five hours

of the total of sixty five hours of instructional time should be devoted
to elective topics; that is about 40% of class time should be spent on the

elective portion of the program. A minimum of one topic is to be

[
studied and the topic may be chosen from a list provided or teacher

selected and/or devaloped. Topics are to be an extension, an in-depth
study, <;r a practical application of a core tof)ic. In implementing the
.elective portion of the program teachers may make decisions regarding
:;selection or adaptation of available curricular materials or they may
.use the' opportunity to become involved in curriculum creation. Items
3, 5, 6 and 8 inquirec into specific dimensions of decision making
regarding elective curriculum adaptation and creation.
Item 5

Information was gathered on the extent to which teachers altered

’ [
the prescribed time allocation for electives and the teachers reasons
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: »
for adapting the time line. The amount-pf time teachers reported

c
actually spending on electives is summarized in Table 26, A time

imterval was used to tabulate the data and the raw data was useél)
calculate the mean value for the respondents. - On the average gehm

in the sample were spending fourteen hours, or about 22%, of class

P - .

v time on elettives. A low 20% of the sample indicated that they spent

A .
the prescribed twenty five or more hours, on electives and at the other
’

extreme, 23, 3% of the samplé indicated that they were e;pending little
\ . -

or no class tin}e on electives,
The time spent on electives.was further exatniped to see if it
—varied withr tiie four independent variables. The results aré summarg
ized in Table 27, Each celi contains the frequency and percentage of
. : )
teachers from each category reporting elective time within the interval,
The amount of time s{:ent on electives varied only slightly with

-

the prescribed core reference and'the teachers' years of education

(Figures 17 - 20). In these ?tegories the Keys to Chemistrx teachers
and the teachers with five or more years education reparted gpending
slightly more time on electives than those using ALCHEM 20 'QOse

with four or less years of education., The Keys to Chemistry teachers

tended to the extremes and had the greatest percentage of any category

¥

of teachers spending th¢/ prescribed amount of time on the elective.

The ALCHEM 20 teachers on the other hand tended to cluster about the

mean,
-

The amount of elective time varied more with years of teaching

[



" v il

V7

92
- - e . I
L TABLE 26
;
e ! -~y
\_\ TIME SPENT ON ELECTIVES
o | ’ . . )
Titme Interva) Frequen % of Responden gg'
0 - 4 hours ° "4 123, 3
5 = 9 hours 4 - 6.7
i e o
10~ 14 hours 12, _ 20,0
15 = 19 hours - - 8 | 13,3 &
. . “ R .
20 - 24 hours 7 11..7 '
. . 25 - 29 houfs o 18. 3
30 - 34 hours : SR 1.7
. {1)< 25 (did not specify) Tty " 5.0
Total : )60 . 100, 0%
. . AV ' : L -

"V Mean value of class time allocated to ‘érlje'cti»ves was ‘14 hours .,

{1) -3 teachex#lnte in ''¢25" but did not specify how much u
time they were actually spendi.ng on electzvee ‘ :

o ]

(2) no response from one individual L SR

A
FAM
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[

experience (Figures 21, 22). Of the téeachers with ten or less years of
experience, 28_; 1% were spending essentiallly no time on electives as
compared to 17.9% of those with more experience. Of those with more
experience, 2.‘8. 6% were spending twenty five or more hours on elec-
tives as ;:Ompared to 12.5% of those with 10 or less years experi;nce.
The mean value of time allotted to electives for the more experienced
teachers v'/a-s four hours more than the mean for the less 'experienéed
teachers.

The amount of elective time varied most wit_h the size of the
Chemistry 20 teaching staff. 'The mean for the teachers in the ‘1arger
school gettings was eleven hours as compared to eighteben hours fo.r
| th? "lone'" Chemistry 20 teachers. Figures 23 and 24 illustrate the
distribution of fhe two groups of teachers over the time spent on
elective;e,. The large staff teachers tendec! to the extrémes; with one
group of teachers spending no time on electives and another group |
spending the suggested twenty five hours or more. The "lone"
Chemistry 20 teachelrs, on fhe other hand, clustered about the mean
forming a lsingle' broad peak (plateau). Of the Iarrgerv staff. teacflers,
34..3% were spending no time on electives as 'compared to 8.0% of the

.

small staff teachers.

.

An examination of the factors which the subjects reported in-
fluencing their decision to cut back on the suggested elective time .arve
summarized inl'I‘able 28. Forty eight teachers,or 80% of the sample,
reported spgf;‘cling less than twenty five hours on elective mate?ial. A

<
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TABLE 28
FACTORS AFFECTING DECISION TO
REDUCE ELECTIVE TIME
. Weighting
Frequency (combined first, second
selected first and third choice)

Core topics cannot be
- managed in the time
 suggested : 32 103

Core topics are more
important than
elective topics 8 . 59

Lacl; of time to de-
velop elective ‘
curriculum ‘ .5 ® 39

‘Lack of materials and/
or resources for
elective topic ' 0 21

Lack of interest (student
or teacher) in elective

topics _ 0 9

Lack of faqilities . 1 | 8

% Other _2 . 7
‘Tota‘l : | 48 |

* Comments, ~ ''to adequately cover core extra work must be done"
-. gfudents need more time to master material' |
- "gdre needs expanded coverage'' '

"

x



100
®

weighting system was used in which the \firgt choice was allocated
three points, second choice two points, and third choice one point,
The factors were then arranged according to their reported influence
an the teachers. The frequency with which each factor was selected
first was also recorded. _ R
'The responses clearly indicate that the teachers allow core
material to flow over into tim.e prescribed for eléctiﬁe use because
they feel that the core requires more time than it is allocated; 64. 6%
of the respondents felt they were most influenced by this factor.
Secondly, teachers feit that core topics were mote important than
elective topics and thirdly, teachers felt that they lacked the time
required to develop elective curriculum. | !
The frequency with which each of these three predominant factors
v.vas selected first did r;ot vary with any of thel four independent variables
.(Table 29). Eac.h cell indicates the frequency and percentage of eacin(
c.ategory -choosing the factor as most ilnﬂuential (first choi'ce).‘ All
respondents “;ho spent less than the prescribed twenty five hours oﬁ
electives, regardless of category, did so primarily becausé they felt
the core could not be manaéed in the allocated time. "I'hey were also
,‘;nﬂué;lced by the fact that they considered core topics to be l:nore
important than elective topics.
The,questionnaire results indicate that teachers are ccvms‘ider—

ably altering the time allocations prescribed in thé progrvam of studies.

‘More than three quarters of the study respondents are using all or a



101

(20°5) (89°€)  J(sL°€) (v8°¥) (v8°2) (s1°6) (v9°€) (v0°5) x9430
1 T 1 1 1 T T T
(49°¢) (s8°9p) (v8°2) (v9°€) .
0 1 [+] 1 1 [¢] T 0 BOTITITON] jJOo you1q
' 807dO} 9ATIDOTS Uy (Ivyowvay
0 [} [+} 0 [} 0 0 0 0 Juapnys) 3ILJINJUT JO NOW]
a1dog ®ATIOOI® 10}  89dINOwLI
0 o 0 0 o 0 0 [ - 1o/pue Tegae3jew Jo youq -
. L,
(80°0T) | (sL-°0T) (s8°r1) (x8°p) ($1°10). (v1°6) (86°L1) . WNINJTIIND AT
z € 4 L v 1 S ] doreacp 03 suyry jo M
(80°ST) {{v6LT) (ss°81) . (sg°p1) (sT°11) (sp-9¢) (86°LT) {(80°ST) s91do3 PATIDRTe ueyy
[4 14 S £ 12 v [ € juv3ioday exow 9xv soydo3 810D
]
(v0"0L) [ (ve"P9) | (s0°€9) (sv°1L) (sz-zL) (vs°S¥) (8I°LS) tw \0°08) PoIsabbng owyly eyy uy
[ 44 8T Ll st 9z S 9T 91 pebvuva eq jouuwd noﬁ-Ou. 810D
910w sse7 oxom sS91 oz K13s yweyd 8I0W - UOLIVA
LT 4 ¢ 20 01 I0 g I0 ¢ WIHOTY 03 shay I0 om], 1175} :
aouayradxgy Bujyowey uot3wonpz 33vas 0T

A13sywayy Jo saxweyx

JO sawak s19yoesy

WULIIZOY oumu paidopy

A11sywoy) jJo ez3ys

~—~

TWIL IATLOFTH 40 NOILONATM SHAHOVAL d0 SAMODIALYD OSNIDNIANTINI SYOLOVJI

6C JTdVYL



102

portion of the elective time to cover core material. This is in spite of
&

the caution in the curriculum guide: '

Care must be taken to ensure that a balanced

treatment of the elective objectives is achieved.

It is easy to usurp some of the time allotted to

elective modules to cover the ''more important'

core material, The philosophy of the core

elective approach dictates that this be scrupu-

lously avoided. (Chemistry 10,20.30 Curriculum

Guide, 1977, p. 14) .
The most important reasons cited by the teachers in the sample for

i,
this adaptation, were that core could not be adequately covered in the
time allocated, and that core content was considéred to be more
important than elective content.
Item 6
Information was gathered on what teachers do in the time they
allocated to electives. Table 30 summarizes the elective selectiong of
the forty six teachers in the sample that reported spending five or
more hours on electives, Those teachers reporting 4 hours or less
elective programming were con’dered to be not spending class time
. e

on electives, Some teachers selected one elective topic, some
selected two or three. The actual number of teachers that reported
teaching each elective as a part of or the total of their elective portion
of the p}ogram is given, and used to arrange the electives from the
most to least popular with the sample. The total number of hours

devoted to the topic is also included to indicate the approximate time

" spent on the elective once it was selected.
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ELECTIVE TOPICS SELECTED

Sum of classroom

Frequency hours

Topics or exercises considered

optional but included in pre-

scribed core texts 21 210
Qualitative Analysis ‘ 16 150
(1) Locally developed unit » 14 165
Envirohmental Chemistry R 11 85
(2) Other 9 95
Polymers: Long Chain Molecules 9 60
Biochemistry /4 20
Chemistry of the Car 1 5
(1) Topics specified: ‘ (2) Topics specified:

- Ideal Gas Laws - Acid-Base Titration

- Bonding - Stoichiometry

- Tar Sands - Tar Sands N

- Quantum Mechanics -~ Quantum Mechanics

- Stoichiometry -~ Bonding
. = Quantitative Analysis ' - Solution Chemistry

Extension of core topics
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The "optional" material included in core textbooks was the most
frequently selected topic. It accounted for an average; of ten hours of
elective programming in the twenty one classes (about 1/3 of the
sample) selecting it. The second most krequently selected topic was
"Qualitative Analysis." The popularity of this elective may indicate
a desire to include more laboratory work in the program. This choice
was followed closely by a ''locally developed unit, " Although '"locally
developed unit'' was selected by slightly fewer teachers, slightly more
time was actually spent on it. Topics specified under ''locally devel-
oped unit" were Ideal Gas Laws, Bonding, Ta;— Sands, Quantum
Mechanics, Stoichiometry and Quantitative Analysis, The list indi-
cates that the teachers are gene:-ally designing units to promote
understanding of discipline -orientated concepts and units which are

generally of'a theoretigal nature. The topics specified suggest a poor

fit with the curriculum guide intent of including elective time in the

-

program:
*
An elective portion of approximately forty to fifty
< percent of the time will be allowed for modules

which take advantage of local interest, expertise
and facilities. .. elective modules would contain
those parts of current interest...aspects of the
progragm which are most susceptible to change
can be placed in the elective,..modules whigh
involve more than one discipline could be devel-
oped...adaptable to individualization.
(Chemistry 10, 20,30 Curriculum Guide, 1977,
pp. 13, 14)

‘The topics selected for locally developed units by the teachers in the

‘sample reflect discipline needs, rather thamindividual needs or local
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™
or current interests.

"Environmemtal Chemistry'' was the fourth most popul/a_r selection
and represents the first evidence of an interdisc¢iplinary topic. A.hao
mode¥ately popular was! "other'' topics. Topics gpecified in this
category were very similar to those specified in '"locally developed
unit.'' The list included Acid-Base Titration, Stoichiometry, Tar
Sands, Quantum Mechanics, Bonding, Solution Chemistry, and an
extension of core topics., The least populaf elective topics were
Polymers, Biochelfr.x?i.stry and CBe?nistrY of the Car.
| An examination of the relative popularity of various elective
topics is indicative of what teachers ;%gri:eiv.e to be the rolg of the
elective, Emphasis on the corle is cigarly evident, Matérials inﬁthe
prescribed core reference are used mé'st frequently rather than
seeking elective material elsewhere.. ;_I’o,pics speci:fied under ''locally
developed units' and "other'' were very ''core-like.'' All but perhaps
"Tar Sands,'' are theoretical topics which are included in textual
-materials. If YTar Sands' was categorized under Polymers and the
remainder of the topics considered to fit in the first category ''optional
core material' the overall program emphasi's on cox:e would be more
evident,as Table 31 indicates.

The choice of elective topics was examined to see if it related to
the four .in;iependex:‘t variables. The results are summarized in Table

32. Data is provided for only the four most frequently selected

electives in each category. Each cell contains the frequency and per-

’
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TABLE 31

ELECTIVE SELECTIONS RECATEGQRIZED

Sum of classroom

Frequency houry

Core Topics (optional or

related) . 41 435

, ~

Qualitative Analysis . 16 150
Polymers: Long Chain .
'~ Molecules 12 C 85
Environmental Chemistry 11 . 85
Biochemistry . | 4 20 {
Chemistry of the Ca.:.- A 1 5 =

o
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centage of each category which selected each elective. f’ercentages do
not total 100% because individuals may have selected more than one
elective. The fopics are arrangedb in the order of their popularity with
the sample as a whole, Witlix one exception the first four choicés in
each category fﬁll within the first five choices of the sample The

&

popular:.ty of the\elecuves varied only slightly with teachers' years of
\

|
education, years of teaching experience, or size of Chemistry 20 staff.

In these three groﬁps the ''lone" Chemistry 20 teachers wefe, however,
the only category. m which ''optional topics in prescribed core reference'
was not the most poéular elective,

The choice of electives did vary with the adopted core reference.

The selection of those using Kevs to Chemistry differed from those

using ALCHEM 20 and from the sample as a whole. ''Locally devel-

oped units' and "Polymers' were more popular in this category than in

any other and ''Optional Material in Core" was far less (ranked seventh)

“ >

plopular.

Y

The optional material is explicitly labeled in the ALCHEM 20
pro\gram. It would appear that when it is presented as such, teachers
tend to use it as elective material. Optional topics are not as explicit

in Keys to Chemistry. Teachers using this program tend to develop

their own elective units or look elsewhere for other electivé curricular
" material, This would seem to bé additionai evidence of the text be-
coming the "'curriculum.' ‘Only when the text does not contain an

. > -

option do teachers seek out other resources. This reliance on the text
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is inconsistent with the statements in the curriculum guide:

All too often a textbook has been accepted in
many classrooms as the program of studies.
Experience has shown that the use of a single
text has been inadequate when teachers
attempt to meet the range of individual abi-
lities, One must consider both the strengths

_ and limitations of a textbook and exercise

‘ discretion in its use.... No text manual or

single aid will provide a creative and appeal-
ing approach to instruction for everyone.
(Chemistry 10, 20,30 Curriculum Guide, 1977,

p. 8)
It is, however, evident that whe\*('teacl':ers looked beyond their pre-
scribed text for elective material th;;y also seiected core-like topics.
The source of their topics was different but the prog'ram remainead

dominated by the core.

Table 33 is an orciere‘d listing of the way elective material was .
primarily viewed by Whe 46 teachers that spent 5 or more h_ours of
class time doing elective topi‘cs. Mogt of the respondents saw the
elective as an extension of a core topic. The ranking of the importance

‘of these. facférs did not vary.with any of the four mdependent var1ables.

-

The t}iree factors which had the greatest mﬂuence on*wh1ch
\

elective‘—'topic‘s were selected by the 46 teachers spending class time

on electives are ordered in Table 34 from most to least influential,

A weighting system was uéed which allocated three points for each

’

first cho1ce, two .points Ygr each second choice and one point for each
fad .

"n_

third choice,  The frequency with th.ch each item was selected first,

second and third is a.lgo.re'ported. The "teachers? experience, know-

A
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- TABLE 33

| PERCEIVED RELATIONSHIP OF ELECTIVE TO CORE

Relationship _ F—reguency' % of Respondents
An extension of'a core

topic 27 58.7
Core theory put into an . A _ ‘

applied context 14 30.4
An in-depth intensive -

study of a core "

topic 4 8.7
Topics unrelated to

core 1 2.2

Total : 46 100, 0%
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FACTORS AFFECTING CHOICE OF ELECTIVE

Frequency of choice

third Weighting

first second

My personal experience, _

knowledge, interest, etc, 19 16 6 105
Student characteristics

and/or preference 9 14 9 64
School facilities | 5 10 14 49
Other (1) 11 2. 1 38
The decision was made at

another level . . 2 1. 1 9
Local (community) interests 0 2 4 8

" (2) Total S 46 45 35

>

(1) Factors 4speci£ie'd when ''other' was first choice

- Need to emphasize core material (six comments)
- Meeting individual student needs (three comments)
- Staff consultation and agreement (two comments)

‘(2‘) .Not_ all of the 46 teachers spending time on electives made

three choices . totals vary.
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ledge and interests'' was by far the rr;oSt influential factor. ''Student

* characteristics'' was second most influential, followed by ''school
facilities, " The "other" éategor;r was selected first by a larger'
number'g‘éf teachers. than the weighting system wouic_i indicate. If the
factors were ordered according to frequency with which they were
c;onsidered the most influential (first choice), ''other' would have been
second in importance. Factors specified undér "other' as influencing
elective sele;:tion included: the need tc‘> emphasize core material (six
comments), ﬁeeﬁng individual student needs (three comments), and'A
consensﬁs of staff (two co.‘mments). The factdré specified co;lsiderably
6ver1ap the factors that were available for selection,.. The researcher

recategorized them and Table 35 shows the resultant frequency of first

choice of factors affecting selection of elective topics:

.In general teachers see the elective content as an extension of a
' core topic and the select;itgn of the elective content is most influenced
by the teachers’ expe.:r(ience, knbwledge and interest. Sj:udent expér-
ience and interest are considered secondarily. The curriculum guide

stipulates a reverse priorityi

The purpose of the module structure is to ‘provide

flexibility in the approach to local needs. This

should remain upper-most in deciding what is to

be covered in the elective portion of the course....

In considering the objectives of the modules a

: number of factors should be considered
o l.  Balance of theory vs practical application

and a balance in the teaching activities to
‘match the learning style of the students

2. ‘Interests of the students _

3. Interests of the teacher .
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TABLE 35

JFACTORS AFFECTING CHOICE QF
ELECTIVE RECATEGORIZED

\

' : : 'Frequency of
Factor First Choice

Teacher experience, knowledge, ‘

interest, etc. 19

Student needs, characteristics
and/or preference _ : 12

Need to emphasize core

(discipline needs) . S 6
School facilities - | 5
Decision made at another level ‘ 4
Local community interests : 0

Total " ' 46
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4. Expertise of the teacher
5. Facilities and resource materials available.
(Chemistry 10, 20, 30 Curriculum Guide, 1977,

p. 8)
v - Item 8

The sample was asked fqr a) the degree of their individual in-
volvement in develc‘>ping an elective unit and b) the ext_enf of their
agreement with five statements réfle;:ting curriculum decisions
1"elated to the elective portion of the program.‘

The elective portion of the program provides teacher‘s' with an
opportunity to create cu;riculun‘;. Information was gathered to deter-; '
mine what portion of the sample and of the subgroups had experiénced
this type of decision making_,and the results summarized in Table 3_6.
Each cell contains the fﬁr;quencyc and percentage of each category’
makiﬁg the selection. Of the respondents, 30% had been or currently
‘ Were invol'v'ed in the local development of a curricular unit, Involx;e:
mef;t in local creation of curriculum did not varylbwi'.th size of Chemistry
ZO\sta'ff or with te_achersf years of education, There was, howeve;-,

. variation with adopted core reference and years of teaching experience.

The Keys to Chemistry teachers indicated 43. 8% had been involved in

curriculum creation at the local level whereas only 21.4% of the

ALCHEM 20 teachers had been involved. ' The difference between the -

more experienced and less experienced teachers was even greater,

_ 3 :
with'46, 4% of those with 11 or more years experience having been

involved as compared to 15.7% of those with 10 or less years experience.
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RELATIONSHIP Of CURRICULUM CREATION
TO THE INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

I have been or current-
ly am involved in the
creation of a locally
developed unit.

Experience 11 or more

Yes No

Sample Respdnden’c.s 18 42
- (30.0%) ‘ (70, 0%)

Size of . ©  one 7 s 18
Chemistry - (28. 0%). 72, 0%)

20 Staff ' two or more 11 ' ' 24
‘ (31.4%) (68, 6%)

N ‘
Adopted Keys to Chemistry 7 9
Core R * (43. 8%) (56.3%) *

Reference ALCHEM 20 9 : 33
' (21.4%) (78. 6%)

Teachers 4 or less 6 17
Years of . " (26. 1%) . (73.9%)

Education 5 or more 12 25
(32.4%) (67, 6%)

Years of Chem- 10 or less 5 27
"istry Teaching - (15.7%) (84, 3%)

13 15

{46.4%) (53. 6%)
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The'second purpose of this item was to ga..ther data on the extent
respondents agreed with five statements related to elective curriculum
decision making, A mean value was calculated for each item. Means
below 2.25 indicate general group agreement. Means e;lsc;ve 2,75
' »
indicate a general group disa;greement. Means between 2.25 and 2. 75
were considered neutral as the group tendeﬁcy was not clearly to agree

. .
or d1sagree with the item. The results are surnmamzed&n Table 37.

(Appendix D contains the frequency distribution, ) hd

The respondents agreed that they fr\equently used elective time to
continue teaching core material. They also indicated that they felt
they had thev knowledge and experience needed to develoﬁ curriculum.

The neutral response to the next two items indicates that half the
teachers are satisfied with what they are doing in the elective portion
of the program and half are ﬁot. The respondents were also split ox;
whether or not curriculﬁm creation was a decisiop making area in
which teachers should be involveci. Half the respondents felt teachers
should concentrate on adapti.ng sélected materials rather than develop-
ing them locally.

The respondents indicated tﬁat they mildly disagreed with making
é clear distinction to their students between the elective and the core
portion of the Chemistry 20 prog‘raml. This is predictable in light of
the f1nd1x;gs that the elective material used was very "core-like. "

The data was further analyzed to see if the degree of agreement

was,related to any of the four ipdependeht variables. Results are

~
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. ‘/
TABLE 37 !
SOME SPECIFIC CURRICULUM DECISIONS
RELLATED TO THE ELECTIVE
Rating Scale:
(1) strongly agree
+ (2) agree
(3) disagree
(4) strongly disagree
Statement J Mean Response

I find that I frequently have to use time

intended for the elective portion of the

- Chemistry 20 program to continue

teaching core material , 1.9

I feel I have the knowledge and expertise
needed to develop a curricular unit for
my classes, 2.0

What I am actually 'doing in the elective
portion of the Chemistry 20 program is
" far from what I consider to be ideal ‘ _ 2.3

I feel that teachers should concentrate on-

adapting available materials for their

classes rather than trying to create their

own curricular unit 2.3

I make \a clear distinction between elective ‘
and core material to my students 2.8

4
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summarized in Tabie' 38 (Appendix D contains the frequency distri-
bution ). Differences between subgroup means of 0.5 or more or slight-
ly smaller differences which corroborate findings of other question-
naire items are noted.

The greatest variation with category occurred in the teachers

expertise in curriculum development. The larger staff tegchers felt

mpre knowledgeable than the smaller staff teachers, Keys to Chemistry

teachers more knowledgeable than ALCHEM 20 teachers, those with

more educat;on more knowledgeable than those with four or less years
and those with more experience more knowledéeable than-those with
10 years or less. The subgroulps that felt they had the expertise to
develop curriculum were also the subgroups that had a greater per-
centage'of their fnem_bers currently or previously involved in curri-
culam creation (Table 36), althox;gh in some instances these differences
had been small, Many teachers who felt they had the expertise to
develop curriculum were, however, not actually involved in doing so.
Agreement with the other four items did not vary with. teachers'
years of education or chemistry teaching experience. There was, |
however, some variation with size of Chemistry 20 staff and adopted
core reference. The ALCHEM AZO teachers agreed more strongly that
| they used elective time for core material and this supported the
findings (Figure 17 and 18) that only 14. 3% of the ALCHEM 20 teachers
were spending the prescribed amount of time on the elective as com-

pared to 31.3% of the Keys to Chemistry teachers. The larger staff

’
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teachers agreed more than the ''lone" chemish\ teachers that what
[N )

they were doing in the elective was not ideal. They were also the
group with the lowest mean number of elective classroom hours
‘(F'igure 24) and with the greatest percentage of teachers spending no
time on electives (kTah,.le 27). ¢
Item 3
The advantages of including elective topics i'n a Chemistry 20
program é-s reported by the samp’l’e in response to an open-ended
question forméd eight clusters. The information received is summar-
ized by providing a gene ralized'stateme‘nt abc;ut whicvh the comments
appeared to cluster, Secondly, the gumber of comments in the cluster
is reéérded and thirdly, some sample' comments are given,
l. Elective time allows for greater emphasis or extension of
material presente& in the.core portion of the program
(30 cormments).
- core is too brief in ce;téin areas
- flexibility for extension of core
- supplement a deficient core outline
- allow for in-depth study of certain areas
- supplement to core

- follow up to core

- better prepare students for next course.
’ v

\

2. Elective time provides students with an opportunity to ex-

plore areas of group or individual interest (23 conﬁnents)./
-~ provide choice of topics for students
- explore areas of student interest
- cater to varied interest of class
- provide opportunity for individual student interest
- room for individual choice is motivatingd.factbr

-

[N

A
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: ‘e« follow class interest in an area .t
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- opportunity to provide a d1fferent approach to learning.,

Elective time provides an opportunity to increase the rele-

vancy of the program, to show the interaction of the
Chemistry 20 course and ''real life'" (21 comments).

- explore topics of current interest
- relate chemistry to students' environment
- show chemistry as a part of our life
- . increase appreciation of the utility of chem1stry
- study topics from locale
=~ have student appreciate broader scope of chemistry.

Teacher has the opportunity to develop curriculum and in-

Crease the scope of the course during the elective portion

of the program (18 comments).

- chance to explore topics not included in core

- study topics of teacher or student interest

- teacher can choose subject matter

- free to develop objectives and curriculum

- opportunity to introduce new topic

- provide background information not included in core

- develop student skill in‘'time and equipm®nt’ management.

Elective topics can reflect teachers' interest and expertise

(9 comments). ‘ .

- teacher specialization can be included

- teacher can include their area of interest and competency

study topics of interest to teacher
‘capitalize on special teacher skill or knowledge.

i

C 92
App_lications of core concefts/theory cdn be explored in

-, L}

r»{elecnve portion of the program (7 comments)

© =« sgtudents can apply concepts

'~ give students knowledge and application of chemistry
applicationsg
- apply theory.
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7. Elective time is not an advantage of the program (5 com-

ments).

elective is required by Alberta Education
to fill in time o
what gives you the idea there are advantages.

8. Elective time provides an opportunity for more laboratory

work (4 comments).

- opportuxii.,ty for more experimental work
- time to develop laboratory skills.

The comments provided by the teachers in the‘largest cluster
indicate agaiﬁ t.hat allowing for flexibility in allocating core time is one
of the main advantages of sq:ileduling-elective time in a program. If
additional time is needed to cover core topics, it is available,

. The second most frequently commented on areas (clusters 2, 3
and 6) indicate a teacher awareness that elective time provides an
opportunity to focﬁs onk\student interests and to ba}ance‘ the theory and
practical in the course, The'opportunity to consider to'pics- of student
.Or current i'nte‘restris an advantage'more' often cited than was the oppor-
tun;i‘ty to serve teacher desire to be involvec{in curriculum creation or"
teacher interest (clusters 4 and 5). This is the reverse ordef of these
two areas reported in 'I;able 34, where teachers pe.rceived themselves
relying mainl-y on theif_ per sor‘xal interests and expertise when selecting
elective topics.

Clusters 7 and 8 represent comments from a small portion of

the respondents expressing negative feelings about the elective ,and an

1
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interest in ipcreasing the laboratory emphasis of the program.
Summary of Curriculum Decision Making in the Elective
-In'.item's 3 5, 6 and 8 data are given on curricular decisions related to
the elective. ‘,'\I“hese decisiohs_included curriculum adap-tation?aﬁ-d '
curriculum creation. A great deal more of tile former was reiSorted

than the latter.

1

Tevachehrs adapted considerably the program ‘organié’ativon out~
lined in the program of studies. The decisions made go beyond what
could be called adaptation accor‘di.ng» to the definiti:on us.edl in thJ.s stﬁdy;
"éhanges made in the perceived curriculum while gttempting to main-
tain the intent of the curriculum deévelopers.' Decisions made by
teachers to spend ﬁo time on electiv:as or to greatly usurp\tlixe elective’
time f:'or c.ore topics, adaptéd the prc.>g3:am outline to the e'xtent .that the
program intent was no longer being ca\x*ried. out. The program as

.

outlined was not being implemented by a go‘nsiderable‘number of

teachers. Curricular decisions made.By teachers created a gap be-

tween the 'intended" and the "actual" program similar tp that outlined

3

°

by f‘ullan (1977). - o |

.Teache‘rs eXprésséd'the aldvantaAgesv of elective topj.c-s in a way
whiéh closely paralleled the progfam intent, " When actually selecting
or créating t;\e elective material for their students the advantages
stated appearedv.more theoretic;l 'Fhan real. .

Topics selected were influenced more by teacher experiences ,

and interests than by student or local interests. When curriculum was
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developed locally it continued to reflect "d1sc1p11ne needs'' rather than
accommodating community or individual differences. These decisions
by the teachers age.m altered the pr.ogram intent outhned 1n the program |
of studles. The curnculu.rn tecewed by the teachers cons1dered the
\elective to be an integral part of the program and the advantages of such
an approach are clearly stated (Aopendix C). The teachers vie\"vekt‘fl the
core as fundamental, or of primary importance, to the Chemistry 20 )
program and the elective as of secondary importance. They perceived
the elective time as ''belonging' to the core topics if it was needed
whereas the curriculum guide cautions againet this, The\n@-ﬂof the
teachers repeatedly expressed the feeling that they could not adequately
cover the core content in the time allocated.' They f@lt that because of
the importance of this portion of the program they were Justlﬁed in using
V-electlve time to help the students achieve the core concepts outlined.

The teachers generally felt competent to create curr1cu.1t1m but
were amblve.lent as to whether or not they felt it was part of their role.
This ambivalence is reflected in the percentage of teachers (less than
one third of the- respondents) parficipating.in curricu}um development.

Teachers were far less active in curriculum creation decision making

than they were in curriculum implementation or adaptation.

Interview Sche dule Results

The liet of items used to focus the interview is included in

Appendix A. The items were used as a stimulus for a secondary
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N

source of data on teacher decision making in curriculum implementa-~
.tion, adaptation and creation, The three teachers interviewed are
briefly profiled psior to providing a summary pf the interview results.

Teacher A was responsible for all the Chemistry 20 classes in a

Junior-Senior High School located in a community with a population of

less than 1000. Keyvs to Chemistry was the adopted core reference,
Teacher A had five. years University éducation and between six and ten
years teaching experience, but :avas teaching Chemistry 20 for the first
year. | |

Teachers B and C had colleagues also teaching Chemistry 20,

had adopted the ALCHEM 20 core reference, had six years University

\

education and between six and ten years experience _teaching Chemistry
20. Teacher B was located in a small urban high school and teacher ‘
C in a large urban high school,

Teacher A 'begins’ his curriculum planning using the curriculum
guide aé his main resource, whereas teachers B and C relied more
heavily on the texthook. None of the teachers felt themselves restric-
ted by an overly prescriptive. c_:urriculurh guide, Teacher B had aﬁ'
in the selection of the prescribed core reference whereas teachers A' |
and C did not.

Core concepts were emphasized bby all three of the teachers.

If theyj.elt the textbook was deficient in any area they augmented it

with additional material, making sure that all of the core topics were

well covered. Teachers felt that the core contained what the students
° §
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"must have'' and the elective material was of a secbndary nature,  All
three of the teachers allowed core material to spill over into elective
~time. Teacher A felt that lack of experienc:e in teaching Chemistry

20 \;vas a prime factor affe"ctihg'.this adaptation. The desire was
present to spend more class time on electives (cufrently ten to four-
teen hours was spent on electives) and Teacher A anticipated that with
more experience in the program, teaching ''shortcuts' would become
obvious and the core could be manag;d ‘nless time. The perceived

.

advantage of the elective portion of the program in Teacher A's case

v

was to stimulate student interest, link chemistry to the real world and
help students get into the current liferéture. The selection of elective
topics reflected these desires. but the current situation was considered
not to be ideal and the hope for the future was to introduce more student
choice (viav;.)rojects or Science Fairs) into the elective portion of tﬁe
program.

Teacher C was currently spending é.bout iS hours on'elective

- <

topi_cs. Decisions in this iarge urban school were reached Ey con-
‘ census.‘ of those involved. The Chemistry 20 teachers agreed'on the

time allocation and the selection of an analytical chemistry unit avail-

able to _them.through the ALCHEM 20 program. The elective choice

was influenced by the-desire to increase the laboratory work in the -
program and precedent set within the school.. There was the feeling
. . : ’)

that individuals teaching. Chemistry 20 were part of a "team'' and made

curricular decision as a group.
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Teacher B felt the core-elective apér‘?ach was not operational
in many classrooms. Core was emphasized and the optional material
included’ in the textbook was cénsidered, in most cases, necessary
rather than supplementary to the core’?. If after this coverage, any
class time remained, it was used for remedial ‘work or enrichment

| depending on the individual $tﬁdent. Readiness for the next course
was considered the éfime student need.

None of the three teachers deveioped the elective material they
were currently using in their Chemistry 20 classes. All felt they had

the expert‘:ise, but not the time, to create curriculum.

—

Size of class and nature of the Chemistry 20 pr}gram kept Teacher
A out of the laboratory more than was -oait to be desirable. In spite of
this, however, Teacher A felt quite autonomous in decision making and

favored tHe individual teacher examination for final eyaluation,
Teacher B constructed (in consultation with colleague) the final evalu-

ation instrumqnt which focused on core material. Teacher B did not

. Q

feel that the prdgram organization lent itself to the use of a common
;-

provincial examination but also félt that the introduction of such.an

instrument would not;interfe‘ré or be restrictive. Any restrictions he

felt in program planning were ''in school' conflicts or considerations, .

hY

Teacher C used a common school-wide examination and felt that

teachers as professionals should be responsible for evaluation.

e

Teacher C woul'ci, however, have liked to see a Canada-wide bench- -

mark examination, perhaps even measuring cumulative learning from
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Chemistry 10, 20 and 30, Use of s;.lch an examination would be op-
tional, with an objective of establishing norms rathér than final
grades for in&ividualé.

| Decisions made by these three individuals lillustrate spécific
thought processes used by teachers in making curricular implemen-
t'ation,l adaptation and creation décisions. The ipterview data com-~
plemented the questionnaire data a.nd helped preserve the .focus on the
individuall in curriculum decision making, The decisions made by the
ipdividual teachers profiled were not contradictory of the group
trends observed m thé analysis of the combined responses to the

& . :

que stic.mnaire.. The teachers all reported feeling quite autonomous in
their decis.ion ma}cing. The core reference was heavily relied on as a
plannin‘g resource and the emphasis was on the core portion of the
program. The three were aétively involved in implefnent‘ing and
adapting curriculum but none were involved inghe creation of locally
developed ;:urricullim. The one area in which the three teachers did

not support the questionnaire data was that the desire for a more

-

- centralized form of evaluation than was currently used was not é‘dent

in the individual responses. S Y

Summary and Discussion of Findings

A summary and discussion of the study f(indihgs is organized
around each of the feur research questions initially posed for.the
study:

1. What is the nature and scope of the teacher decision making
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related to curriculum implementation?

The teache;; felt quite autonomous in their role as de-
| ;isioh makers as they franslgted the curriculum established at the
societal and institutional level intp instruction, They did not feel
restricted by decisions made at other levels. ;I'hére was some
indication that the amount of control teachers now have over tbe pro-
gram is more than they consider ideal - specifically in the afea of
evaluation whe;e there Qas a trend to desiring greater centralizafcion
of coﬁtrol.

Tea;chers relied heavizly on the prescribed core reference
as a s‘ource of input ini:o curriculum impl\ementation decisions, even if
they had not had a say in its selection. It tended to become the
"progra.m of studies' and had a greater infiuence on implementation
decéisions than the received éurriculurn guide, | Implementation
decisions were also often made in light of the teachers' interest and
experience, .andb input from colleague;. It is significant to note t31at
student experiences and interests wer‘e cbnsi’dered of only moderate
importance, 1e53' influéntial than six other items.

2. To vs{hat exj:ent and in What"ways are teachers involved in de-
cision r;xakig,ge*.reiated to curriqululrn adaptation?

Teachers .reported being actively inv;‘)lved in curriculum
adapfation. The'y d:id not feel- that the -curriculurﬂn they received was

overly prescriptive and made changes which in, some instances altered

the intent of the received E:urriculu.m. The teachers clearly favored
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the cognitive, discipline orientated goals over skill, process, or inter-
disciplinary goals and planned their programs accordingly, The
teachers were primarily concerned with transmitting to the students
N
the core concepts outlined. The core was considered of primary
importance and the elective of secondary importance. The time allo-
cated to the elective portion of the program was either usurped by the
core dr spent on ”cqré-like" material, This program adaptation re-
sulted in a gap between the "intended" and "actual" curriculum. The
teachers cited advantages of the core-elective approach similar to
those stated in the "received'' curriculum but in implementing the
pfogram, these theoretical advantages were overruled by the teachers!
value system or their "academic rationalism" orientation to curricu-
lum. This orientation also influenced the choice of elective material
sél‘ected or created for use in the elective portion of the program,
Topics selected were influenced more by teacher experiences and
N . l“l":'i ™ .
interests than by student or local interests. This is supportive of the
statements of Walker (1971) and Pylypiw (1974):
It appears that the force of the teacher's per-
sonal background and value system is the
most powerful functioning element operating
when decisions are made regarding the
selection of an area of concentration. There-
fore, regardless of other influences such as
availability of resources, the recommenda-
. +  tions of the provincial or the lacal guide, the
needs and interests of students...all are
secondary to the teacher's likes and dislikes,

his beliefs, his needs and his. mterests.
(Pylypiw, 1974, p. 146)



v

131

- PR

" Little or no attempt was made to ''better fit"' a program created for

students "in general' but implemented with specific students in specific.

situations.

3. | To what extent and in what ways are teachers involved in de-
cision making related to curriculum ‘creation?

The elective portion of the Chemistry 20 program provides
the opportunity for teachers to create curriculum., The teachers cut
back considerébly on the time gllocateci to the élective and in the’
reduced time they most qften relied on optional material in the core
reference. When this was 1;10t available, or additional material was
needed,v teachers tended to select and adapt curriculum from what was
available to them, Les; than one third of the teachers were or had
been involved in creating curriculum, The? felt they had the' exper-
tise-but not the time to develop curriculum for their Chemistry 20
classes. The list of those units that were developed locally continued
to refl,ec't é focus on the discipline .a.nd a cognitive orientation,

Teachers did not create curriculum to localize or individualize the

program.

4. What is the relationship of size of school, prescribed core
reference adopted, or professional background of the teacher to
curriculum implementation, adaptation or creation decision
making?

e s ' , \
Generalizations must be cautiously made as the size of the

' : v
subgroups varied considerably and the number of teachers in some
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categories was small (Table 4).

The professional background of the teacher, including
years of education and years of Chemistry 20 teaching experience,
had little effect on most of the decisions reported by the respondents‘
of the study. Those with more education reported a) being influenced
by the curriculum guide, b) feeling knowledgeable in the area 6f
curriculum development, c) desirous of creating curriculum if
release time was made available and d) hav;.ng a final évaluation instru-
ment which measured elective as well as core, more frequently than
did those with four or less years of education. Those with eleven or
more years Chemistry 20 teaching experience reported a) spenciing :
more time on elective ’t;opics, b) feeling knowledgeable and having had
involvement in curriculum creation, with greater frequency than those
with less experience.

Decisions made \‘/aried more with the siz;e of Chémistry 20

teaching staff and the prescribed core referen% adopted, than they

did with the professional background of the teacher.

v

C

Keys to Chemistry teachers were currently using an individual

- teacher examination but, preferred a provincial examination more

frequently than did the ALCHEM 20 teachers. The greatest variation

occurred in decisions made regarding the elective portion of the pro-

gram. The Keys to Chemistry teachers spent more time on electives
and did not have available or use ''optional'' material in the core .

reference. Instead, they selected from available or created elective
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curriculum. They a) desired availability of more and better resource
materials, b) felt they had the expertise to create curriculum and c)
had been involved in curriculum creation more frequently than
ALCHEM 20 teachers. The ALCHEM 20 teachers expressed satis-
£a‘¢tion with their prescribed core reference more frequently than did

Keys to Chemistry teachers and they relied on it for both the core

and elective portign of the program. The '"optional'' material became

the "elective'" material. The ALCHEM 20 teachers were more apt to

see their core reference as the '"program of studies,'' relying less on
the curriculum guide, supplementary resources or locally developed

materials than the Keys to Chemistry teachers. The Keys to Chemistry

teachers selected elective curriculum from supplementary resources

or developed it locally. They were more active in-curriculum creation

. ‘ 4
than the ALCHEM 20 tg:achsrs, however, the elective material selected

or created remained very like the core,
, : -

The larger staff Chemistry 20 teachers, a) had and desired yet
greater centralization of cont.rol of evaluation, and b) felt they had the
expertise and desired the time to create elective curriculum, Although .
teachers with colleagues felt rﬁore confident and were more de sirous
of being given time to create elective curriculum, they were-actually
doing less than their "lone" counterparfs. The ''lone' Chemistry 20
teachers spent cons;derably more clas.s time on elective topics and

desired availability 6f more and better materials more frequently than

did those teachers with one or more colleagues. The ''lone'' teachers



relied less on the textbook and desired a common provincflal examin-
ation less frequently than did the larger staff teachers. When teachers
had colleagues also f;_aching Chemistry 20 the.y tended to act as a
group. The input of many convetged to one "agceptable'' program’
rather than diverging ;nd one teacher providing a stimulus to the
oth_er. An interdependence seemed to develop that made it easy for
the teachers to see advantages of further extending centr.alization of
contrdl. The ''lone' teachers had perhaps become écc&stomed to

acting independently and as a result were far less desifous of having -

this independence infringed upon. i

In this éhapter the results of the inquiry into the éeachers' role

in curriculum decision making were reported. The quq\;tior'lnaire
: » ’
findings' were presented as frequency counts, percentages; we.ightings
and rank ordering oflcombined responses and augméntegi by a small -
amount of interview data. The teachers in the sample ;Jere making
i

decisions of significance as they implemented, adapted%and created
curriculum, ~—~ ‘

Chapter V contains a summary of the investigatiq:n, co’nsiders- ;

some of the implications of the study and suggesté foci for further

research,

’ . o ’ .



CHAPTER V

STUDY SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, IMPLICATIONS AND

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR FURTHER RESEARCH

A

e
4
¢

from’ one geographical a.‘x;e.a, and therefore findings are not general-

. ¥ -
The study was exploratory, the sample was small and drawn

izablg.' The results, when used cz’aﬁtiously, hov;réyer,lhave« imﬂi-
cations for t;1e ecl.ﬁcational' community and sugge st foci for f\;rther -
re?earcl;x. | s , |

The intent of the study was to look at teacher n';ade curricular
c;lecisiq_ns in a.-.h‘ai;.ur’a.listic setting and to describe what was observ;ad.

" The review of the litera'ture had pointed out the critical role of the
<9 -
* teacher in curriculum decision making as they imt:lerhentéd, adapted

and created cur:;ie;ulmn for their classes and had highlighted the lack

:&of restarch into the nature and séopé of decision making that is. .

= actuilly taking place.at the instructional Jevel. Four research ques-

o

-

tj.ons-provid_ed.ﬂ;e Afocﬁs fdr the invvestigatfon into' the teachers! *

’ perceptions of the'ir éurricular décision making, A questionﬁaire and
'i.nte\rview sch”edt;le..Were deireloﬁed to gathér the data, Three téalche‘rs
were interviéwed individuall& and questionnaires‘ were sent or de-

 livered to l"éevept;;.Ch‘emistry 20 teachers in the E;dmoﬁtc;\;i vicinity,

Sixty one of the questionnaires vwe.r.e cbmp’[é;ed.and returhed providing

-a 87. }% response, .Th’e'saiﬁﬁe v}as' catego_\rvized according to the size

135
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of their Chemistry 20 staff, the prescribed core reference adopted,
their yéars of education and years of ‘chemistry teaching exper-
ience, The teachers" decision making role in curriculum implemen-

L:&on, adaptation and creatitn was examined for the sample as a
;rl;ole and for the subgroupings identified (Table 4).

" The teachers in the sample were found to make significant
curricular decisions. The curricular decisions made were more
influenced by the size of the Cherﬁistry 20 staff and core reference
adopted than by the professional background of thé teacher. .Function-
ing at the interface of curriculum and instruction.teach.ers trar;s.la.ted an
intended curriculum into instruction, making decisions in an environ-

.

ment they perceived to be relatively unrestrictive. They adapted the

program they received in light of their value system and conception of
: c-urriculum rather than their specific situation. It was the universal, _
cognitive concépﬁ:s wﬁich were emphasized in the core and the elective
portions of the program. Teachers wef; involved in implementing and
;daptixiacggricxﬂum to a g_reafer extent than in creating curriculum.
'I'he -findings ‘of lt.}1i.s“s‘tudy we r; supportive of the minimal number
of other st\;dies inquiring into '"what is', that are reported on m the
literafure. Curricular decisions made by the teacher were critical in
deterrﬁining tl"1e nature of the program actually offered the stu&enté
, s .
_(McLune, - 1.9707 Doll, 1978; Eisner,? 1979). As Olson (1978) had
. ﬂ‘ported, the feacheris‘ reacted £av6rabiy to ;:ent_ralizatién of céntrol )

o -

and were reluctant to become involved in curriculum creation. As

L]

XE
<
S
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Poll (1970) had also found, the presc /iﬁled textbook was considered a

%lum decision making than

the curriculum guide. The discipline,

more important source of input into

teachers functioned much as the 'platform' suggested by othgrs

(Walker, 1970; McFarland, 1975). It, rather than situational factors,

was the basis for much of the curriculum adaptation decision making.

'd

: Conclusiéng and Implications

The conclusions dra;wn are supported by the explicit and implicit

content of the fincilings.reported in Chapter IV, These conclusions

combined with a discussion of thei:r’ {@plicatio;s are in a sense the
essence of the study a;lxd are oftex_l suggesfive of areas needing further
'. exploration. The problem is ongoin.g“a.nd as such, the conclusions
reached by this eAxploratory study wil]..'hopefullir be reﬁe-@ed' and
reconsidered in the light of findix;gs ofw future studies. |

The teachers tended to make. their curriculum impleméntation '

_decisions autonomously and did not feel restricted by other levels of

>

decision making., This is not bec_;ause the intended curriculum lacked

prescriptiveness. Instead teachers opted for their own level of .

N Y

decision making and a.dapt_ed: or ignored prescriptive statements. As
Doyle and Ponder (1977) state the '""'morm of autonomy (or individualism)

operating among teachers _appearé to have effectively minimized the

e A,

impact of outside influences #n the classroom" (p. 2). This'is most-
evident in the consideration of the core-elective orga;lization of the -

v
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program. Teachers regarded the terms ''core' to mean "important'"

“.and "elective' to mean ''less important. ' This is specifically cautioned

against in the curriculum gu.ide, SO0 some rr;eans has to be found of
copvincing teachers that ''elective" é.lso means "important' if the ‘gai)
between the a.dopted and the imp;lemented program is to be red\.‘lcevd.
It would seem that the teache?s' emphasis on the core was closely

associated with their erhphasis on the cognitive., The program of

_ studies specifically outlines the core concepts and the textual materials

\

prescribed .eiaBorate on these cobncepts,But the teachers afe left on
their own to find ma‘terials.ldr design strategies for achieving the other
objec:tives dealing with histqriéal development, application, appreci=
ation and integration. vPe rhaps the teé.c‘he:s are reading an ﬁnplicit
emphatsi.s on the cognitive ‘into the course> as outlined in the program of
studies. If indeed the "received" curriculum intends a broader range
§f obbjectives (as it states), then teachers Will have to be convinced of
this and ways found to encourage thefn to broaden their empl;a;)sis. Ox;xe
wonders what, 1f any, incentivés are currently provided to-have
teachers move in that direction. 'Y\V‘hen teachers focus orn_ the core and

the cognitive they are perhaps rewarded by _havihgcjstudents do well in

‘the next class because the cognitive concepts are the building blocks of

" the three year chemistry program. If what was considered ''core"

‘also clearly reflected a broader range of objectives perhaps teachers
would be convinced tha.t integration, appreciation, history and/or

application were also goals of high priority.

J
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The gap bet§veen the intended and implemented curriculum was.
'.less\ evident w1th the ”lone"' Chemistry 20 teachers thar; with the lgrger '
staff teachers, When the:'e were two to six Chemistry 20 teachers on
a staff the trend was to ''concensus' and a centra.l-iza.tién of decision
making., This had the effect of 'kéepiné the program more '"traditional"
and ''change re sistant” and created a larger gap b'etween the ihtended
and implemenlted'progra_m than when the. teacher worked flone.’ This
finding has implications for the organizational st-ructure of the large
high schools, What g‘an be done to ehcourage a sense o.f professional
independence among teachers who must work closely together? Are
larger departments intimidating é.nd hierarchical rather than éncour-
aging and'supportive? The "Sigger is better' syndrome is questionable

when the gap between the ""actual' and "intended" curriculum is greater

- in the larger schools than in the smaller. Traditionally the rural

schools have looked to the urban schools for leadership - the findings
of this study suggest that the reverse would have benefits as well,
In implementing the curriculum, teachers continued to rely

heavily on the prescribed core reference even if they had not been

. consulted in its selection and despiteA‘the advantages listed in the

curriculum guide of \;lsing a variety of resources. This has implica-
tions for those selecting and déveloping core references., The more

complete the textbook, thfp less iikely teachers are to look elsewhere

[

or to develop their own materials. Once the core reference is selected,

[

_many'other curricular decisions made by the teacher are influenced by
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.

the ch’oice.‘

In addition to the prescribed reference, the teachers relied on
.the\ir ov;m experiences and interests and those of their colleagues in
thelr _ﬁu’rriéular decisibﬁ\makir'xg. Stdent interest and experience was
not a strong inﬂuence.‘ If the desire of other levels of decision making
is to localize and individualige the curriculum, then the impetus and, |
encburagement will have to be provided, as the teach.ers are moving
toward greater standardization and centr‘.alization of control. Teachers
may have focused more on students when deciding ""how' to teach,™but
when .given the opportunity to choose "what' to teach, local and stﬁdentl
interes\ts had little in\.fluence. Teachers showed l»ittilé inclination to
change the course to better fit specific groups of students or to increase

“ .
Ny

it's appeal to a broader ran'ge: of studénts. Instead; they expressed the
desire to have better pre.pa..red stucients (change the learne'r) to better
fit the course. This would imply a rathe}i elitist'vigw of the cbemistry
program, cognitive and discipline orientated. There is litth.e evidence
»th.at teachérs saw chemistry as part of the educational Gestalt - inte-
grated with othér sciences, technology and society,and with long as
well as short range benefits to the <£.s_tudent. The role ot{ Chezr_iistry~26‘
in a student's education was reéaﬁded more as an opportuniﬁ to build
on c'onc.epts developed in Chemistry 10 and to prepare §tudents for
Cherﬁistry 30. - ) | . ¢
Underlying the decisions that teachers made as they .in'wleme.nted

and adapted curriculum was a ye'ry influential ”pblatforrr;" from which

\ .
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they \t'un;:tioned.' The study finﬁings; however, ?indicate that teachers
were generally more concerned with practical, \day to day consider-
ations, such as large classes, time shortage and inadequate laboratory
‘facilitie‘s, than with their teaching .epi‘stomqlogy. " There was".little
evidence that teachers asked themselves ""Why should this course be
.offered?”or reflected on or critic‘:all}? examined their educational philo-
sophy. It would be of i.ntefest to know: How cognizant and critical are
teachers of their individual ”lplatl:forms”? What role or respo.nsibi]ity
do teacher educaﬁon institutions have in developing angi increasing the
awareness of this epistomology? oo N

Teachers feel that they have tie expertisé to develop curriculum
but few are actively doing so. What is perhaps even more crucial is
tha‘t teé;_chers do not See cy;;rriculurn ¢reation as an inteéral part of
vthéir role or job @escription. If teacherg are to become more in§;1ved
in this area of dec\ision making they fnust see it more clearly a; a
teaching responsibility. This could be proﬁoted by teacher education:
fa'cﬂifies, school districts and school administrétion. “The issue of
teacher invc;lvement in curriculum creation .is closely linked to ﬁhe
"teacher as profesgional"- or ''teacher as fechnician" controversy. The
 implication is that curriculum creation is a higher order task than
curr1culurn 1mplementat1¢?n or ada.ptatxon and if teachers tend away
from th:.s area of decisiof makJ.ng (as was the case with 70% of this

sample) their status tends to the la-tt'er-rather than the former. Those

, . “ o
teachers that are involved are developing curriculum about "core-like''

oo
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topics that are discipliné' rather than studént or community centered.

This h;; a number of implications. Ways have to be found of encour-

agbin‘g tea.chers to focus on a .variety‘ of affective, skill and inter-

disciplina‘ry gdals instead of restricting themselves to the cognitive

domain, Perhaios teachers know how to develop only one kind of -

curriculum - that which focuses on thé cognitive, Ways have to be ./’\
/

. | \’
explored of encouraging teachers to use the expertise they feel they S ~
have in curriculum development. Perhaps teacher education sﬁo/uﬁ.
concentrate more on having teacHers actually develop curriculurﬁ
rather than on the vth,eory of how to develop rx}ateri_als; Early expér-
ience may encourage teachers to 'do"" ra;:her than "know, " Currex;tly'
those who take time fb\ deveiop curriculum are'rewarded with an
“increased workload," Teachers offen mentioned "'time'' as the reason ‘
they were not actively involved in curriculum creation. it may seem to
teachers thaf the cost factor of curriculufn development, the amount of
investment necessary compared to the amount of retﬁrn, is currently
too great. Ways hé.ve to be explored of altering this cost ratio if ‘
teachers are to take advantage of the curriculum creation opportunities
afforded thém. Inc;-eased teacher participation in curriculum creation

wquld enhance the elective pqrtion of the progra-m and contribute to the
inﬁplementation, of the intended ‘cur riculu.fn.
Teachers are not pushing f‘or grééfer control of the curriculum.
If the current trend is to greater deéentraliggtion of curriculum

decision making, it would appear to be more thrust upon them than



143

demanded/by them. Teachers are not showing initiative or accepting
the curriculum decision making opportu.nitie; offered them. In
fayoriné a move to a ;llore centralized evaluation procedure they
appear to be willing to give u‘[':o some of the vcdntrol they now ha:re. Do
fhey distrust their own or their colleagues ability to individually
measure student a:chievement? What can be done to enhance teachers!'

confidence in their ability to carry out professional responsibilities '.\'
which: include more than the technical aspects of teaching? What is the
role of teacher education institutions and professional'associations in

encouraging teachers to accept an expansion of their curriculum

decision making responsibilities,

ﬂlggesti?nifo? Further Research

In_ the discussion of the implications of this study many ﬁnan-
swered_ég&stions have already been identi:fieci. Fx;om an exploratory
.s.tudy -of fhis nature there arise many possible foci for fﬁrther' gesearch.

‘This stﬁdy invoived a small sample from one geogrvaphical léc;-
tion. Would the finéings of an empirical, province-wide ét;dx bé
consistent with this explorator}.r study? | | |

An intensive study of the curriculum deci'siQn rha.king of a few |
individuals‘ would perhaps indicate some of the reason§ underlying the ‘
.decis'ibr;s made by the Saﬁple of tﬁis study. 'i’he impértance of the '

"platform' from which individuals make their decisions requires a

research methodqlogy which would elucidate the underlying assumptions

©
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held by the teachers and which influence their decision making. In this
way perhaps sofné of the ''"below the surface' data would be revealed
to augment the finamés of this study.

This study focused on teachgr perceived curricular decision
making. The students may perceive and experience another curricu-
lum, . Another stﬁdy could focgs on the student experience and gather
dfta by classroom observation and student interview teshniques,

| Teachers Qere found to be ''adapting' rather than "adopting' the .
received curri.'culu.rn.l It would be of interest to know how these adap-
tations are affecti.pg student experience and outcomes. What effect
does the emphasis on the cog‘nitive haye on student learnings? Dpes
increasing the time spent on core result in greater mastery of core
concepts? What effect does the elimination of the elective porti:on of
.the _progran; have on sfudent ac'hie.vement, attitudes, and i)erceptions
of the long term bene.fits of the program?

. Anothex: stu&y could examine how school orgahization is affecting
decisions made by tealche.rs. ~What are”some of the advantages and
disad-vantages of large staff associations? Similarly, program organi- .
zation could be studied. Are there ways other than j:he co-re_-electi\‘r;
apl;roach of reaching the .desired program goalé?

The 'teachefs were recognized as significant decision mak;efs.
How skilled al:e they at decision making? Is it a skill which is empha-

sized in their teacher education? How could their decision making

abilify be imprbve d?
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‘

. GURRICULUM DECTSION MAKING IN CHEMISTRY 20:

A TEACHER QUESTIONNAIREK

PART I GENERAL INFORMATION

My school is located in a communigy
vith a population of:

less chan 1090
1000 - 4999
5000 - 29 999

30 000 - 99 999

100 000 or more

My school contains grades:

K or.l - 12

7 - 12 s
10 - 12 .
other (please specify) *

\ -

..

The approkimach’ aunle of full time
teachers in my school fs:

1 -9

¢ —

10 -.24

| m——

m—

28 - 39
40 or more
The number of teachers teaching

t least one class of Chcuintry 20
1? uy school is:

)
\ 1
L 2-3
N ¢
. 4 or 5 ’
"6 or more C .
The years of university education
for vhich I am bcing pn_‘g is:
2 9: less
3'or 4
s ,
(] of aore

Degrees obtained are:-

A
1l

?‘
Thlnk you for :hin background

PART 2 which deals with curric

-c-aching Chemtistry 20.\.

-

7. My total years of teaching exparience
is:
1 or lass '
—2-5
6 - 10
- 11 - 15 ¢ \
16 or more ) ‘
8. My total years of Chcniu:ry ceaching

experience {s:

1 or less

L ] -
2 -5
—-— . .
6 --10 L e
o : [ o .
11 or mora. i « L
. 2 P '. _A,\W. . . t‘
9. The pr.scribod Core :ox;lubk uicd o Ty o v
in ay Chemiscry 20 clnc.n‘fﬁh e f'v~'ﬁ W Loy

~pv

3 e
Keys to Chcmiscr "'

~
~
..

Ladbettar ec al. ,js "~PF‘, P
ALCHEN 20 LR Py
-Jcnkln' et al. "i‘ <3 3:‘\
both of the abova g o SO LA N - SR
(indicate to the right of SRV P gy

the titles thecparcentage
reliance on each)

’?o.' Chemiscry 20} sses nocmally
coaprise appro ately % of my
teaching load. P . .
N © 20% or .'I.oalﬁ . . o
21 - 40X
41 - 60%
61 - 80X
AY
more than 807
L4 “‘).' ‘
11. Other sybjects that I am :.nch%ng are: :
L og
\3
Lnfd.uutien” Please procesd to’

ular dacisions you nako in
L.
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PART II

.

Instructors may desire many qualicies for .their studeats.
list, select the three you most want
Rank your seleccions 1 (high),

the goal in your classes.

153

Prom the following
your Chemisery ,20 stydeacs to achieve.

2 or J according to che extant you emphasizae

Underscand/appraciace incterrelacionships of science and technology

with sociaecy

discipline

Relate knovledge ascquired in class to real vorld or community

systems and problems

clamiscry

vocation selection

e ———
———————
——————
—————
—

Aquire a knowlaedge and

Underscand the principles, concepts and terainology af the discipline

Aquire knowledge adi citdi-s tovard chemistry which will assist in

v

&%
appreciation of che

Ba lbl’ to understaand ld‘putitlc reseaarch literature

Apply prinétplcl learned ig the coursa to solve qualitative and/or
quanticative problens ‘ :

no

Devalop proficicgcy in Lghotlgﬁry mathods and ctechaniques of ché

i

o

. N

Y ]

hiscory and philosophy of

‘

Develop nppr‘cia:lom/gndcrs:lnding of the scilencific mathod

>
1 .

. - N 4 ,
2. To what extent do you teach the following concepts in the Core portion of
your Cheaistry 20 program? D
1 2 3 6 [ 3
I do notc I only I teach - 1 give I give heavy g .
teach mentioa lighely * moderate enphasis L
' attention .
Circle the nuabar which best 'describaes your practice. : )
. . W i
SOLULLONS Ar@ WLXEUTES wuvvireeivrmnnnrennnnnnnensnn.. 1 2 3 4 5 '
Fﬁ‘hacion of aqueous solutions is a
Chemical TRECEL0M .t ivnuuivnernnreenneennernnennennn. L 2 3 4 5
Concentration represents the . ‘E
proporation of solute €0 SOLlVeERL..u.veeencnoununenaas 1 2 3 & !
Chemical subgtances exist as T P -
elements bonded COgEChEr ......¢ec0viennereretonnenens 1l “2 3 & L .
Organic chemistry can be termed
-carboa chentstry Sttt ecertstatterstsreiesesnssaseses 1 2 3 4 S
;,t Hydrocarbons fora an important
- group of chamicals R A R R R M S S SR S
T - S .
R " Hydrocarbon derivatives form AR ¢
« N anocther impodcant group of chemicals tsedsersssesssess 1 2 3 & 5 .-
| X : ' ’ ‘ o
‘\.“ et e .. M 3 ’ .
A ¥ \Q. Mst the 3 main advantages of including elective topics in a Chemiscry 20
’ ~. ptogranm. —~~ ' v . :
LI . .
*‘. . ‘v(' Yo, .
Kk B Y S
f'-ﬁ& 2.} ‘fFZZ"' *
A g ® ... B - )‘.‘ ~ ‘ .
" ',i‘ 5. 3 o~ -
L . N 'in' - “ 3
N N e x
Ll
. LY 720 S
POl . it ia? ' -
. » T
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. -
. - . . o )
. e Tha !51Lawtnz 1isec coazins ?osstbin’saurccs of t4puc taes :cutriculux
o ’ dec2t £8P 3akiag. Aczordiag ) vour astiaace of thelr velacive Lapor-
E{ }' tagee €2 ¥Oou ia vour classroom, pL4a34 TU3Ca 423 Jae 3a he foilawiay
@ - 1:bjra: .
1) of ne Laporzanca )3 '
1) 9¢ lizsla Lapor:;nc|‘~‘ .
3) {dgs9rzant -
4) vecry i1apor:aacz
3alecced CexX2200ks 4ad 28ACNECTS VAAURBLS . ..o b 2 3} -
peryuodicals and ZEWIPAPEIS . ...t ea e et b 2 3 .
.0 L0-8@STLCE FOCKRINAODE 4 vvenrecrnnnnonnsansnanananeensas L 2 3 4
.
pazsdaal ax?er¥haces and L2:47€8$85 .L.........eaaeaa.. 2 3 a
supoleacensacsy Hooks aad A.V. 2acarials. .. ... 00 L 3 ] -
- Arovinsadl IurTtiiulum guidas . ... Lol i et i e I 1 3 -
formal profassiconal ZevelopTant 23UTIES . ......ove.. A 2 3 .
(Caivearsszvy, ldocally Jr zoxmerccial
scudanss’ axpariances ind L{aTATESTE ... ...l IS 2 ] -
surTiculea soasulzanss (diszsizs ac rroviacial) ... 1 2 3 .
opiaisans 3% paceacs, ccamynticy zsoups, @22, ... ....... L2 3 -
- fiscassi3n aad inpuce ftoa 23slleagues
(zaazaers and/or adaiatsscacars) e et T 2 3 &
. . = ] )
L2002229ty zaserialy and WOTRIVOKI ... iieicaiienese b 2 J -
srafassioaal associazisns ar 29uacild ..., L 2 b} -
a 3. The Alder: Zducacion Curvizulua Suide suggescss zhaacs a;n::x:ﬁk:cly
33 g
25 hours >f zaa &3 aours ciass zi3e :a Thearssry 10 He allocaczad :9
cae scudy ! alaccive z3pics.
a) How 1aav houss of vaur 2.ass ci3e do vou czallv 3dead aa
a.aczive 23l f
.’ - -
%) 12 vour rasponse 2 (a) i3 _assTMiaa 2
tae follswviag fac:q¥Y iafluenveM.rous
. : ; o :
oo the z3cae fac:oes L (hiza), 2 or ) sz
» - saedir lallienss: dn vour decision.
- - . . : ) . & y‘
: Core z30l:s age 3078 L1P07TI3AT 11aa diaziiva WopLis, Ty
—— ' »
. ) :a:i’:e;i:: za220¢ 3¢ 3aza2ged 3 Lae Iiae suggescad
. A
v T -ace of faciiizlas : ”
Lack 3% iatesesc (sctudezc 37 zaacher) 13 elaciive 9Ptz
Ea— , . .
: Lack 9% aacerisls and/or -cesour:es Ior alercaiva zo3tics
Lack 0! zi3e 1o develop elec:sive cusctizulua
, Jdchar [Caazgeaz) ) .
N - .h :
e .
N . \’ . ",'." .
' N
' \ T de
-,
“ A
» . ’ » ' .
. . a PR
. POOR COPY * -
COPIE DE QUALITEE INFERIEURE ’
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You may have included one o& more of the following elactive topics
in your Chemistry 20 program this year. Indicace with a check to
the left of che topic those that you ctaught. If you chack morae
than one, indicate to the right the approximate number of hours
spent on each topic.

Chemistry of the Car crees hour&

—— ‘Environucutll Cheafstry e

— Pﬁlyucrs: Long Chtir' Moleculas Y

— _ Biochemiscry : C e ‘ o8

. Qualitative Analysis ceen T

—— A locally developaed unit ceea w
(please specify)

— .. Topics or axercises considered optional but iacludad in
prescribed core texts ceees

— Other (please sp;city)

Choosea the response which best fics your situacion.

The elective macerial used would primarily be considered:
An extansion of a core copic

Ao indepth, intensive s"udy of a core topic

Core ctheory put into an applied context '
Topics unrelated to the core %
e

. PR T - P
Which three fagrdesd had:che greaatest bcartnﬁvon the topic(s)
‘selactead for q lective pattion of the program? Rank che most
tafluential 1" (high) # ot 3. . gy . .

Q

The decision was mldg at another level

School facilicties

My personal experience, knowledgs, interesc etc. R

Local (community) interests

Student characteristics And/gr prcf‘ronc-

llllH

Other (please spacify)

'

7.0pinioa varies as to who should bn rosponuiblt for measuring final stcudent
achievement in Cheaistry 20. e ¥ '.

a)

Indicate wyith & check mark how b). Indicate with a check mark
general a final evaluation - how general a final evaluatior
instrument is currently used in instrument you would consider

your class. ) to h:!j,d.al.
common district examination - c;nion provincial exam q&
common school-wide exam — . common &is:ric: axam
individual teacher exam * \_____ common school-wide exan
- . e individual teacher exam
- '



8. Circle the response which best reflacts your thinking or situacion J

SA -
A -
D -
SO -

strongly agree
agree

disagres

strongly disagrea

a) Ia ay teaching I am consciously influencad by the
objectives which are specified in che Albarta
Education Curriculum Guide.

b) I have opportunity for significant input into the
selaction of the prescribed cora textual unc.rial:

used in my Cheatscry 20 classes.

)

¢) I am wvell satisfied with the core textual macerials
prescribed for use in my Chemistry 20 classes.

d) I make a claar diatiﬁction betwean esluctive and

core material

to my students.

e) I find :ho’glbcrta Education Curriculum Guide 1s

my sctudentcs.

£) 1 find that I

iptive and does not allow ame

overly prs c?,
enough fr“do- to adequately meet tha needs of

frequencly have to use tima incend-

ed for the elective portion of the Chenmistry 20
program to continue cuaching core ua:etial

of ‘'the Chemistry 20 program is far from what I P

., &) What I am actually doing in che electiva por:io?::>

‘consider to be ideal.

h) 1 have been or am curreantly involved in the

creacion of a
1) I feel I have

2

locally developed untcz.

the knowledge and expertise naeeded

N to develop a curricular unit for my classes.

)

A

J)» 1 feel that teachers should concentratas on adapé-

ing availadle

mncorials for their classas racher

than :rying to create their owan cur:icul;r unic.

k) Pinal s:ud-n:

evaluation in my Chemisccy 20

classes reflects achievement i{n the eleccive
porction of the program as well as the cora.

9. Please ifndicate who you fecl you must coasult or rocciv;
to do the following:

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA

SA-

‘SA

A D SD
A D SD
A D SD
A D sD
A D sD
A D §D
A D SD
YES  NO
A D SD
A D SD
A D SD

raission from

add nlcnrinlé d suppleaent

core resources::

alter the ctﬁc,nllocacnt_for
various prescribed ynits of
study 1

 select goals, topics and re-

sourcas for elective portion
or progranm

design a final evaluation proce-
dure and examination for scudents
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\

10. Rank the following items to indicata the three, 1 (high), 2, 3, chat
vould coatribuce the most to an improvaed Cheatistry 20 program for

your students.
more freedom to choose matarials
more interaction with colleagues and/or adninisttnccri

lass fnterfarence from colleagues and/or administrators
smallar classes
more Ceachsr~aide time

aore Cl(l’icli lll’.l!lﬂc‘.

NERRER

availability of more or better media or #nstrucctional macerials

changed coursa outline

instructor realease time to develop course and/or wataerials
differedac goals and objectivas

professional davalopment opportunicies

’

becter laboratory facilitias

students better prapared to handle course requirements

-

increasing the time agtually speat on lltCCl!& topics

other (please speacify)

ERERRER

Thank'you. A stampaed, self-addressed envelope has been enclosed. I will
be looking forwvard to receiving the completed questionnaire. I Ssincerely
apprecilate your time and responses.

&
2



(.

oint? What is your main resource? What is the
/arriculum guide and the text? - :

Do you like the way the program is divided into core and elective?
Do you give particular emphasis to any of the core areas? Why?
What affects this decision? Did you select the prescribed core
reference used in your classes? Were you consulted on the
decision? If you are not involved in the selection who is?

How much class time ‘do you spend on electives? Why? Which
elective topics do you cover? Why? When do you cover elective
topics? Why? Do you make these detisions regarding the
elective? - If not, who does? Do you like having elective pro-
gra ing? What are some of the advantages or disadvantages
of having time allocated to elective topics. Is your treatment of

«elective topics satisfactoryg,to you? Why?

o or what restricts your decision making in the Chemistry 20
program? Does the curriculum guide give you too much or too
little frqedom? Do you .construct your own final evaluation

instruments for your students? If not, who is responsible for this -

task? Who do you think should ideally e¥aluate Chemistry 20?
What do you like best about the existing Chemistry 20 program?
What do you see as the weakest dimensiéh of the program? -

- What changes would most improve your current program?

Are you currently 1nvolved in developmg curriculum for your
Chemistry 20 classe . What? Why? Have you been involved in
the past? Do you think it.is part of a teacher's job?
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DESARTMVIENT CF IETONDLASY S0 .7

S N FACULTY OF EDUCATION
W THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA

March 9, 1981

Dear

I seek your permission to invite some of the Chemistry (0 reachers

in your jurisdiction to participate in § study being conducted by a M. Ed.

student, Shirley Buauer. The study seeks to identfy teachers' perceptions 4

of the nature and scope of their curricular decision making.

Curriculum decision making goes on wherever t
is considered critical because of their proximity to the students. This
invéstigation will focus on teachers' perceptions of decisions they make
while involved in curriculum implementation, adaptation and creation.

Two major data sources are planned. A questionnaire which has been
Freviously piloted and “subsequently revised will be sent to approximately
onehundred Chemistry 20 teachers in North Central Alberta’during the
period March 20 - 30. |In addition, eight Chemistry 20 teachers wiil be

individually interviewed to provide a second more indepth data source. The

anonymity will be assured of the teachers who agree to be interviewed or
complete a questionnaire. About one-half of the teachers in your system
would be invited to participate. Upon completion results of the study
would be forwarded to you. :

May | thank you at this time. for your favorable consideration.
\

Yours truly,

Professor

'
y .
Lt

338 EDUCA"ION SOUTH, EDMONTON, ALBERTA, CANADA + T6G 2GS - TELEPHONE (403) 432-3674

s S . F ' ' .
- e e : e Rk

rorin B I i IO v R . S

here are people ‘interested
in, or responsible for, an educational program; however, the teachers' role



List of Participating' Jurisdictions

County of Barrhead = '

County of Beaver
County of Camrose
County of Lac St. Anne
County of’LamSnt
County of Leduc-
County of Parkland
County of Strathcona

‘ o .
Coun’cy.of Thorlﬁl?j ' ;
County of Wetéaskiwin‘ |
Sturgeon School Divis}.on
Westlock School Diﬁ.sion
Devon School Di.strict
Edmonton SQchool District
Edmonton R, C.S.S. District
St, Albert P.S.S, District

. Sherwood Park C.S.S, District

Wetaskiwin School District

1:.5' : "

1
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4 Sorra)l Crescent
. A St. Albert, Alberta _ ]
March 20, 1981 '

Dear Chemistry 20 teacher:

Curriculum decision making occurs wherever’ chere are .
peaple interested in or responsible for an educational program,
The teacher's role is considered critical, however,, because it
1s in the learning situation itself that the final determination
of the curricylym takes place.. It is the classroom teacher that
makes the decf{sions which directly affect the student experience
yet very little {s known about the nature and scope of the cur--
ricular decisions that teachers actually make while 1nvolved in
-ecurriculum implementation, .adaptation and creatian. This, very
‘briefly, is the focus of a study I have undertaken as part of my
M.Ed. thesis work in Secondary Education under the direction
of Dr. M. Nay. .

The research delign involves the use of a quwestionnaire
which 18 being distributed fo approximately 100 Chemistry 20
teachers in North Central Alberta. I know the dgmands on your
time are great, but I hope that you will find 204m1nu:es to com-
plete the enclosed questioanaire 5nd return it: €6 pe by April 15
in the self addressed stamped envelope provided Anonymicy of
all responden:s is assurad. : e : :

L ' ’ s

I have previou\ly &Witcen the Superfhtendedr'of Schools
and. have received permission to contacc you. May.. I thank you
at this time for the courtesy of your &ssistance.

4 ' o Yours sincerely,g*’j‘
_ S e
N . KY N ) ' :
'f",:-‘\l_ - . ;‘l < - x
l‘i.'. . . . ‘F A “‘l:r; ’ d.
- g 7' A
- » Shirley B:aucr }
' | e
. . . 12 T C .
SB:js S ’
'y =y
encls Ve . }
e 4
- Q
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ﬂ i . | “ o . 4 Sorrel Crescent - g v&"
~ S .. St. Albert, Albge:a . R A

: u.rch 20, 1981

‘' ) o S vy - . )
'Dear Chcnittry 20 ccachen. - ' ) .

~

y
. : Curriculum dccioion nlking.pccu#i wherevcr there are Nﬁ li’“

“—pcopta interested in or rtlponsiblcﬂfbt’ln ‘educational progrim‘
Th! teacher's role is considered critical, however, becauledt
.18¢in the lc;rning ‘situstion itself that the fifhal .determind¥ion
of thc curriculum takes place. It is the classrooin 'teacher that

. makes the dccidions which directly affect the -tudcnc experience
yet very little is known about the nature. and cope.of the cur-
ricular dccﬂlionq that cacchers actually ma ifc'involved in
curriculum’ implencntation. tdap:a;ion and crebtion. - This, very
briefly, is the focus of a study I havc uadertaken as part of my
M.Ed. thc-is work in Secondary Education under the direction ) '

“

of Dr. M. Nay. o - .

V. “The research dccign~id~o1vca the use of a qucstionnaire
which 1is being distributed to cpprozimacely 100 Chcmiatry 20.
tcachers in North Central: Albexta. I know e ‘demands ‘on your
~eine are greagr, but I hope rhat you wdll«‘%gb. winutes to coRy
‘plete- the enclosed qucstiounnire ald retusp gb your depnrtnenc
- head by April 23, I will b¥® picking them gp &g ‘that time.:
“Anénymity of all re.pondedts is’assured.*..ig A S A

- 1 have previously #&itten the Superﬁptpnde'r £ Schcoi§ égd:
havc‘eceived permissiop to contact you. auay 1. nk you’at th\in
;ime for :the coun;esy ot your aaaistance. ! e et ;x.}

. * e B ® ot . e »
"jﬁ‘ ' S _‘Youns sinceiely[

.
"

sB:fs - . e | :

encls- o ) . . ' . ' . ". - "
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Dear ﬁ%ry 20 teacher" : q E .-
- @ T

Several weeks 8§89, you%ere o,;,fq._!f gbput?’seve":xty
teachers to'regeive.e questionnair
Deglsdn Makir®'in: ‘Shemigtry 20, .The rgl ,
tas been ®x ellent agapproximitely 8LRES 1! %- qugt:c.ionp

airee have been retupnad, In.oerder to oMY é‘;

complete data-as possit 10, T would apprecip Eﬁfng

. . cqmpleted questionnal; res until Max 20, Ir' *have SR
- ,already returned the. queptionna kindly igﬁérp this o

A reminuer. Thank you aga.in for yqpc help. -

. L
v & 4 ? LR ."'

L ;
s . % . : ’ g . . ) , . Y
e - ,, . «

N ‘. . IS . " .0y

v = .
‘ 3 : . ﬁa . t . 1; f) Ld . .
R . PITEIERE .
o T : L : 3
N ',.';"‘-," — - s, ] - LI
;* * \——-—/.,,\"’ > o. A% ‘ E.ooE R
d . ” ) . . g g
'o’ e ‘ . v - ’ R4 -
b“ ' . -“» B A »? * : " ;
BT ¢ . B ]
" “:;” s . ~ P R . ,I‘ ¢ LY
~e ) < 3
« ., A '
' ‘l, . hl
.

i R Yours sinc$e;y'u .

5v o L'*-.;"' L » a EE - .
. . . .. ~
. . . o, v‘s; . ) . . * " ] . .
o - . o , . - Shirley .Brauer
™ ' - | ’
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e L . CHEMISTRY %0 L wm
Object’lves of the Chemistry 20 Program: - X o

After participating in the-activities and completmg the requnrements of

this course, the student sipuld: ~ L -
3
20.1 Knowthe chemical prmclples underlymg thh chemlstry specxﬁed in the , o
core outline. s . 4 T

20.2 h skilled in using proper labot‘atq_ 5o
* *  laberatory personnel. .

a . 203 Compnhend the historical development of the chomxstry prmcxples bemg , _
o studled. . ’ o .

‘.' 20.4 Halvethe capac1ty to apply the knowledge and skills of chemistry to obher
sxtuatlons mvolvmg chemicals at home and in industry. .

' Yoo 20.5 Have interests and ‘attitudes toward chemistry that will agsist in the , s ®
C ~ choiceof. vocatlons A . , . )
St i A ‘ W ‘
20.6 K'now the chemxstry facts aﬁd prmc1ples related to the open dlscusswn of A ' o~
social 1ssues of current interesw
Y 3 B .‘ ‘ _ . ¥ f o
Orgnn?atxon of Program ; oo B ’ . } ‘%

Apprm@mately 40 hours of mstruct‘qna] tinge hﬁl&&voted to the core ics

and about 25 hours to élective topics: ’The conteht of thd eloctwe umt.s istorelate |

to the core in one of three ways: ' ’
a. an extensive study of a core topic (greagh) o , R R

K " b.oan in-depth, intensive study'of a core topic,or ' & ¢ o
S .~ c a -practical application of a @?e t,op\c E ; )
- ~ . . = B , AU
. '. Prescnbed Co& ReferenCes o g - b Lo
| & &dbetter, E.:W. and J. A. Young, Keys to Chemzstry Don Mxlls Addxson- ) s® ok
: Wesley, 1977 - _ N
a tter, E. W, and J. A. Young, Laborqtory Keys to Chemzstr:y Don Mllls ,
. " Addison-Wesley, 1977
Gortler, L. B. et al, Keys to Organic Chemzstry Don Mllls Addlson Wesley, ;
: 1977 “
denkins, F. et al, ALCHEM 2’ Edmonton E.PS. Dlstnct.,#7 1977 -
" Recommended Gore References o / a -
. Courneya, D. andH McDorald, ThevNatuﬂ\fMatter Toronto D.C.Heath and
' Cgmparry, 1976 .
« »_ Whitman, R.L.and E. E. Zinck, Chenistry Today Scarborongh Prentlce-Hall
Canada, 1976 , . _ \ _ ‘ ...
mcmwﬁg T I
. Atkijnson, G. and-H. Heikkinen, Reactions and Reason ) 7
- Huheey, J., Diversity and Pegiodicity - . . . ~ e
DeVoe, I, Communities of Molecules oo . . R {,@W ‘
Jarvis, B. "and P. ,Maz;occhl, Form.and Function . L AN, - 28
‘Don Mllls Fl,tzhen‘ry and Whiteside (Harper and Row), 19‘73 ' S oL
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% THE CURRICULUM STRUCTURE |

) 1. This program is developed on a core-elective method

~ of curriculum organization. Briefly this means that a core
occupying fifty to sixty percent of the time allotment will be
prescribed for all schools in Alberta. An elective portion of
approximately forty to fifty percent of the time will be allowed
for modules which take advantage of local interest, expertise,

and. facilities. It is.felt that_ this approach allows for a number x
of advantages.

a. It provides for both flexibility and uniformity.

b.t‘Because the core would contain these parts of

o o the cowrse which are relatively constant and the
. Mt elective modules woud contain those parts of .
. “p current interest,#this system of organization Coe

would allgw for up-dating-on a continuous basis.
c. Local dintePusts, facilities, and expertise can 5fi: '
be .brought into the chemistry program very eastly.

d¥ Modules which involve more .than one discipline ‘ n
could be developed. There is a concern that science
has becgme,too‘spec1a1ized and modules of this type
would couﬂlgkict thiﬁ‘jmpression. : s

' . . T
; e, # $pproach is somewhat adaptable to individual-
<3 -.. » . o .- R N : . “'5‘; . v > »‘. "l:‘,‘
. ‘ _~ _ f...Thts approach Q§o ca adapt: quite easily t@“.
R - . variety of teaching terials. o S
‘.:‘.'ﬂ ’ ) ' . _‘--;3-; - i R
) "“ ! . . " . ‘e - :A, - !"ﬁ . ¢ L ,“‘;.) .
2. “The basic structure qf thé chemfstry program is a core
set of concepts running through the three years of Chemistry 10, 20"
and 30, and a minimum of 4 efédtive modules. o o
- : - . S
e ' It is the intention that these elective modyles :
. ccommodate and*augment class preferentes,.individual difgerences

S
[ =~

TR T s Sy

-and tedcher specialties. In general, the elective modules are to
be of about 1 credit's worth of time, although there is no intention
to be restrictive in feymat or in time allotments as long as the g
objectives are beimy agdressed\and'met, The intent of this portion.
of the program is to provide some limited opportunities for ‘ s
mgdificatjon'of the program'to. suit Tocal needs ‘and at the same . . ,-u&iﬁ ’
. time providera measure of consistency across the province. o S

L 4 .
[

- .

L]
¢ A

ot

N\
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‘..

~ 3. Some points to keep in mind when using ‘the core-
elective program: . 2

a. Care must be taken to‘&nsure that a balanced
treatment of the elective objectives is
achieved. It is easy to usurp some of the

time allotted to electigye modules to cover the "more

important” core material, - The philosophy. of
the e-elective approach dictates that this

be sCWupulously avoided. , £x
ko

b. Another underlying advantage of the core-
elective approach is its adaptability to change.
" Those aspects of the program whichaare mast
susceptible to change can be: p1ac2]§ th .
. ‘elective part while the more stable Afpects
.- can be kept in the core« .  Care then must be taken
* to ensure that suitable material is pTaced 1n
each of these two parts L ;
{he elective qi‘ﬁre of the p¥egram does. not Y
mply -Jack af*structure. StRucture in the form " -
of objectfves and contént should be sthere but
<not to gthe detriment of the intent of the program.
If opp%rtunity to enhance the program presents

. . {tsglf but requires changjng &f the organizatton .
. :‘&:~ o -modules the freedom exists to change it.

r-change "inf mid-strea?’" should be made
~ in_a module is up !pe pro essional juagment
' of ‘the teacher. w

d.’ Another underlying. advantage is.that th1s kKind -
of curriculum is not dependent on one ‘set of
materials but can be taught using a variety
of materials available. In fact it can best
- be taught if-there is a variety of materials
availabIe. , '
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o S a
Sources of Input o (\o\é@ > NS Ing &0 4 *?.\@QQ
. v T ‘
: « .% @
Selected Textbooks _
'~ and Teachers Manuals 0 3 24 32
'Labbllra'tory- materials 0 2 30 * 27
and work books L i
_ . AR :
Personal Experiences %
and interests " 0 7 30 23 ;
Discussion and ‘ Lo )
input from colleagues b8 - 34 17
Supplementary béoks "“* ‘ _ Py
and A.V. Materials - ZA% "’ 1 . 11 33 o .
- v - 7 , Vu £
Formal Professional - o o - R
_development courses . . Y, . 2 R 17 32 7.
. Ry ) -
Studepts' e’xpefienc'es . , o . o :
anngnteres?s'. : » 1 23 28 - 7
Provincial Curriculv:nn . 3 . 21 -2
guz.des v ey e
% Lo 1 - . Ve
In-Servige workshops' 5 18 .27 5 -
'P:ofessidnal Assoc.w 1 95 4
or councils - ‘
Periodlcﬁi.nd g ' ' 28 © 9g 3
- newspap . - :
Opinions of parents o
~ community groups etc. _ 15 25 011 ) 3
Cﬁrri"ctilum‘ ‘consultants _ 18 29 - ) 12 0
. -

»

A WS
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i» FREQUENCY DISTRIBUTION OF QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES: ITEM 8
1% o
Decisfon Item : __Group 1(SA) _2(A) __3(D) 4 (s0)
’ Total Sampie 13 7 10 1
In my teathing I am consctiously : . ,
influenced by the objectives which . - ' , . .
are specified in the Alberta "Lone" teachers "6 14 5 0 .
Education curriculum guide. o - - ) ‘
Larger staff teachers 7 a3 -8 1
Keys to Ch ry 6 8 1 1
t ers ‘ :
- ALCHEM 20 tfeachers 6 28 9 0
. . " . LI ‘..:;‘ : .
. Teachers with 4 or = 2 .16 5 % w 1 "
: less years education . ‘fﬁ :
i ._ ’ u ’ R
_ _ Teachers with 5 or
™ . : more years education .11 21 5 0
’ A ‘ . B . N
T ) Less experienced L . :
, . . }?chers o 9 20 4 0
C o . . "More experienced ' L .
RS T - teachers . 4 17 6 1
roE 1 -~ = : i - ‘ :
R , ‘ o Total Sample ©  ° *u g 17 22 5
. vIJ,'h;a‘yg opportunity for significant I L . L
" input 1pto the selection of the "Lone“teachers -6 8 10 1
" prescnibed core textual materials ' ‘ :
used Tn'my Chemistry 20 classes. : : :
’ . Larger staff teachers \ 9 12 . 4
Keys to Chemistry 6 3 5 1
teachers o - .
v B R ‘
ALCHEN 3t ayofir's 7 14 16 “
SEES ’ ’ <
- o Teachers with 4 or 6 7 9 1
less years education
Teachers with'S or 8 10 13 4
more years- education : s
) Less. experienced 6 11 12 2
) teachers o o :
More experie;vcgd 8 ‘6 . 0 -3
’ “teachers . - ) ’ '




Decision Item

tisfied with the
4 Mmaterials pre-
0 use in my Chemistry

-

B

172

1. make a ¢lear distinction
between elective and core -
material to my students,

roup A) 2 (A) 3(n) 4 (sD)
Total Sampie 26 13 8
"Lone"teachers - 10 6 3
Larger staff teachers 7. 16 7 5
Keys to Chemistry 3 4 3 5
teachers ’ .

. Q
ALCHE® 20 teachers . 19 . 22 10 3
Teachers with 4 or 3 13 7 ' 1 '
less years education _ .
Teachers with § or 10 1j 6 7 Q '
more years education R . - '
Less experienced 8 15 5 4 b
teachers ' ! :
More experfienced 5 1 7 A
_ teachers)
s o s
N .
16 20 V&

“y } . Ce 1/ ) *
"Lone"teachers 2 9 1 3
Larger staff teacﬁers 2 7 s 6 1
Keys to Chemistry 0 4 7 L] -
teachers o ) : :

v ALCHEM 20 te_a‘chel};e’ N2 4ey '«sz . 29 . 5 .. :
Teachers with 4 or 2 6 13 3 ‘
less years education. . v .

Teachers with 50r.. 2 ") 10 16 6§ .
more years education o
A ' - t .
Less experienced 4 . 8 15 4 e
teachers . s g ‘
More experienced o - -8 14 5 5'., .
teachers. : - . o . an
- . . - B . N
’ : ‘ . ~ » .
IS L . . ‘J'
- s M ',""‘ :
L - . - . v. :
’ {
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» o o ¢ ) \
. g { . .
e srow Y 1(sm 2w am s (sn)
. : ‘ 7 Tota) Sample . 1 5 40 2
N, . L ' . Y ' ' .1
S Alberta Education ' T e
N guide overly pre- "Lone“teachers 0 2 15. 7
scriptfive and does not allow . , - T ,
me enough freedom to adequately - ot
meet the needs of my students. - Larger $TF teachers =} 3 25 5
- Keys to Chemistry 0 .2 8 6
. ‘ teachers . ~
v ‘ . ALCHEM 20 teachers 1% - 3 30 6
Q . Teachers”with 4 or o B 18 4
' less years education
- ai . ) .
+ Teachers with 5 d¥: ., .. 4 22 .. 8
- more. years edueat!l.bn SR " i
LIS R N R st
S LA Less experienced . .0, 2 22
S : teachers = - . **:~ Ny el o d
More experienced o 1% 3 .' 13;, : 6
teachers oot

: 7
o B v+ Total Sample S
. < . @ - . L
o I find that 1 frequently have AR XL : . !, al . w
= to use time intended for the s ““_one"teachers §. 9 - 1
electiye -portion of the program . : e o, ‘ ;
to cq‘&:bué teaching core - : _ ' . L S wmo
materiadl. . g : Larger staff teachers = 12 7. 6 0 -
. R ; A . P . . - '
o .T“ v, . _“-_:1-., , p- . M i )
' o Keys to Chemistry > 4" #' . : 1- &t
o L. ) . teachers . DU ” e o TR
AR S ‘ ﬁ,ﬁ ALCHEM 20 teachers ~ 4 - S 0
: . T J e ﬂ '[eu:hers with.4 or 8 . 8 7 T
b ! ) S . 'less years educatioﬁ‘g » .
4 . . . £,
R . ' . Teachers.with 5 or 13 .. 18, e 0
. . more years. educatfon. - . -
- /' Less experienced o138 12 s o
, o - teachers . : S .
< S S, T wm ‘More experienced ‘8 14 - 5 0
: . ’ tychers - & : R N -
- L ’ : LA
= \ K { ~ 2 L. -
< . § . .; - .
: o . - . '1‘
v P \‘ - o~
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Decision Item e Group | 1(SA) 2 (A)  3(h)
_Total Sample B / 26 22
What I am actuaily doing in : . .
the elective portion of the “Lone"teachers 1 10 13 1
CheMistry 20 program is far from '
from what I consider to Be ideal, S
- Larger staff teachers 6 16 9 1
. Keys to Chentstry 2 6 5 2
teachers
ALCHEM 20 teachers .5 20 15 0
Teachers with 4 or 3 -1 8 2 A3
- less years education .
Teachers with 5 or 4 15 ~ 14 0
more years education . .
Less experienced <~ = 4 115 9 1
teachers ' o ’
'More experienced 3 1, 135 .
teachers ' o ..
’ : R | .
N Y . & ¢ . N ‘
. .-ff‘f". .%a L et . -'?".
. . _’. ¢ 5 ) . .
- ‘$ 9 . - — ' . - - 1_‘ — f
: L Total Sample 18 .28 Co1as 2
I feel that I have the know- SRR B ”‘2 @ ; -
ledge and experpdlli needed to - . : ' B o ‘
develop a cur unit for ."Lone"teachers, = - 3 13 ¢ 8¢’ 1
my classes; r A - N _
- . - Larger staf; teachers- 13 .15 5 1
i ‘ a . " \ iv .
: Keys to Chemistry T e 7 2 0 ¢
: teachers - : A 4
- , ALGHEH 20 te‘chers m o 1 2.
. - - ‘;' . . u‘.,
_ . S . et
L4 Tuchers with A or 3. 1 - 9 . _"""’"
’le:s years cducation _ v . e o
Jeachers'with 5 or 13 170 g o A
more years educ&tion ’ C T : SRS
. s ,Less exper1enced s . Y6 15 g g
teachers o A
" More experienced 10 13 "‘46 0. ..
b, ke teachers- ‘ ‘ i . ”ﬂ : - o
' . S .ow \ v
. I -. I‘b , ’ .,' B . *
L] '.‘ . .
v g

L3
w

3
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Y
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4
Decision Item Group 1 (SA) 2 {A) 3(n) 4 (sD)
. ‘ \ . Totat Sample 4 3 17 3
I feel that teachers should ' :
concentrate on adapting avaf{l- R " 1 18 6 0
able materials for their lessons, v Lone"teachers
rat:\er than trying to create .
their own curricular unit, ¥
' . darger staff teachers 3, 16 11 3
- Keys to Chemistry 2 6 6 1
B teachers
I ) .
b ALCHEM 20 teachers 4 27 11 2
' a » .
‘ Teachers with 4 or 2 - —— 6 1
X Jless years education )
o Teachers with 5 or 2 20 11 2"
P & #ore years education . ‘
T .';&';;‘; , "‘ ‘Less ‘experiencdd 3 18 8 2
v 02‘ k& = * teachers ‘4 . . . )
ca ' ) “More experienced o 1 16 9. 1
R ‘' e i .~ _teachers - - . .
g AT S :
% A - &)
" ’ _" * . . ‘ 'n N .
N . . . - . - ‘ .
< . 4>
o Total Sample 16 28 10 4
' ' ne" ' 3 4
‘my Chemistry 20 “glasses "Lone"teachers 9 1? .
® reflects ach emerfwt fnithe = N o o ; : ’
¥ elective porti¥n.of the pro-" - = : - R ; -4
gram as well as the core, ' - % Marger staff ‘teachers. 7Tl 15 7
‘ ' Keys to Chemistry 3 7 5 1
,- * teachers @
s ALCHEM 20 teachérs 13 19 5 3
' * - o : € ’
‘ e Teachers With 4 or 5 11. 5 3
@ . .less years education ' 50
. Teachers with § or 1 17 5 1
more years educat‘ion o o <
. Less experienced 9 152 7 2
: teachers ‘
More experienced 7 16 3 2
’ " teachers :
<} o .
. ",

Y



