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ABSTRACT \

The purpose of this studyl . to conduct a historith] survey
wedces and processes that

and documentary analysis of tnpig
resu]ted in the deve]opmnnt Gfﬁafaﬁazeﬁklberta social stud1es
curriculum. The study examined .those factors, individuals and groups
‘who‘were 1nvo]ved in the process of curriculum development. As he]]
the study exam1ned the process of curricultum deve]opment that occurred
and the . outcomes of that curriculum deve]opment process.

Chapter 1 dea]s with the problem, including the purposé of the
study, de11m1tat1ons, limitations, re]ated prob1ems, Just1f1cat1on
for the study, and def1n1t1on of terms. As well, it includes an,;
explanation of the methodology of the-study. |
| Chapter 2 includes a rev1ew of the 11terature
Chapter 3 prov1des a compar1son of the 1971 social studies

curricutum, Responding to Change, and the 1978 social stud1es

curriculum, 1978 Alberta Socia]/jtudies.Curricu]um-—Interim Edition.
Chapter 4 examines.theiprocess of curricu1um deve]opmentdand ,

eXamines those factors, groups, and jndividua]s that influenced the‘

direction of social studies curriculum deve]opment. '
Chapter 5 1nc1udes a summary of Chapter 4, conc]uswons,

1mp11cat1ons, and suggestions for further research

Sy '\\
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] Chapter 1
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INTRODUCTION, OVERVIEW, AND DESIGN OF THE STUDY

Introduction and Overview of the Study

“Introduction

The last decade has witnessed considerable activity in the area
of social studies curriculum development in the province of Alberta.
In the early 1970's, a new social studies curriculum was introduced

1nFA1berta schools, titled-Responding to Change at the secondary level

and Experiences in Decision Making at the elgméntary Tevel. The 1971
curriculum wés designed in marked contrast to the previous social
studies cu%ricu]um which was highly centralized and followed a )
traditipﬁé}, structured approaéh with an emphasis on the study of the
disciplines and on factual content (Korteweg, 1972, pp. 88, 113, 129,
130; Downey, 1975, p. 32). | | ,
In 1975, L. W. Downey and his associates presénted an éssess-
ment of the 1971 social studies curriculum to the Alberta Department

of Education. The report of the assessment was fitled The Social

Studies in Alberta—1975—A Report of an Assesément;\and was commonly

referred to as The Downey Report. The report concluded that there had
been “cdnsiderab]e slippage" in the actual implementation of the
program in Alberta classrooms, bht that the 1971 curriculum had the
potential to "generate ekciting and appropriate programs (Alberta

Education, 1978, p. 4).



The result of The Downey Report was a revision of the 1971

curriculum. In 1978, an interim edition of the Alberta social studies

curriculum was introduced in Alberta schools. As the 1978 curriculum

guide stated, the 1978 Alberta Socja] Studies Curriculum, Interim
‘Edition o -

. . represents the culmination of sixteen preliminary
curriculum drafts, the work of more than one hundred Alberta
educators on curriculum development and validation committees,
and the input of several thousand teachers and interested
citizens who attended reaction meetings across the province

in 1977 and early 1978. (Ibid., p. 4)

’

The 1978 curriculum, although. retaining some aspects of the 1971

curriculum, did make some significant changes.

Object of the_Study

Thé object of this study was‘to co;duct a-historical survey
and documentary analysis of thdse inf]uenqes and procé;ses that resulted
.in the deveiopment of the 1978 social sfhdies curriculum for use in
Alberta schools as récommended to aad.apprdvedyby the Minister of
Education of Alberta. | v o

The object of the study was achiéved fhrough research airected
at an examination of the f011owing related probfems:

1. What individuals, groubs, and factors can be identified
as havihg an influence on the‘curricu1um develdpment process?

2. Whéf decisions and factors were crucial and had an
important bearing on the development of the 1978 A]bérta social studies

)

. curriculum? %
3. How did these decisions and factors affect the outcdme of ;

./

the process of curriculum development in Alberta social Studies?
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Importance of the Stuﬁy

Major changes occurred in Alberta social studies curriculum

in the early 1970's. The'Downey Report, reTeased in 1975, stated that
these changes often occurred without adequate preparation for educators
to understand the processes and under1y1ng rat1ona1e behind the changes

(Downey, 1975 pp 1, 19) According to The Downey Report, this lack

of understanding.on the part of A]berta educators often led to a general

-

disorientation among these educators as théy 1acked the know]edge and
understand1ng of the processes that had contr1buted to the changes
(Ib1d.,_pp. 11-19). One, reason for conduct1ng this study was to
1ncrease teachers' and other educators' understanding-of the curr1cu]um

development prdcess by providing.a description and analysis of the

)

structures, influences, and processes used in curricu1um development.

This study was an attempt to contribute to.the understand1ng of how

curr1cu1um deve]opment agencies, through day to, day involvement in

«

planning and implementation, translate ideas, visions, and theories

24

into programs and practices. Reid and Walker in their book, Case

Studies in Curr1cu]um ChangA, cmte Joseph Schwab's work sto affirm

that ". . . the recovery and report of [curriculum]’ deliberations and
l /

of . . . judgements constitute a labor of great importance" (Schwab,

1975, p. viii).- \

1 In discussions'concernind curriculum deve]ogment, there is

often a scarcity of 1nfotmatidn regarding the influence that individuals
engdged in curriculum development brought to bear on this process.

Ralph Tyler, in his work, states that:



It is conventional wisdom that significant changes in the
curriculum have been developed as responses to demands and
opportunities arising outside of the school, embedded in the
greater changes in society. We know little of persons who

are able to translate external pressures 1nto constructive
responses. (Tyler, 1978, p. 11)

‘As a result of this genera] lack of information, a second reason for
undertaking this study was to identify the people who were involved

in curriculum deve1opment, the extent of their involvement, and the
influences they brought to bear on the development of the Alberta

- social studies progrém. This study jdentified those individuals who =
affected the curriculum development process in Alberta social studies,

and the curriculum orientations or philosophy of these people.

W. Kenneth Richﬁond, writing in The School Curricu]um,
states fhat educators have not participated activé1y enough in
curriculum deve1dbment (Richmond, 1971, p. 12). A third reaéon for
conducting this study was that this level of involvement might be
enhanced if educators had an understanding of”theﬁfactors, grOubg,
and 1nd1v1duals influencing curriculum development in “Alberta. As
Reid and Walker (1975) point out, studies on curriculum deve]opmentv
-and 1mp1ementat1on wou]%\he]p provide students and practitioners of
this curriculum development and imp]ementatidn with “. . . a fund of
information anz ideas whichlcou1d serve to encourage them to think
productively about the perennial issues in curriculum studies" (p. x).
Oliver (1977) ;upports thé view put forward by Reid and Walker,
stating that "the more the educator knows about these matters, the
beg}er should be his deci§jon making" (p. 146). )
A fourth reason for carrying out this study was that there

was little know]édge that existed as to how curricula had actually



‘been developed. Laurens Korteweg (1972, p. 5), in his DocFor of
Philosophy Thesis written at the University of Alberta, detailed the |
lack of studies done in the area.o>\understandinp the factors,
individuals, and groups that haQe iﬁf]uenced the curriculum development
process.. K. E. Sh;w (1975), in his discussion of curriculum change,
notes that "we still know . . . very little about how large:educational
enterprises really work, still less about how .crucial curriculum
decisions are arrived at" (p. 55). And yet deépite the Tack of
knowledge in thfs afeé, the understanding of héw curriculum develops
remains anvimportant quest{on. Eisner (1971) states:

How curricula are developed and implemented is. an unstudied
problem in American education. With the exception of four
studies, no attempt has been made, as .far as I know, to study
systematically the way in which curricula are actually made -

by curriculum development groups. . . . Yet the study of how that
task is pursued is . . . one of the primary boulders from which
the building blocks of the field of curriculum can ‘be cut.

The study of processes central to curriculum as a field of

study, has been neglected. (p. 5)

Writers in the field of curriculum development have emphasized how
important these studies are to education: David Hamilton (1977), in
diséussing‘cd}riculumvdeve1opment and its evaluation, contends that,
historical research into these processes is important because it
allows us to ". . . maLe sense of the prégent through an apﬁraisa]
_of the past" (p; 319)." He also states that "a historical perspective
is a valid and useful heuristici . . ." (p. 319) for establishing the
 processes that activate curriculum déve]opment'and evaluation. Decker
“Walker (T975), in his work on curriculum development, states that a

body of knowledge détai]ing past curricu]um_dgve]opmenﬁ ", . . would

enable curriculum makers to profit from the'insights and mistakes of

e
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their predecessors” (p. 92). William Reid (1975) also notes the

importance of these studies as they provide . & secure foundation

for lasting insights into the nature of change and innovation" (p. 246).

As- Joseph Schwab (1975) states: '

. the recovery and report of . . . deliberations and of . .
Judgenents constitute a labor of great importance. Only a large
and grow1ng body of them will provide us With ground for testing
our views of what constitutes better and worse in these cr1t1ca11y
important arts. When such reports concern education, which is to
say, when they concern the decisions and actions by which we
determine preparations for the living of human lives, such a work
is of special importance. (p. v111)

A fifth reason for undertak1ng this study was to mesh the
theory of how curriculum develops with the practice of an actual
‘curricu1um development project. Walker (1971b) notes the imbOrtance :
of this. He states that such studies oL, pfovide the theorist with

a way of gaining actess'to some of the phenomena he theorizes about
“with an intiﬁécy not possible otherwise" (p. 210).
This study proposes to be a contribution to this important

area of understanding the procéss of currﬁcu]um development.

Delimitation of the Study

The study primarily focused on the curriculum developments

in sociél studies f;om the time that The Downey Report was released in
. ;1975 to the time of implementation of the new Alberta so;ia] studies
‘curriculum in Alberta schools in 1978. Antecedents to this time

period of social studies curriculum development were included when thgy .
broudﬁt some influence to bear on the curriculum deve]opment process

during the period 1975-1978. "

~The area of curriculum development investigated was delimited



to the field of social studies at the secondary level although many
of the curriculum policy deliberations and decisions that were made
applied to all grade levels (one to twelve):,

The study was restriéted to an e;amination of the development
phase of the social studies curriculum. In did not include implementa-
tion or evaluation phases of the social stﬁdies program.

The study Qas delimited to examining the influences of'those
factors, individua]s, andvgroups that could be ascertained as having

made an {mpact on the social studies program that emerged.

Limitations of the Study

One of the major soufces of data was interviews conducted
with 1ndividua1s who had been involved in social studies cufricu]um
development in Alberta during the period under study. Since the
writer was limited by the amount of travel that could be done, the

-exfent of data gathering was limited to those individuals who were
acceésib]e to the writer. Iﬁitwo'cases, correspondence was sub-
stituted for an interview.

Because written recordé were not kept in all instances, the
writer was not able to check some Qerba] information against documentary
evidence, thus having to depend on the memories of the {hdividua1sv

“interviewed. However, it was possible to check the perceptions of
individuals with others who had parfipipated in the events.

Despite the facf'that the Curriculum Branch of the Department
of Education had endeavoured to preserve all the documents associated

with the development of the 1978 social studies program, some may have - -

been lost or misplaced.



Although this study was an examination of fairly recent
events, the quality of material in the interviews may be limited by'
the ability of the participants to recall events of five to seven
years ago.
The study is also Timited by the interpretations and classifica-
tion of the'bontents of the documents and the interviews made by the

writer.

Design of the Study

Definition'of Terms

Curriculum. Educators vary in their interpretation of
cgrricu1um. Some interpret it narrow]y as a specific course while
others view it widely as an experience that the student‘may have under
the guidance of a school (Oliver, 1977, p. 7). In the context of
this study, Alberta Social Studies Curriculum will refer to those

guidelines outlined in the Alberta social studies curriculum guides

as published by the Department of Education (Responding to Change; 1971;
1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978). The

term "social studies program" may be equated with the term "social

studies curriculum."

Curricd]um Decisions. In this study, the fo]]owing”definition
of "curriculum decisions" will apply. Curriculum decisions are:

. conscious policy choices that affect what is learned.
These decisions pertain to the nature of the programs, pre-
instructional plans, materials, or activities that delineate
organized educational programs of the school or classroom.

They are made with the intent of controlling purposes, subject
'matter) method, and order or 1nstruct1on (McNeil, 1977,
p. 258



Curriculum Policy. The following definition of "curriculum

~policy" will apply. Curriculum policy is . a body of principles
to guide action . * . [either] explicit or implicit. . . ." (Kirst and

Walker, 1971, p. 479).

Curriculum Deliberations. In this study the term "curriculum

deliberations" will mean the following: 'the process by which beliefs
and information are used to make these [curriculum] decisions is

deliberation" (Walker, 1971a, p. 54).

Curriculum Development. The study of curriculum development
“%
is a study of how curriculum came about. It is a study of the

"process of arriving at [curriculum] policy. . . ." (Kirst and Walker,
1971, p. 479). Other terms such as "curriculum building," "curriculum

making," and "curriculum policy making" may be equated with the term

“curriculum development."

Exploration of Related Problems

The object of this study, as previously stated, was:
. . to conduct a historical survey and documentary analysis
of those influences and processes that resulted in the
- _development of the 1978 social studies curriculum for use in
Alberta schools as recommended to and approved by the Minister
of Education of Alberta.
This problem was then divided into three related problems:
1. What individuals, groups, and factors can be identified
as haVing an influence on the curriculum development process?
2. What decisions and factors Wre crucial and had an important

bearing on the development df the 1978 Alberta social studies

curriculum?
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3. How did these decisions and factors affect the outcome

~ of the process of curriculum development in Alberta social studies?

This section will outline some of the questions that will be

used in order to investigate'these problems. Some of the‘guidelines

outlined by Laurens Korteweg (1972) in his thesis, A Decade of Social

Studies Curriculum Development in Alberta, will be used. This section

will also outline the methodology to be used for obtaining data.

Problem No. 1. What individuals, groups, and factors can be

10.

11.

-ment of the new social studies? .

identified as having an influence on the curriculum
development process?

Sample Questions

What grdups wefe instrumental in the initiation and develop-

. ‘"'*\ > . . .
Which person(s) in each group, so identified, had a
considerable impact?

What other persons, not identified within a group context,
contributed in the making of crucial curriculum decisions?

What formal positions did the persons cited above occupy?

What other resources, asidé from position or office occupied,
did they possess? '

What resources did the group identified possess in relation
to other groups so identified? ’ :

What other factors influenced the direction of curriculum
development?

what‘issues arose relative to curriculum that werekdiscussed
at great length?

What positions were taken by what persons relative to certain
issues?

What beliefs:or va]ue'systems were held in common by what

people?

What curriculum development structures existed to facilitate
the process of curriculum policy-making?



12.

13.

Problem No. 2.

What other channels, aside from the formally structured ones,

were perceived to e

What linkages of a
participants and in
development? -

xist?

formal or informal nature existed among
fluential individuals in curriculum

What decisions and factors were crucial and had an

10.
11.
12.

13.
14.

15.

importa

nt bearing on the development of the 1978

Alberta

sample Questions

What were the antecedents to the new social studies curriculum

development?
What were the main
What factors led to

What individual or
meetings to discuss

Who determfned‘wha
How did proposals o
How were decisions

What data were pres
certain positions?

social studies curriculum?

reasons for initiating'action?
this initiative?

individuals were responsible for calling
changes?

t persons should participate?
riginate or issues arise?
made?

ented to either refute or support

¢

Which curricular practices were cited as precedents for

decision-making?

What coalitions or
How permanent were
the boundaries of i

What arguments were
made?

How was the issue r

whai‘factors in the
influence .on the de

How did the Departm
input? :

polarizations were formed relative to

_issues that arose?

such coalitions? Did they transcend
nterest groups?

advaﬁced by whom before a decision Wwas

esolved?

wider environment appeared to have had ar
cisions that were reached? '

ent of Education seek 1npdt? Who gave

N
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Problem No. 3. How did these decisions and factors affect the
T outcome of the process of curriculum development
in Alberta social studles?

Sample Questions

1. What legal and structural changes in the processes of curriculum
development were instituted?

2. What were the major changes in the development of social
studies programs?

3. What were the contributing factors that led to changes in
curricular policy-making? ‘

4. What were the contributing factors that led to the changes
in policy-making relative to social studies?

5. In what respects does curriculum development in the early
1970's differ from curriculum development in the late 1970's
and early 1980's? .

6. What tfend, if any, is apparent in the development of
curriculum in general and social studies in particular?

7. What are the implications for the future of curriculum

development in the province of Alberta, in the .1ight of the
events‘of the recent past?

Methodology for Obtaining Data

Sources and Nature of Data

Two principal methods of data collection were used: (1) analysis
of documents and (2) interviews. Where these did not provide the
req@ired data, other techniques such as correspondence and telephone

conversations were used as required.

Dbcumentary Data

One of the major sources of data was the Department of
Education files. This included minutes of cprricu]um boards,
curriculum committees, and other ad hoc committees. Other sources

were reports, official correspondence, papers, conference proceedings,
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and so on. Permission to examine these files was granted by the
Department of Education.

A second source was documentary data made available by the
ATA Social Studies Specialist Council. This included briefs to the
government, policy statements, and position papers.

AQother.50urce of data was representations or position papers
presented to the Curriculum Policies Board and other branches of the
Department of Education by concerned individuals and groups.

The formal evaluation of the 1971 social studies curriculum,

The Downey Report, was also a source of data.

Lauren Korteweg's thesis, A Decade of Social Studies

Curriculum Development in Alberta, served as a source of data which

provided background information on the process of curriculum develop-
ment of the 1971 social studies program.

Data on curriculum guidelines were obtained from published
curriculum guides from the Department of Education.

Data were also obtained from a number of publications including

the tEdmonton Journal, St. John'é Edmonton Report, The ATA Magazine,

Alberta School Trustee, and One World.

Interview Data

These data provided an important source of information. The
data obtained from interviews were used to elaborate on the documentary
data and to fill in areas where documentary data were 1n;qmp1ete. It
also provjded a means of cross-validation of information.

Interviews were conducted from April, 1981 to July, 1982, and

involved individuals who had been involved in the curriculum



dﬁve]qpment process in Alberta social étudies_in-some way.

‘From an initial examinatipn.of some of the documents, as well
as an init%a] 1nferview with Mr. Frank Crowther, Assoc%aﬁe‘Director
of Curriculum for Sncja1 Studies, an initial list of people to be
interviewed'was compiled. As more documents were exam1ned and inter-
views held, additional names were added to the 1ist of peop]e to be |
interviewed. A total of 22 people were interviewed. Two persons
" replied to the questions by m;;ns of peréona] correspnndence; (See
Appendix A.) |

Most individua]s interviewed were first contacted by letter. -
This initial contact was followed up with a phone ca}] which_was used
to secure an interview with the indivfdua]s. In a few cases, the
initial contact was made by te]ephone:

~ The writer drew up an initial set of questioné. Prior to each
interview (except for two exceptions), a set-of questions (see
Appéndix B) was provided-to the perSon before the actual interview
took place. The set of questions was standard for all people inter- '
viewed with the understanding that people could focus in .on those
~particular questions for which they hgd the background, expenience,
and/or understanding. As well, individuals were encouraged to think
about other important aspects of social studies cufriéu]um development
not covered by the set of qnestions. A1l interviews were conducted by
the writer.

Within the course of the 1nterv1ew flexibility was a]]owed
for the writer and person being interviewed to pursue other areas not

covered by the 1ist of initial questions. Each of the interviews

14
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lasted approximately an hour and a half.

A1l interviews except four were taped. During the four inter-
views where the tape recorder was not used, selected responses were
written down in a'verbatimkfashion. Typewritteh ttanscripts were
made of all the interviews.

Transcr1pts were read and re- read, and responses that were
Judded to be 1mportant for understand1ng the process of social stud1es
hcurr1cu1um development were noted so that they tou1d>be cross -
validated with other data. '

Prior to publication of this, study, each of‘the individuals.
quoted in the study was contacted in writing. A copy of the quotations

used in the Study was submitted to the individuals interviewed for

verification. A small number‘of the individuals took the opportunity
to modify their quotations. The mod1f1cat1ons that were made were
not substantive ones but 1nc1uded changes that the individuals fe]t
would clarify or give further e]aboration'to the quotations. Because
the quotations were ones taken from oral intertiews rather than
written responses, they have a conversational tone to them.

| The information obtained from these two sources of data was
then used in an attempt to answer the questwons previously posed in
this study. The data were used to describe the influence of various
factors, individuals, and groups on the curriculum deve1opmentvprocess.
The data were also .used to describe the actors involved, the social and
institutional context of the curriculum development process, the goals
of the participants, the issues addressed, the pdsitions taken by

. . LT 3 3 3 ) ‘¢
- various groups and individuals on various issues, the resources
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available to the participants, and the outcomes and consequences

~arising from the influences brouaht to bear on social studies

curriculum development in A]berté.'

Orggnizafion of the Thesis

This thesis consists ‘of five chapters. The first chapter
deals w1th\the problem, including the purpose of the Study, de11m1ta-
t1ons, 11m1tat1ons, re1ated problems, Just1f1cat1on for the study,
and definition of terms. As well, it includes an explanation of the
methodology of the study.

Chapter 2 fnc1ude§ a review of thé.]iterature to provide a

background for the study.

Chapter 3 pfovides a cbmparison of the 1971 social studfgs

curriculum, Responding to Change, and the 1978 social studies cufricu—

Tum, 1978 Alberta Soéia] Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition.

Chapter 4 identifies the factors, groups, and individuals
that sought to influence the development of the social stud%es
curriculum in Alberta and the degree ofvinfluence'they exerted on
that process.  The chapter also examines the processes involved in
the development df the social studies curriculum, as well as the out-
comes.and consequences of those procésses.

The theéis coricludes with Chapter 5 which deals with a summary
of Chapter 4, cohE]USionsp imp]icafions, and suggestions for'further

research.

%



Chapter 2

A REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
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way to implement those trends that seem to be the most desirable
for students. . . . To understand the current status of program
development, to determine its progress in qualitative-as well as
quantitative terms, and,to plan further improvements, educators
and citizens alike must examine the factors that have influenced
the curriculum offered by the elementary and secondary schools
throughout the nation. (p. 7)

+

v

While curriculum writers acknowledge that in a particulaf
Curriculum development process some factors may carry more "clout" than
ofhers, they are of the view thatvnone ".”. . function in isolation. . ."
(Firth and Kimpston, 1973, p. 170) but interact with each other in a

dynamic fashion.

Inf]uences»on Curriculum Development

This chap%er Will identify those factors that can act to

L}

influence the-cu;ricu1um development process reéognizing the dynamic
nature of this influence in which various factors may act in concert
wwith each other in a cpmﬁonfy{ew of what curriculum policy and policy
making should be, or in conflict with each other because of-a discon-
sonant view af how curricuwlum policy shou]d,bé made and what its aims

should be. .

Government as an Influence

-

Government bodies and thefr agéncies, whether federal,
provincia1 (state), or local, have p]ayéd aﬁd continue to play a role
in curriculum develgpment. This role is ﬁot a static one. As various
trends in curricu1ug)5011cy making becomé’predominant, the degfee of |
“influence which anyiof these bodies may hold will fluctuate. For

example: 1in a pertiod of decentralization of curriculum development,

the influence of federal and provincial (state) governments will .,

18



diminish. whéyeas, in a'sitqation where centralization is the major
feature of the educational situation, the influence of federal and/or
provincial (state) governments will be enhanced.

In C;nada, where the federé] gevernment has no curriculum
deve]opment function and where the provinces .are diametrically opposed
to any extension of federal power into this area (Herbert and Hersom,
1974, p. 28), the levels of government exerting an influence on
curriculum deve]opment would be provincial and local (i.e., local
school boards). \ |

| In the United States, the federal government has played a much
more 1nterventionist role and has inf]uenced‘mdny diverse aspects of
education including curriculum deve]opment (W11es and Bondi, 1979,
p. ]6).4 As well, the staterand local (1.e.% school boards) governments
continue to play a role in curriculum development (Kirst and Walker,
1971, pt 480). o :
Goye;nment can}affect curriculum development in a number of

ways. The next section will discuss how government can make its

influence felt.

Government Legislation

One of the key factors influencing curriculum development is

legislation passed by provincial (state) legislatures stating curriculum

policy to be~f0110wed under their jurisdictions. Wiles and Bondi
(1979) state that "what is taught may be formally stated by govern-
ments or legislative acts in countries where such formal acts exist"

(p. 283).

19



Albert Oliver (1977) also diécusses the role of government in
Tegislating curriculum policy. He writes:

Education in the United States [Canada] is a function of each
state [province]. Each state government has made regulations
through state legislation. Sometimes they are broad in nature;
sometimes they are rather specific. (p. 147)

Herbert and Hersom (1974) write about how imporfant an

inf]uence'provincfa] 1eg{slation has.on curriculum development in the
‘provinces. They state that "the official provincial policies are
Tikely to remain the most powerful determinants of trends in §choof
curricula in Canada" (p. 37). | ‘

Tﬁese gévernment policies can vary from one Qf centralized
authority in whichhgovernment legislation limits the flexibility and
initiative of the professional at the school level, to one of
decentralized decision making which allows for mé%imum lay and
professiona]einitiatiye (Wiles -and Bondi, 1979, p. 25); McNeil (1977),
Firth and Kimpston (1973)}\@011 (1978a), Kirst and Wa]ker (1971), and
Orlosky and Smith (1978a) have identified government 1egis1ation as
being an imbortant factor which carries influence in curriculum
policy making. | |

An example of governmént legislation affecting education in

Alberta was the Goals of Basic Education for Alberta 1egis1ated:by

the government of A1ber£a in May, 1978. The purpose of these goals

M

was to provide ". . ..statements which indicate what is to be achieved

or worked toward" (Alberta Education, Report of the Curriculum Policies

Board 1976-1978, p. 13). The functions of the goals were to:

a. ‘identify the distinctive role of the school and its'
contribution to the total education of youth.

20
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b. provide purpose and direction to curriculum planning,
implementation, and evaluation.

c. enable parents, teachers, and the community at large

to develop a common understanding of what the schools
are trying to achieve. (Ibid., p. 13)

The Educational Bureaucracy—Government Agencies

Provinces have their own Minister of Education on has complete
legal power and responsibility for education. Each Minister heads a
Department of Education which is comprised of Ministerial staff which,
among their many dutiés, formulates curricula and regulations.
Curriculum committees may be set up within the Department to advise
the Minister on curriculum matters (Herbert and Hersom, 1974, p. 27).
The ihf]uence of the resﬁective Departments of Educatioh~on
curriculum development varies from province to province (stéte tb
state) (Firth and Kimpston, 1973, p. 119).. However, as Kirst and
Walker (1971) point out, "where there is state adoption [of curricﬁ]um],
the Department of Educatiop seems to exercise considerable leverage" |
(p. 493). |
An important component of the 1everagé¥exercised by individuals
in their respective Departments of Education then appears to be
related to their per;ona] influence in terms of the position they
hold, their expertise and thejr personal efficacy. Kirst and Walker
(1971) note that:
~ The oldest and simplest so]utfbn.to the problem of making
curriculum choices is to endow an individual or small group
with the authority to make these decisions by exercising
professional and presumably ‘expert judgment. (p. 485)
An in&ividua] or group that hés ]éverage is one that can make

a big difference in the outcome of conflicts over curriculum
policy. (p. 488)



The influence of the Departments of Education may be felt in
a wide range of areas in curriculum development. They may devé]op_or
initiate the development of curriculum materials (Kirst and WaJkeE;¥ﬁ
1971, p. 493; Firth and Kimpston, 1973, p. 119; Doll, 1978a, p. 338).
Authorization for school use of previously developed textbooks and
materials (i.e., from commercial sources) may be given (Kirst and
Walker, 1971, p.  493). The Departments of Eduqation may prepare
curriculum guides and decide on topics that will be covered in the
school (Kirst and Walker, 1971, p. 493).

During the period‘of this study, the Alberta Department of
Education was instrgmenta] in the development of social studies
curriculum. Two curriculum cbmmittees were in operation at this time:
the Curriculum Policies Board and the Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating.Committee (SSCCC). The SSCCC was responsible for
developing the social studies curriculum under the guidelines estab-
lished by the Curriculum Policies Board. During-this period, the
various sections Qf the Department of Education developed curricular
materié]s, éuthorized the use of certain learning resources for
schools, prepared curriculum guides, decided on topics to be covered

in the school and so on. (See pages 172-200 of this study.)

Financial Support

The question of the degree to which funding influences
curriculum development, according to some writers in this field, is
not entirely clear. Ronald C. Doll (1978a) writes that ". . . too ’
little is known about the effects of funding on curriculum change or

improvement" (p. 218).

\



23

Despite this reservation, he does recognize that funding has
a role to play in curriculum development. He states that “as schools'
financial support comes increasingly from state and federal govern-
ménts, control will inevitab]y fo]lowbthe dollar" (Dol11, 1978a, p. 89).

Although not universally accepted as a factor which influences
curriculum policy, funding of curriculum projects is seen by many
educational writers as havfng an important impact on their deve]opment
(Firth and kimpstog, 1973, pp. 9, 123-128; Kirst and Walker, 1971,

p. 495; Wiles and Bondi, 1979, pp. 16, 303; Doll, 1978b, p. 325;
Centre for Edﬁcationa] Research and Innovation, 1975, p. 15).

An example of the impact of funding on curriculum development
was the Alberta Her'itage Savings Trust Fund Learning Resources Project.
Unprecedented funding of 8.37 million dollars was provided byﬁthe
Alberta government to develop materials and resources as part of the
social stUdies-curricu]um.dgveTopment project. (See pages 131-136 of

this study.)

Report of Educational Commissions

Repokts on education, both from governmeﬁ£a1 and ﬁon-goveknmenta1
sources, can influence the direction of curriculum development. vHerbert
and Hersom (1974) pdint out that, while these reports are usually
only advisory in nature, they ". . . sometimes are the most exciting
and far-reaching instruments of curricular reform in Canada" (p. 31).

Albert Oliver (1977), in discussing the American educational
situation, found a similar inf]uéhce. He state;:,

A student of the history of education in the United States
can readily point to a number of educational groups:, whose
reports have carried much weight in educational decisions. (p. 175)
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While these educational reports can influence curriculum poTicy
making, it should be noted that the direction of the research may be
influenced by existing social and political factors; and, the interpre-
tation of the research findings given in these reports may also be
influenced by these same factors. Tanner and Tahner (1975) write that:

. 1argef sociopo]itica] forces exert a profound influence

on educational goals and the curriculum but these forces also
have significant effects on the direction and interpretation

of educational research. (pp. 105-106)

In August, 1975, The Downey Report was released. The report

was an evaluation of the implementation of the 1971 social studies
program in Alberta classrooms. One of its conclusions was that the
social studies program had not been widely imp]eménted.\ As a result
of this finding, steps werée taken to begin.the revisions to the 1971
program so as to ensure implementation. (Sée pages 83-98 of this
study.) .

Another example from Alberta education was the release of the

report of the Commission on Educational Planning, A Choice.of Futures,

in October,_1972. The Worth Report, as it waé»Common]y called, estab-

lished certain directions for education in Alberta for several years.

Local School Boards

Kirst and Walker (1971) believe that school boards play less
of a‘decisive role in curriculum deVe]opment than indicated by the
formal institutional description of their powers and prerogatives.
They give four reasons’fdr this:

a. the school bbard lacks expertise.

b. the members are part;time officials.
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c. board members gften do not have enough information.

d. curriculum issues are not important in school board
elections. (p. 500)

John McNei) A1977) supports this view stating: "A recent
political analysis shows local boards playing a diminishing role in
actual decision-making" (p. 266). ‘

Although the evidence suggests that schoo].board; may not
directly play a role in the development of a particular curriculum,
they may serve as a pressure group or as an agent for community groups
seeking input. This was in particular evidence in A]berta where the
Edmonton Public School Boarq\exerted strong pressure oncthe provincial
department of education to iﬁcrease the amount of Canadian content in
Alberta social studies. (See page 118 of this study.) As well, school i

boards, by making decisions on budgets, staff allocations and the Tike,

do exert some influence (Firth and Kimpston, ]973; p. 116).

The Educational Field as an Influence

There are a number of forces within the field of educafion that
act to bring influence on the type of curriculum that fs developed. ‘
The next section will discuss how various parts of the- educational

field may influence curriculum development.

Teachers as an Influence

|

|
A survey of the literature which discus?es the influence that
. !
teachers have in curriculum development points to the large amount of
influence teachers have in shaping the curriculum within their classroom.

John D. McNeil (1977) writes:
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At the classroom or instructional level, most teachers have
the opportunity to define instructional objectives within an
overall framework that indicates what is to be taught. Often
they can design and order learning activities to achieve these
ends. They make important curriculum decisions when "they
decide to group activities around particular organizing centers
such as problems, projects, areas of inquiry, subject topics,
and units. (p. 261) '

This influence that teachers have in shaping curriculum within
their classrooms was seen in the lack of implementation of the 1971
program in Alberta éocia] studies classrooms. Despite the fact that
teachers had a course of studies provided to them as the provincially
sanctioned curricutum, many teachers did not implement the program in
their classrooms. (See page 91 of this study.)

Robert S. Zais (1976) supports the view put forward by McNeill
writing that ". . . teachers exercise considerable control over the
operational curricu]um"‘(p. 479). He also writes that teacher

.. influence is brought to bear primarily at the point
where the teacher competence is strongest: applicability
and feasibility of the new curriculum for teaching. (p. 479)

While teachers may have autonomy with regard to the method of
presentation of méteria]s within their c]assroom, their inf1Uence in
designing the actual curriculum frameworks or curriculum policy appears
to have been weak.

Kirst and Walker (1971) write that:

. accounts of projects that teachers worked on raise doubts
about the importance of teachers in decision-making that took
place in those projects. For the most part, it seems that
teachers were assigned the role of commenting on the "teachability"
of the ideas generated by university scholars. {p. 497)

Zais (1976) cites those factors that can act to limit teachers'

influence in developing curriculum policy. He states:
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If we know anything at all about teachers' responsibilities,
we know that excessive class loads and unreasonably heavy
unprofessional duties prevent them from having time for much,
if any, curriculum work at all. . . . Teachers themselves do
not view curriculum development as one of their professional
duties. (p. 476)

In Alberta, although teachers' influence on social studies
curriculum development has varied, it appeared to have had some impact
on the development of the 1978 social studies program. Teacher input
was solicited by the Department of Education, and had an influence on

the revisions that occurred. (See pages 189-194 of this study.)

Teacher QOrganizations as an Influence

o Organizations of teachers may make their influence felt on
curriculum policy making. Herbert and Hersom (1974, p. 32) and
Oliver (1977, p. 175) indicate that organized provincial teachers'
groups exert their influence on curriculum development through briefs
and position statements, through published documents such as curriculum
units or guides and through their representation on Ministry Curriculum
Committees. Some weiters see the influence of teachers' organizations
on curriculum development as being an fmportant one in shaping
curriculum policy. Robert S. Zais (1976) states that ". . . associa-
tions of teachers of épecia] subjects are an effective lTobby for
determining local curriculum policy" (p. 472). Ronald C. Doll (1978a)
is of the same view stating that "teachers associations and unions
have greatly increased their power and 1nf1uence during the past
several years" (p. 340).

Kirst and Walker (1971), while acknow]edgigg that teachers'

organizations may be influential, contend that often teachers are not



organized or are so poorly oraanized-that their influence may be
insignificant. They state:
Associations of teachers and special subjects can be very
influential at the state Tevel and use their power base. .
Ironically, teachers of academic subjects are usually poorly
organized and not united at the state level. Nobody consults
them and their minimal influence is indicated . . . (p. 491)
It would appear then that organizations of teaéhers have
exerted\inf]uences on curriculum development, although this influence

may vary depending on their degree of organization and unity.

. Prestige Educators as an Influence
Distinguished educétors may act as an influence on curriculum
development. Oliver (1977) writes that:
Educators because of their prestige in the education
profession, or with the public in general, or both,
have markedly:influenced educational programs. (p. 174)
Two distinguished educators in particular influenced the

' development of the Alberta 1971'socia1 studies curriculum, namely

Massialas and Aoki (Korteweg, 1972, p. 107).

The University and Research aé an Influence

The Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (1975) in

their Handbook on Curriculum Development notes that "the influence

of the universities on the school curriculum is . . . a powerful and

pervasive one" (p. 50).

Firth and Kimpston (1973) are in basic agreement stating that:

Where in the past colleges and universities merely made
recommendations, the trend is toward direct involvement in
curriculum development both by the academician in the
subject field and his counterpart in the college of
education. (p. 162)

28
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Kirst and Walker (19715 a]so support this view writing that
“the major source of ideas for curriculum change has always been ;heﬂ
college or university" (p. 495). |

Other educational writers also discuss the-impdrtant role that
the university does play in educational change. These include: |
Orlosky and Smith, 1978a;_p. 305; Oliver, 1977, pp. 161, 162, 168; and
Ronald C. Doll, 1978a, p. 280).

&

Robert S..Zais (1974), while supporting the view that univer-%ﬁg

b
ot

sity professors are an influence on curriculum po]icy‘as subject
matter specialists or as providers of thevlearning-process dimension,
notes that the ". . . education faculty have not Been signfficant]y
involved in these [curficu]um] projécts.'. . ;“ (p: 474). He points
to the-professional organizations‘of university professors and their

journals as having perhaps the most sianificant influence (pp. 474-475).

Social Factors as an Influence
Societal forces have and will continue to have an instrumental
influence on curriculum development. 'Schoo1s are rooted in the society
in which they are found and thus reflect that society and the dominant
. value structure inherent within it. "The inescapable conclusion is
that our schools are the products of the . . . society. . . ." (Wiles
and Bondi, 1979, p. 225).
Tanner and Tanner (1975) support this view writing that:
The functions of the school and the model of curriculum
embraced at a particular time are reflections of the demands
and expectations of the larger society. . . . Changing socio-
political forces have exerted changing demands and expectations

on the school. In various eras, the tendency is for the school
to respond to whatever pressures are most dominant. (p. 106)



As well, Wiles and Bondi (1979) write that:

. ..of all society's institutions, the school is probably

the most yielding to .the demands for change by outside

forces. (p. <31) .

Schools are "open" systems, constantly buffeted by societal
trends and pressures. Schools are "domesticated" organizations
that are especially vulnerable to short-run demands from the
environment. (p. 329)

And James B. Macdonald (1971a) writes:

It should be clear . . . that any reforms in institutional
settings [such‘as education] are intricately related to
multiple social pressures and set in the context of a
general cultural.ethos. (p. 98)

The types of,socia]‘studies curricula developed in Alberta
in 1971 and 1978 ref]ected these social forces. ‘The 1971 social
studies curriculum, ;n its unstructured approach, meshed with the
~ times which encourmgzd more flexibility and greater individual choice.
In 1978, the social context was dif%erent. Social forces were moving
in a more conservative direction, and this was Yef]ected in the
" Alberta social studies curriculum. (See pages 81-82, 143-146 of this
study.) .

Ronald C. Doll (1978a) identifies three ways in whiéh

curriculum policy making 1svinf]uenced by societal factors. He

states:
. S 4
Society and culture affect curriculum improvement in three
major ways: by inhibiting change through power of tradition,
by speeding change stemming_from social and-cultural changes,
and by applying pressures fg%% originate in major seaments
of . . . society and culture. - (p. 78)

The next section of this chapter will examine some of the

social forces that can act to influence curriculum development.

A
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n

Local Lay Commhnity

I

Kirst apd Walker (1971) put forward the position that the role
of the local lay community appears. td be minimal. The co;munity tends
to get involved only in certain curriculum issues in certain circum—
stances. ~ Kirst and walker (1971) label these as ”episodic issues"

(p. 499). John McNeil (1977) supports this view stating that "the
pubiic knows little about the content of courses and is not involved
with general curriculum issues" (p. 266). Like Kirst and Walker,
McNeill discusses the "episodic issues“ which under special circum-
stances involve the public and then subside. For example, it is not
textbooks that cause concern, but a ﬁarticu1ar textbook under a special
set of circumstances (McNeil, 1977,vp. 266). Such an example is in
Huron County’in Ontario, where schob]é havé}been under pressure to

remove some of Margaret Laurence's books.

ATthough the lay community may not ex~“:{ic0ntinuous influence

on all aspe%ts of curriculum development, it ma““éxert a great deal of
influence in terms of "episodic isgués.” Thére are also signs that

the influence of fhe local lay community may be expanding (Doll, 1978b,
p. 324; Herbert and Hersom, 1974, p. 35). This expansion is particu-
larly true in terms of the demands of minority groups for control over

their children's education, e.g., demands for local control from the

Black and North A@erican Indian communities (Sand, 1971; p- 222).‘

Special'Interesthroups

Special interest groups can have a significant impact on
_ 9
curriculum development. Albert Oliver (1977) defines special interest

groups as:
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. groups ranging from a few people at the Tocal level
to associations national in scqope which seek to promote
and/or protect their own particular ideas and products.
(p. 171} _

Special iﬁteres£ groups m;y exert pressure on curriculum
development in a number of ways. They may make overtures ;; the people
who they perceive as having a direct input into curriculum policy
making such as elected officials (provincial and local), individual
teachers and their organizations, and members of the educational
bureaucracy (government agencies).- These overtures may be made in -
person or through 1iterature, posters, films, neWs releases and other
forms of public statements. Sometimes they may develop their‘own
" curriculum materials and distribute them to teachers,ﬂschoo] boards,
Debartmeﬁts of Education, and so on (Firth and Kimpstén, 1973? p. 143;
Oliver, 1977, p. 171). An exéhp]e of this was the issue of increasing
Canadian studies in schools throughout‘Canad%é#%}ndividua1s Tike Mel
Hurtig and o%ganizations.supporting the stan%#gﬁ{increasing Canadian
studies exerted pressure on the educational sys£em and achieved
significant results. (See pages 112-119 of this étudy.)

The influence of these groups is usually dependent on their
degree of organization, and the deg;ee to which they can strike a
responsive chord within sectors of the general public. As Oliver (1977)
sﬁbtes, if they are successful in accomplishing this, fhey may héVe

. lobbies powerful enough to influence legislation at.the

state level; others work on local boards of education. The
results of such pressure may be laws and regulations or policies
promoting ideas or.prohibiting ideas. (p. 171)

Examples of special interest groups are trade unions, business

organizations, religious groups, and patriotic organizations.



Parents

Parents, as part of the local lay community, doinot necessarily
make a 1argé impact 6H curriculum policy making (Kirst and Walker,
1971, p. 499). However, parents organized around "episodic issues"
or organized ih special interest groups can carry considerable Wweight.

‘In,Alberta, the influence of parents was felt in the area of
.“basié education.” Mdst parents whose. voices were heard in Alberta
supported an.emphasiS’on\basic educatjon and added their support to
the growingA”back,to théiEasics“ movement of thé Tate 1970's. (See

pages 148-149 of this stuay.)

Mass Media

Another societal factor that can influence curﬁicu]um deveTop-
ment is the mass media (Wiles and Bondi, 1979,-p. 15). Because the
mass media serves as a vehicle for bringing issues to Tight or
promoting certain 1dea$, it can influence public opihion and in fact
enhance the influence of certain interest groups. This fact has
Eertain]y not been lost on groups that have effectively utilized this
tool. Ronald C. Doll (1978a, p. 280) cites the authors of popularly
written books &d articles as having an influence in initiating
curriculum change and determining its direction. ‘Herbert and Hersom
(1974, p. 37) ta]k‘about the impact that television and other mass
media could have in magnifying complaints or in building a constructive
attitude toward the schools.

In Alberta, during the latter part of the 1970's, St. John's

Edmonton Report gave extensive coverage and support to an educational
' |
- system which stressed the basics. The Edmonton Journal gave wide

33
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coverage and editorial support to the forces who were demanding

increased Canadian studies. (See pages 146-148 of this study.) ,

o

Other Influences

This section will examine those forces, other than the ones

previously identified, that can act to influence curriculum development.

Students as an Influence

A survey of fﬁe literature dealing withrcurricu1um development
indicates differing positions regarding the influence that students
have in curricu?ﬁﬁ policy making. On one side are those who hold the
view that students have no formal influence over what they learn (Kirst
and Walker, 1971, p. 503; McNeil, 1977, p. 265). As Kirsp and
Walker (1971) state: "This is so obvious a fact that{research to
establish it would be superfluous® (p. 503). The influence of
students is Timited to voting "with their feet" (Kirst and Walker,
1971, p. 503; McNeil, 1977, p. 265).

On the other side are those who feel that the influence of
studenﬁs‘on curriculum policy making is increasing (Dol11, 1978b, p. 324;
Herbert and Hersom, 1974, p. 35; Koopman, 1964, p. 44; Sapd, 1971,

p. 221).

Suppliers of Curriculum Materials
as an Influence

Textbooks and other teaching materﬁa1s exert a strong influence
over curriculum content. The suppliers of teaching materials will have
a potentially powerful effect on the curriculum because teachers often

do not develop their own curriculum but ré]y on already produced
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curriculum materialélto form the base of their program. The publ{shers'
control of the content of the textbook aHh other curriculum materials
means virtual control over the curriculum (Kirst and Walker, 1971,

p. 492). The Centre for Educational Research and Innovation (1975) in

their Handbook of Curriculum Development states: "Textbooks exert a

strong inf]uenée on instruction . . . because’the‘content and sequence
of instruction is often dependent upon them" (p. 128). |

Robert -S. Zais (1976), citing studies that show the extensive
use of textbooks ih the classroom, concludes that ". . . it is hardly
an exaggeration to say that the textbook is the curriculum" (p. 473).

Other educational writers who discuss the significant- influence
that developers of curriculum materig&s exert on curriculum develop-
ment are Wiles and Bondi (1979, pp. 16, 266), Owen (1973, p. 39),
Oliver (1977, p. 178) and McNef1 (1977, p. 268). The materials
developed by the Alberta Department of Education for social studies
(e.qg., Kanata Kits, teaching units, etc.) were used widely by teacheréi
In doing so, social studies teachers depended, in many cases, on the
materials to form the base of fheir program. .

Despite the influence that suppliers of curriculum materials
exert on curriculum, they must operate withfn the -social and political
| contékt of their culture. Thus, they are influenced by those social
and-political forces that have a dominant influence on curriculum
content during that time period. Kirst and Walker (1971) dfscuss
this stating that "publishers are not able to operate as independent
agents. Instead they reflect the conflicting desires of their customers

i.e. the Tocal schools and state authorities" (p. 492).
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Robert S. Zais (1976) also discusses the impact of societal
influences on publishers of curriculum materials. He states:

Publishers, however, do not themselves always exercise control
over textbook content. It is no secret that biology textbooks
for the southern and western markets often are bound minus the
chapter on evolution, just as history books are shipped to some
school districts with the "Negro history" section deleted. In
this regard, publishers clearly do not wield the power over
“curriculum content that is often attributed to them. (p. 473)

Standardized Examinations as an Influence

Whéther on a Tocal -school district Tevel, a provincial 1e§e1,
or a federal level, the use of standardized tests can influence what
is taught in classrooms. Through this type of assessment via
standardi;ed examinations, curriculum influence will be felt because
of the comparison with otfer resuffs in othér jurisdictions. After the
~results of student achievement on standardized tests are released,
educators will be challenged to examine their own effectiveness and
to seek better ways of moving toward these re-examined goals (Oliver,
1977, p. 157). —

Standardized testsf w%i]e not dictating all details of a
curriculum, will certainly establish a framework in terms of what
will comprise the essential ingredients of cdrricuTum content in a
classroom. Kirst and Walker (1971) discuss this stating that "these
tests do not entirely determinevthe detailed content of the curriculum
but they do 1imit what teachers can spend their time doing" (p. 48).
McNeil (1977) writes that_“curricu]um standardized tests pretty well
define what students must know" (p. 268).

A discussion by Robert S. Zais (1976) on the influence of

standardized examinations on curriculum content also supports the view
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put forward by Kirst and Walker, Oliver, and McNeil. ‘He states that
"while these tests do not entirely control curriculum content, they
certainly place important Timitations on it at the local Tevel"
(p. 472). | ‘

Dol11 (1978a) writes~that ". . . movements like national testing

will perhaps take from teachers and other curriculum personnel a con-

siderable amount of control of what is taught" (p. 89).

Curriculum Development as a Political Activity

This chapter has presented an overview of the major factors
that can influence curriculum development. None of these factors
‘operate in isolation, but interact with each other in a dynamic fashion.
Some of the factors will.act in concert with each other, while others
will act in conflict. This conflict is to be expected.' 0Tiver (1977)
notes that "it would be unrea]iétic to expect complete agreement éh
all points, even with skilled leadership and the effective use of group
dynamics" (p. 109). As well, not all of the factors will carry equal
weight in influencing the direction of qurritu]um deve]opment.
Depéending on the circumstances, some factorsfbr factor may exert more
influence than others.

The very nature of curriculum development, which results in
some alternatives béing chosen over others, and in some factors
influencing curricu]&m policy and curriculum policy makihg more than
others, leads it into the political sphere. Kirst and Walker (1971),
in their extensive review of curriculum policy making, state that:

. curriculum decisions are not based on quantitative decision
techniqyes or even on a great deal of latitude for deliberation
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and for complicated political processes to resolve conflicts
of value among various groups and individuals. (p. 487)

Kirst and Walker use the phrase "political process" in the
broad sense to encompass all those situations in which curriculum
policy decisions must be made in the arena of conflicting values and
purposes. As Robert S. Zais (1976) states:

Political as it is used in this section is not confined to

phenomena involving government; it refers more broadly to

all the processes by which conflicts among competing public

policies (and their underlying values) are resolved. (p. 470)

 Many educational writers discuss the importance of under-

standing curriculum development as a political process in which
conflict must be resolved in some fashion. These writers include
Tanner and Tanner (1975, p. 105), Wiles and Bondi (1979, p. 27),
Zais (1976, p. 470), Kirst and Walker (1971, p. 480), Koopman (1968,
p. 43), Centre for Educational Research and Innovation: (1975, p. 170),
McNeil (1977, p. 260) and Doll (1978a, p. 1b5).

Perhaps Kirst and WaJker (1971) express it best. They state:
Throughout curriculum policy-making, political conflict is
generated by the existence of competing values concerning the
proper basis for deciding what to teach. The Tocal school
system and other public agencies responsible for these decisions
must allocate these competing values in some way, even though
this means that some factions or interests win -and others lose
on any given curriculum issue. The inevitability of conflicting
demands, wants, and needs is responsible for the necessarily

political character of curriculum policy-making, a character
which cannot be avoided. (p. 480)

/

Summary

Chapter 2 was a review of the literature which identified those
factors, individuals and groups who may act to influence curriculum

development. Government may act as an influence. It can exert its



39
- I

influence through legislation, government agencies, financial support,
and educational commissions. The educational field may also exert
influence on curriculum development through teachers, teachers'’
organizations, prestige educators, and the university and its research.
Social forces may also influence the field of curriculum development.
These forces may include the Tocal lay-community, special interest
groups, parents, ahd the media. Other factors influencing curriculum
development may be students, supp]iers‘bf cﬁrricu]um materials and
;standard?zed examinations.

Sometimes these forces may act in conflict with each other
where there is a disconsonant view of.the direction that curricﬁ]um
development should take. At other times, they may act in cooperation
where there is a common view of‘curriculum development and its out- \
comes. Specific examples were provided to indicate circumstances in
which certain groups, individuals, or factors have exerted an influence
on curriculum.

The object of Chapter 3 is to compare the 1971 curriculum

guide, Responding to Change, to the 1978 curriculum guide, 1978 Alberta

Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, and to examine the significant

similarities and differences between these two programs of study.
Chapter 3 sets the stage for Chapter 4 which\examines.thé
influences exerted by various factors, individﬁa]s and groups on the
development of‘the 1978 social studies curriculum. "In doing so,
Chapter 4 identifies those forces that acted to maintain or change
certain aspects of the 1971 program. Chapter 4 thus outlines the
factors that led to the subsequent similarities and differences found

\'in the two social studies programs as identified in Chapter 3.



Chapter 3

A COMPARISON OF THE 1971 AND 1978
SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULA

The object of this chapter is to compare the 1971 curriculum

guide, Responding to Change, to the 1978 curriculum guide, 1978 Alberta

Sogia] Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, and to examine the signifi-

cant simi]arities and differences between these two programs of study.

d

Social Studies Defined

In the 1971 curriculumn guide, social studies was defined as
the subject where students were to obtain a system of values. These
values would allow the students to determine how they would 1live
their Tives and the kinds of actions they would take to improve their

world. The guide states:

. the new social studies curriculum is premised on the
assumption that schools must help students in their quest
for a clear, consistent and defensible system of values.
Social studies invites free and open inquiry . . . Such inquiry
will serve the humanistic goals of education by offering
students experience in living and not just preparation for
Tiving. . . . Students will deal with the "what ought to be"
and will make this world a more desirable place in which to
live. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 5)

The 1978 curriculum guide defined social studies as the
subject which promotes citizenship education. Sthdents were to examine
social issues in order to promote their constructive participation in
local, national, and global affairs. The quide stated: |

Social studies is the school subject in which stﬁdents learn
to explore and, where possible, to resolve, social issues that

40
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are of public and personal concern. The objectives of the

1978 curriculum assume that carefully selected learning experiences
related to inquiry into significant social issues will help
students develop sensitivity to their human and natural environ-
ment, intellectual independence, moral maturity and effective
participation in community affairs. These characteristics are
believed necessary for constructive community, Canadian, and

world citizenship in the coming decades. (Alberta Education,
1978)A1berta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,

p. 5

The 1971 social studies curriculum quide defined social studies

in terms of values education. Implicitly the focus was on citizenship
education although it focused more on individual values. The 1978
curriculum guide defined social studies more explicitly in terms of

citizenship education.
. Y
: Lt )
v“ ﬁggggg:pf Inquiry
RA

In defining social studies, both the 1971 and 1978 curricula

@

supported the position that "inquiry" would be a central component of
the social studies program. .In comparing the nature of this inquiry,
one sees certain similarities and differences. This section will
examine the similarities and differences in the two types of inquiry
embodied in the two curricula.

| The process of inquiry in the 1971 social studies program
embraced the Raths' model of Values Clarification. The guide stated:

. the only valid productive activity for teachers is the teaching

of the value-clarification skills" (Alberta Education, Responding to

Change, 1971, p. 64). This model involved three basic skills.

Choosing 1. Identifying all known alternatives
Considering all known consequences of each
alternative

3. Choosing freely from among alternatives
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Being happy,with the choice

Prizing 4.
5. Affirming the choice, willingly and in public
’ if necessary
Acting 6. Acting upon the choice ,
7. Repeating the action consistently in some pattern

of 1ife. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change,
1971, p. 5) u - '

The importance given to Raths' model in -examining social issues
was indicated by the following: "To be significant the value issue
must meet Raths' seven criteria of what is worth clarifying. o

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 65).

In.tHe 1978 social studies program, no mentior #c. zde of
the Values Clarification process. In ité place, the process =7 s0.ial
inquiry took on thé form of a wheel or a circle. The so- al inquiry
process embodied in the 1978 program ié illustrated in the <iagram
on page 43. |

The two inquiry models had some similarities. Skill #1
(Choosing) in Values Clarification included these two steps}

1. Identifying all known zlterratives

2. Considering all known consequences of each alternative.

These two steps could be included in the stages found in "A Process

- for Social Inquiry." These were:

H ’ o

1. ‘Gather and organize data
2. Analyze and evaluate data
3. Synthesize data.
QStep #3lin the Choosing Ski1l ("choosing freely from among alterna-

tives") corresponded with the step ("resolve the issue;) found. in

B
o

A Process for Social Inquiry. The Values Clarifixition model also
-included as the last of its three basic skills the "acting" upon -

42
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A Process for Social Inquiry

Evatusie

Estabingh
Acwrarch
Ques-rons
ana
Procéaures

4 0y
~Pop, ~~ “
u;, g m o “u
and
Evatuae
Data

Note: The system of two-way arrows indicates that progress
through the process of inquiry is not lock-step. During
inquiry, as an issue takes on a new perspective, students will
frequently find it necessary to “double back” to steps covered
previously.

(From: Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—
Interim Edition, 1978, p. 14)
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one's values. This "acting" was also found in‘A Process for Social
Inquiry‘in the stage tjtied "apply the decision." In these areas,
both models—Values Clarification and A Process for Social Inquiry—
had’steps that corresponded with each other.

Although theseasimilarities existed between the two models,
there werevareas where the two models diverged.

A Process for Social Inquirvaas presented as a circutar
mode]\whereas the‘Va1ues Clarification modellwas presented as'a
linear one. JIn A Process for Socja] Inquiry, the system of two way
arrows indicated that:’ o _

. progress through the process of inquiry is not 1oﬁgtstep

. During inquiry, “as an issue takes on new perspective, students
- will frequently find it necessary to "double back" to steps

covered previously. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Soc1a]
Studies Curr1cu1um——1nter1m Ed1t1on 1978, p. 14?7

The 11near approach of the Raths' mode] of Values C]arificatjon did
not prov1de for th1s v

An essent1a1 part of. the Va]ues C]ar1f1cat1on Mode1 was the
action component. While social action was "encouraged" in A Process.
for Social Inquiry (Ibid., p. 15) the optioh was available for students
to “postpone taking action” (Ibid., p. "14). Such an optioh did not
exist in the Va]ues C]ar1f1cat1on mode] ‘/,

A Process for Social Inquiry also appeared to p]ace more
emphasis on'the steps that led to "resolving the 1ssue“ or ”mak1ng a
' choice“_gpag'the Vatues Ciarfffcation model. Four of the eight steps
in A Pr0cés5‘for Social Inouiry dealt with skills used 1n(reaohfng
theddeoision stage regardiog,a particular issué.p These four steps

were:
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1. Establish research questions and procedures
2. Gather and organize data -

3. Analyze and evaluate data

4. Synthesize dafa (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social

Studiés Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, pp. 14-15).

In thelVa]ues Clarification Model, two out of seven steps were
devoted to these ski]?s.» These two steps were:

1. Idenifﬁﬁﬁﬁ@?éﬁ}\known alternatives

2. ConsidegfﬁgiéT{ known consequencesfof each a]ternd%ive

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 19@&, p. 5).

Another difference between the two ¢éde]s'of inquiry was the

1

framework in which the inquiry took place. There -appeared tb be a

more defined framework for inquiry in the 1978 curriculum as comparedﬁﬁgﬁ

to the 1971 curriculum. The 1971 curriculum emphasized "free and open

“[emphdsis added] inquiry" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971,

‘p. 5) while the 1978 curriculum identified carefully selected [emphasis
added]\Qearning experiences related to inquiry” (Alberta Education, 197

Alberta Social Studies .Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 5). o

Other indicators would also suggest fhat the inquiry approach
in the 1978 curriculum operated within a more defined framework than
the 1971 curriculum. The 1978 curriculum guide described "aspects of
growth“,thatfﬁere to be fosfered. These three "aspects of growth" were:
1.. Growfh in understanding of distinctive human values

2. Development of appreciations, and of positive attitudes
towards self, other people, and the human environment

3. Development of competencies in processes of moral reasoning
and value analysis. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social
Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, pp. 9, 10)




As well as the fostering of these three "aspects of growth,"
certain value objectivés were prescribed. "At least one specific value
objective for each aspect of growth is brescribed for each grade level

topic" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9).
The 1978 curriculum also encouraged. the development of

”p@sitive attitudes" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9), the building of a "sense of

community" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum— -

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 1Q) and the promotion of "constructive

citizenship" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 5). o .

The" 1971 curriculum, in contra;f to the 1978 curriculum did =~
not provide as much directidn for inquify. %hé 1971 curriculum guide,
instead of advocating the %ostering’of certain'faspects of gﬁowth“ or
"value objectives," placed its émphas%sién%ﬁhg,proéess of ?tf%ining

one's values, rather than on what thb§e values would be. The 1971,

¥

guide stated: - S * - : \\\

. the process of valuing is the values- component.of the "ne
program. The process by which a student arrives at his values \ ~
is more important than the value position he obtains. . . . -The
primary purpose of thé process is to prepare students for v
confronting public issues rationally rather than to demonstrate
the validity of any particular point of view., (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p..64) . . -

While the-1271 guide identi?fed certain basic social and moral
values as being worthy of attention, it again stressed that the process
was key. »

This [émphasis on pracess] does not indicate a lack of concern
or respect for certain basic social and moral values on which

46
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society is in general agreement as major tenets of the
democratic faith. Those deemed particularly worthy of
attention in the new social studies are: the dignity of
man, freedom, equality, justice, empathy and loyalty. .
[However], specific values to be developed or emphas ized
should be methodological: adherence to the scientific
method, respect for evidence and concern for truth.
(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, pp. 64-65)

The 1978 guide appeared to promote or‘advocate certain value
positions, e.g., "constructive citizenship," "positive attitudes,"
etc., while the 1971 curriculum guide held to the position that

specific values were not to be taught. The guide stated:
It must be emphasized that there is no truly univeréa] set
of values. . . . The only values acceptable to an authentic -
individual are those which he has freely chosen. (Alberta
Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 64)

Another_ﬁrea where the inquiry aspect of the 1978 curriculum
operated within a moré‘defined framework than the 1971.prograh was in
the area of social action.

4The 1971 .curriculum guide did not discuss the concept of taking
action on one's values to any great degree. The~]imitéd discussion of
taking action in the 1971 guide did not provide any parameters within
which-the.action on]H occur. It was left "wide open" for any 1ntérpre4
tation of what this action would entail. The guide stated:

Student will deal with not only "what is".but also with
"what ought to be" and will have the opportunity to make

this world a more desirable place in which to live. (Alberta
Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 13)

The 1978 curriculum guide, while encouraging social action,

presented a much more structured view of social action. The guide

N

stated:

While the concept of active involvement is encouraged as a_
significant aspect of education for active citizenship, the
role of the teacher in helping students organize and implement
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social action projects is one requiring a strong sense of respon-
sibility [emphasis in original]. It requires sensittvity to the
maturity of students, to the expectations of students, to institu-
tional norms, and to democratic processes. Because of the need for
sensitivity in carrying out this type of learning experience,
social action is not prescribed, but is encouraged where
possible, given the above cautions. (Alberta Education,
1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,
p. 15) ,
"
The action advocated by the 1971 curriculum was very sweeping

(". . . make this world a more desirable place in which to Tive")

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 13) while the

suggestions for action given in the 1978 program appeared more
concretely oriented to the students' school or community. As the
guide stéted:

Create a plan of action to apply the decision. (e.g. work

for an improved school or classroom environment; provide

services to a community group on a close interpersofal basis;
express ideas in social settings, or participate actively in o
a political process. In particular, students should be
encouraged to regard their school as a real and viable social
institution, and to find ways to improve it.) (Alberta Education,
1978 §1berta social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,

p. 15) - ( _

The more defined nature of the inquiry aspect of the 1978

curriculum was seen in its "Summary" statement. The "Summary"-state-
ment stated that the discussion of inquiry into social issues would be
further delirgated within each grade level.

Social studies has been defined as the school subject in which
Students learn to explore and,where possible, to resolve social
issues that are of public and personal concern. In the preceding
pages, the general objectives of the 1978 Alberta Social Studies
Curriculum, Interim Edition, have been categorized in accordance
with the particular perspectives of valuing, knowledge, and skills.

In the following pages, these <! ‘~ctives are developed further in
relation to grade level conte 'd to provide a systematic and
sequential base’for the socia es education of Alberta
students. «(Alberta Education, : .. Alberta Social Studies

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1974, p. 16)

,
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In contrast, the "Conclusion" statement of the ]971kcurricu1um
guide provided for a wide latitude of changes and modifications to be

made to the inquiry model presented in the guide. [
The above-noted inquiry models have been developed by various
curriculum developers. Teachers may look upon them as guides
for organizing learning experiences in their classrooms and feel
free to extend, modify and develop these and other models of
inquiry to suit the needs of themselves and their students. .
(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 99)

Both the 1971 and 1978 social studjes curricula empﬁasfzed the
importance of inquiry. In the inquiry models presented in the
currfcu]um guides, there were certain simi]arities in the steps which
occurred in both curricula. The major d{fference between the two
models of inquiry was that the frameWork for inquiry in fhe 1978
curritu]um was more structgféd than the one found in the 1971 curr#cu]um.'
While both curricula supported thé value of social inquiry, the 1978

curriculum defined inquiry more specifically.

‘Learning Objectives

The 1978 Alberta social studies curriculum placed equal
emphasis on.three objectives. These three objectives were:
1. Value Objectives
2. ~Knowledge Objectives

3. Skil Objectives. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social '
Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9)

The 1971 Alberta social studies curriculum also acknowledged these
objectives as the three components of social studies. The guide
stated: "Strategies of inquiry combine the thrééxﬁbmponents of the

Social Studies in Alberta—knowledge, skills and valuing. . . ."
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(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 95) and "There is

a definite relationship amon@ knowledge objectives, skill development,
and values clarification. It is this relationship that secures the
academic validity of the curriculum" (Ibid., p. 13).

However, in the 1971 curriculum there appeared to be greater
emphasis placed on the valuing éomponent. The guide stated: ". . . the
objectives of the new social stddiés place high priority on the valuing
process" (Ibid., p. 5). As well, it stated: "“The valuing process has
. becoMe content" (Ibid., p. 64). A question remains as to why the
valuing component was stressed in the 1971 program. Some have argued
that this was done in order to make valuing predominant. Others have
argued that since valuing had received no emphasis in the previous
social studies curriculum, it was necessary to emphasize valuing in
order for it to receive equa{'recognitiqn with the knowledge and skills
component of thé program. |

The next section of this chapter will examine how each of the
curriculum guides discussed the three learning objectives bearing in
mind that the va]uing'objectives were key in the 1971 curriculum Whi]e
the 1978 curricqjum gave an equal focus to the three objectives—

~va1ues, know]edge, and skills.

Knowledge Objectives

Knowledge in both the 1971 and the 1978 curricula was
categorized into three elements: facts, concepts, and generalizations

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 90; Alberta

Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition,

1978, p. 10).
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The definitions of these three e1%ments, found in the curricu-
Tum guides, were very similar. In the 1971 guide, "facts" were
defined as "items of specific information at the Towest available level

of abstraction" (Alberta Education, Responding to Chahge, 1971, p. 90).

In a similar vein the 1978 curriculum guide defined "facts" as

. . specific items of information about things that actually exist,

or existed in the past” (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies

Curriculun—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 10),

“Concepts," in the 1971 gquide, were defined as ". . . abstrac-
tions which refer to a class or group of objects all of which have

characteristics in common" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change,

1971, p. 90). Similarly, in the 1978 guide, "concepts" were defined as

Being ", . more abstract and may be thought of as subsuming a number
of objects or events that have common attributes" (Alberta Ediucation,

1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p 10).

In the 1971 curriculum gquide, "generalizations" were defined

as involving ". . . relationship(s) among two or more concepts"

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 91). "Generaliza-
tions" in the 1978 curriculum guide were defined in a similar fashion.
"Generalizations are derived through a process of relating significant

ideas to each other" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social StUdies

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11).

The 1971 guide supported the view that facts must be taught in

?

relationship to concepts and generalizations. The quide stated: *

It is increasingly unfashionable to "just teach facts."

These facts should be related to the development of -concepts

and generalizations. . . . Specific facts become meaningful

when their relationship to concepts or generalizations is
understood. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 90)
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The 1978 curriculum guidé was not as clear on the role pf

"facts" in the knowledge component. While stating that facts were
important in order to develop hhigher levels of understanding," the
‘quide.did not specify precisely what it meant by "higher levels of
understanding." The exact fuqction or role dﬁ factual knoW]edge was
rather ambiguous. The guide stated:

Even though many specific facts may quickly lose their

relevance; students need to acquire a broad sense of selected

factual information if highér levels of understanding are to

be developed. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies
Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 10)

The need for students to possess Knowledge so that they could
have some impact on their world was recognized in both guides. The
1978kguide statedf "Knowledge is one form of power. Only by ;knowing'
their world can people exercise even partial cantrol of that world"

(Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim

Edition, 1978, p. 10). The 1971 guide stated: “Knowledge in the social
studies is gathered . . . for the understanding and so]utioh of

problems and issues" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971,

p. 74). 2

Both curricula also shared the view that the acquisition of.
knowledge was a dynamic process. The 197] guide‘stated: "The
student's creation of his own know]e&ge %s a continuing process. It
is a process of adding to and revising a structure of knowledge"

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 93). The guide

also quoted Suchman to support its view of the dynamic nature of
knowledge acquisition.

Detrimental to inquiry is the belief that knowledge is
absolute, that it must be passed down to the student from
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authorities and that the student must accept it as the
truth. (Suchman, 1968, quoted in Alberta Education, Responding

to Change, 1971, p. 96)
In a similar fashion, the 1978 curriculum guide stated:

Knowledge is also dynamic. Because the pool of knowledge is
always growing and changing, effective citizens must have
both the commitment and the skills to modify and extend their
knowledge continuously. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta
Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 10)

Both curricula drew on history, geography, and the social
sciences for their knowledge components. The 1971 guide stated:
"Concepts used in the .Alberta Social Studies program are drawn from
history, geogfaphy and the social sciences" (Alberta Education,

Responding to Change, 1971, p. 93). The 1978 guide stated: "The

knowledge component of social studies objectives is I -wn mainly from
history, geography and the social sciences" (Alber .«cation, 1978

Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 10).

N

Even though both curricula incorporated the social sciences
into their kn0w1ed?E/59méonent, the 1978 curriculum quide placed a
greater emphasis on history. The guide stated: "History, in particular,

integrates much of human experience and provides an essential base for
the understanding of contemporary social issues" (Alberta Education,

1978 A]berta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 10).

This emphasis on history was not found in the 1971 curriculum guide.
The 1971 curriculum utilized the interdisciplinary approach

in determining curricular content. The gquide stated: "The Alberta

curriculum is interdisciplinary. Concepts from the social disciplines

are integrated in such a way as to be indistinouishable‘as/Eeparate

entities" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 93).



The 1978 curriculum guide also stressed the utilization of
an interdisciplinary approach. The guide stated: ". . . thirteen
interdisciplinary concepts have been identified to provide the basic
organizing ideas from which the knowledge base of the 1978 Alberta

Social Studies Curriculum is developed" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta

Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11).

The 1971 guide identified ”Interaction" as the key organizing
concept for the social studies. As the guide stated:

The major concept to be deve]oped in the Alberta Soc1a1
Studies curriculum is INTERACTION [emphasis in original].
The interaction concept is basic to most social disciplines.
It is a process through which man relates to his social and
physical environment. (Alberta Education, Responding to
Change, 1971, p. 93)

The Interaction Process was comprised of three concepts. Each concept
was comprised of four sub-concepts.

1. Environment - time
space
culture
system

2. Causality - goals
norms
technology
power.

3. Interdependence - cooperation
conflict ‘
stability )
change. 4
(See Appendix C for a diagrammatic, representation of 2he;{nteract1on

Process )

While there was an attempt to correspond these concepts to the |
grade level themes, through a diagram provided in the handbook (see

Append1x D), the connection between these concepts and the actual un1ts
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of study was not detailed in the unit outlines found at each grade
fevel. There was little clarification of how these organizing concepts
would be incorporated into the study of the value issues found at each
grade level.

. The 1978 curriculum guide identified thirteen interdisciplinary
concepts which ". . . provide the basic organizing ideas from which the
knowledge base of the 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum is

developed" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11). These thirteen concepts were grouped

under three headings:

1. The Human Being as Individual

2. Human Processes

3. Human Systems.

(See Appendix E for descriptions of each ‘organizing concept" and
lists of related and sub-concepts.)

Unlike the 1971 curriculum, each unit of study in the 1978
curriculum guide incorporated seWEéte@;concepts from the list. The
connection betyeen the "organizing Eoncepts“ and the actual unit of
study were du1te detailed and served to clarify how the "organizing
concepts” wou]d be incorporated 1nto the study of the value and social
issues found at each grade level. (See Appendix F for an example of
the incorporation of the "organizing concepts" into the unit outlines.)

Both curriculum guides discussed the purpose of identifying
their respective "organizing concepts." There were two reasons
given: (1) they were key concepts found within history, geography,

and/or the social sciences and (2) they fit the curriculum. The
Ey)



1971 juide outlined these reasons .in the following manner:

Interaction is a key concept in the understanding of social
problems. History, geography and the social sciences
describe in part man's interaction with his social and
physical environment. (Alberta Education, Responding to

Change, 1971, p. 8)

“ The 1978 guide outlined its selecting criteria as follows:

Ne

The concepts have been selected according to the following
criteria: . , <

- They exist as basic organizing ideas in éither hiétory,
. geography, or the social sciences, and have application in

a number of disciplines; ‘
- They are particularly appropriate to the definition of
citizenship that underlies the Alberta Social Studies
curriculum and the processes of active citizenship that
are promoted in the curriculum. (Alberta Education, 1978
Alberta Social Studies Curriculum— Interim Edition, 1978,

p. 1T}

'Skill Objectives o

Both curricula related their skill development to the models
‘'of inquiry that they had established. The 1978 guide stated that its

two basic areas of skill deveTopment (imguiry skills and participation

ski]]s)\torresponded>to its basic model of inguiry.

Inquiry skills correspond to the stages of a basic model of .
inquiry. . . . Participation skills comprise four "areas" of
skills and can be developed at ali stages of inquiry. .

(Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11)

The 1971 curriculum guide discussed skills in terms of
: ke1ating them to its probles :o]vihg strategy.

Knowledge in‘thev§oc1a1 studies is gathered for the purpose of
establishing concepts and generalizations, and for the under-
standing and solution of prohlems and issues. The actions of
gathering and processing knowledge, employing interpersonal
relations and applying a problem-solving strategy reflect
skills. Skill development allows that these actions will be
performed efficiently. (Alberta Education, Responding to

Change, 1971, p. 74)
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Because both curricula had adopted different models for -
inquiry, the skills identified in each were "wedded" to their respec-

tive model. Thus, the 1971 curriculum g 4 iﬁsiated that "the‘valuiﬁg

process is the major skill to be "app ;wlthe Alberta Social Studies"

(Alberta Education, Respondéng to Change, 1971, p. 74). The 1978 guide

discussed its skills in terms of their correSpondence to ". . . the

stages of a basic model for inquiry" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta

Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11).

However, in subsequent discussion of what those skills would
entail, there was considerable overlap between the two curricula.

The following charts illustrated thisf

1971—Inquiry Skills . 1978—Inquiry Skills
1. Identifying and clarifying » 1. Identify and focus on the
Lthe problem issue
2. Formu]at;ng hypotheses 2. Estab]ishjresearch questions

and procedures

N

3. Collecting data | - 3. Gather and arganize data

e

4. Classifying data 

- 5. Analyzing data and evaluating - 4. Analyze and evaluate data

the desirability and ' .
feasibility of taking action 5. Synthesize data
on the problem 6. Resolve the issue

6. Proposing a course of action 7. Apply the Decision
and examining the desirability L
and feasibility of taking 8. Evaluate the Decision, the
action on the problem. Process, and (where pertinent)
Reflective thinking can the Action
continue. e ,

(Alberta Education, Responding  (Algerta Education, 1978 Alberta

to Change, 1971, pp. 88-89 ' _Social Studies Curriculum—
o ‘ . Interim Edition, 1978, pp. 14-15)

&
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The above chart 1nd1cated thﬁ% the sk111s as\0ut11ned were

near]y identical to each other.

1971—Social Skills | © 1978—Participation Skills

1. Expressing one's own feelings * 1. Communicate effectively
and ideas to others

3

2. Interpreting the fee11ngs and 2. Interpret ideas and feelings
ideas of others - of self and others
3. Responding to feelings and | 3. Participate in Group

ideas of others in a manner Decision-Making
appropriate to the occasion .

4. Cooperating with others, = 4. Contribute to a "Sense of
though not to the extent of Community"
compromising basic values

(Alberta Educatioﬁ, Responding (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta
to Change, 1971, p. 88) - : Social Studies Curriculum—
' Interim Edition, 1978, p. 16)

- The only s1gn1f1cant difference between.the two columns was
f0und in #4 Wh11e the emphas1s&1n the 1978 CUPP1Cu]um was on
"bu11d1ng ". . . a sense of sharing of group goals and asp1rat1ons”

(Alberta Educat10n, 1978 Alberta Soc1a?&%tud1es Curr1cu1um—-1nter1m

Edition, 1978 p. 16), the 1971 curriculum cautioned aga1nst this and
~asserted that the individual's own values must take grecedence over

the group's goals (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971,

p. 88).

The 1978 program*df,studies followed a much more systematic

deve]opmeht of skills. At éach grade leved, and for éach topic, a

r

Tist of inquiry skills and participation skills plis examples were
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provided (see Appendix G). _

As well, these skills were préscribed at each grade &nq
topic level, m&king it mandatory for the;e skills to be hcovered” by
students and teachers. The guide stated:

Specific inquiry and participation skills that are prescribed
for grade level topics are accompanied by examples that
demonstrate possible applications of skills to topic content.
To maximize systematic development through the grades, all
skill "areas" are prescribed for treatment in each topic
Temphasis in originall. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta
Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 11)

Unlike the 1978 program of studies, the 1971 curriculum did
not pursUé skill development 1n.such a systematic way. Instead,
several pages of lists of skills were given which‘provided only a
. general indication where skills should be introduced, developed
systematically or retaught, maintained and extended (Alberta

Education, Responding to Change, 1971, pp. 75-84) (see Appendix H).

In fact, the 1971 guide cautioned against prescribing skills

for certain grade levels.

Although it is possible to make a general plan for continuity

in skill development, it is not possible to set a particular
place in the school program where it is always best to introduce
a specific skill. - A skill should be introduced when it is
needed to solve a particular problem. (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p. 87) '

Another difference found between th& two programs was the
emphasis placed on the affective domain of skill development. The

1971 curriculum placed a great dea]zbf emphasis on the affective t

domain. The gquide stated: “"SK§]15w1h the affective domain deserve
increasing attention as students participate more fully in the valuing

process" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 89). The

1978 guide did incorporate certain skills from the affective domain

y



into its program, but there was no discussion or emphasis on this

‘area in the discussion of "Skill Objectives."

.Va]ué Objectives

In the 1971 currfqu]um, knowledge was defined as being of
secondary importance to the idea of children developing their own value
- positions. The emphasis was placed on the valuing process (Alberta

Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 64). In the 1978 curriculum,

"~ the wvaluing process was de-emphasized with equa1 weight being given to

value, knowledge, and skill objectives (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta

Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9);

The nature of values was also defined differently in the two
curricula. The 1971 curriculum upheld Vaiues Clarification as its

model of inquiry (Alberta Educatien, Responding to Change,"1971, p. 5).

The 1978 curriculum used A Process for Social Inquify as its model of

inquiry (A]bertq Education, 1978 A]bekta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 14).
The 1978 curriculum, much more than the 1971 program, stressed
that citizenship, to be effective, must be positive and constructive

(A]berta‘Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim E

Edition, 1978, pp. 9-10). The "open and free inquiry" (Alberta |

Education, Responding to Chadge, 1971, p. 5) advocated by the 1971 |
prOgram would not necessarily lead to the adoption of the view of
citﬁzenship espoused in the 1978 curriculumi |

Both curricu]a’acknow1edged the need for growth in the

R

affective domain. ~ - 1978 guide stated that:

60
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Human behaviour is influenced strong]y by the fee11ngs that

we experience toward ourselves, other people, and our
environments. An emphasis on affective growth as a part of

the valuing process may therefore assist students to establish
positive interactions with their world. (Alberta Education, 1978
Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9)

The 1971 guide also supported the development of affective capécities.
It stated: "It is essential to distinguish these affective and
cognitive capacities and to direct educational efforts along both

dimensions" (Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 5).

Despite this recognition of the need for the affective dimension
to be uti]ﬁzed in Alberta social studies by both curri&u]a, the 1971
program gave much morelemphasis to this compénenf: The 1971‘gu?dé
stated that "skills in the affective domain desefve ihcréasing

attention as students participate more fully in the valuing process"

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971,'p. 89).

The definition of "values" in both the 1971 and 1978 curricula
was -very similar. The 1978 guide described values as ". . . basic or
fundamental ideas about.what is important in life; they are standards

of coﬁduqt which cause individuals, gfoups and nations to think and

act in certain ways" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9). In a similar fashion, the
1971 guide described va]ues as:

an 1nd1v1dua1 s or a group s conviction of what is right, proper
and desirable. They are the standards people use in observing-
and judging the world around them and in deciding how they
themselves will act. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change,
1971, p. 64) -
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Content and Objectives

A difference between the 1971 curriculum and the 1978
curricq!@ﬁfwas the greater degree of prescriptién and description
found 1nrfhe 1978 cprriculum as compared to the-1971'curricu1um.
The following diagram fromvthe Alberta Education Socia]w§tud1es

>

Inservice Project portrayed this:

Pre 1971 1971
Curriculum Curriculum .
More Direction | | More Latitude
Prescriptive 19%8 Open

Curricula Curricula

Curriculum

(Alberta Education, The Revised Curriculum:
Intents, Structure, and Resources— The A
Leader's Manual, n.d:, p. 53)

This move to greater specificity in the 1978 curriculum was seen in a
number of ways.

In the 1978 curriculum; three topics were “prescribéd“ in
grades one to ten, and two topics were "prescribed" in grades eleven

and twelve (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6). For each of the topics, specifid
content descriptions and objectives were given. As well, specific
time_a11ocations were made.mandatory. The guide stated:

To ensure that minimum requirements are met in each student's
total social studies program . . . an equivalent of four \
weeks' class time must be devoted to each topic at all grade
levels. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies
Curricu]um——Interigifdition, 1978, p. 6)

The 1971 curricd?ﬁm, in contrast,’provided very Tittle

_ prescription. Objectivgs were only provided in very genera]ftermscé

1)

9&%““ )
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were to be made more specif‘!‘at the school system and school level.
The guide stated:

The Department of Education develops lists of objectives and
curriculum outlines in broad general terms. In the school
system, and within a specific.school, it is expected that
further specification of objectives, content, and processes
will be developed. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change,
1971, p. 50).

This scope and sequence is very general, thus permitting teachers
and students to select learning opportunities according to their
own needs and interests. (Alberta Education, Responding to

Change, 1971, p. 8)

Objectives can be used by teachers as means rather than ends,
and as guides rather than prescriptive monoliths. (Alberta
Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 15)

The move to greater prescriptionvahd specificjty in the 1978 curriculum
allowed for great:?nigmmunity and provincial standardization as
compared to the 1971 curriculum.

The 1978 curricuTQm, as discussed previously, downplayed the
valuing process found in the 1971 program and gave more emphasis to‘

the knowledge and skills component (A]berta Education,'Responding to

Change, 1971, p. 64; Alberta Education,,1978 Alberta Social Studies

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 9). The approach to valuing had

also changed from one of Values Clarification in 1971 (Alberta

-Education, Responding to Change; 1971, p. 5) to A Process for Social

'Inquiry (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—
Interim Edition, 1978, p. 14).

The context for inquiry was more defined in the 1978 curricu-
Tum. As the guide stated: "Topics define the context for inquiry

into social issues" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies

~ Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 7). This type of inquiry was in




contrast to the 1971 curriculum which promoted "free and open inquiry"

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 5) in its course

‘

outline.

As well, the concepts contained within the 1978 curriculum
guide had been more clearly defined and spiralled, and skills had-been
included in the program in a more systematic fashion. As the guide
stated:

Prescribed objectives have been selected and validated to take
into account students' ages and interests, and to ensure a
logical sequence of learning experiences thirough the elementary

and secondary grades. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social
Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 5)

The 1971 curriculum structured two-thirds of social studies
class time 1eaviﬁg one-third of social studies class time to

. pkob]ems that are of current interest to students and teachers”

(Alberta Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 10). The 1978

curriculum also provided unstructufed time for "inquiry into issues
that are selected by teachers, students, and community" (Alberta

Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition,

]978, p. 5). This time had been reduced to one-quarter of social

studies class time in the 1978 curriéu]Um (Alberta Education, 1978 - 7-i-

Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 5).

Both curricula discu$sed the importance of student involvement

in determining the nature of study in this unstructured time. The

N

1971 guide stated:

. the teacher should view the one-third time as an opportunity
for students to develop independence and responsibility. The
amount of teacher leadership required in the planning and use of
the one-third time will vary according to the ability,
experience and maturity of the class. (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p. 10)
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In a similar manner, the 1978 guide stated:

Students should be involved in determining specific issues for
inquiry, as well as methodologies for research, and resources

to be used. As students progress through the grades, the extent
to which they can assume responsibility for directing their own
inquiry in the one-quarter time increases. (Alberta Education,
1978)A1berta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,
p. 5

One difference in this otherwise commonly shared view was

that the 1978 curriculum gave more emphasis to community involvement
in the unstructured time. The guide stated: "Topics should also
reflect the interests and ideas of the communit}} where possible"

(Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim

Edition, 1978, p. 5). This discuésion,of community involvement in
this unstructured time was largely absent in the 1971 program of
studies. -

‘ Therg_were differences in the guides in the types of emphasis
placed on outlining the Qenera]>ph11osophy of thg programs and the
specifics of ea;h grade level topic. In the 1978 curriculum gqide,

12 of thei62 pages (approximately one-fifth) were devoted to the over-
view of the Alberta social studies curriculum which contaihed the
theoretical underpinnings and general outline of the curriculum.

~ The rest of the curriculum guide (approximately four-fifths) was
devoted to the detailed course description at each grade level.

In contrast, the 1971 curriculum guide devoted 75 of 100 ﬁages
(three-quarters) to a discussion of the theoretical underpinnings of
the curricu]hm, and the general guidelines and practical ideas that
could be used in implementina the curriculum. Twenty-five of the 100

pages (one-quarter) were used to outline the grade Tevel units.
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Absent from the 1978 curriculum were the long lists of bibliog-
raphies and references to educational writers and theoreticians

contained within the 1971 program of studies.

Canadian Content

There was é’significantvincrease in Canadian contenE from
the 1971 program of studies to the 1978 program. The 1978 gquide
stafed that "the allocation to Canadian studies has been increaéed
substantially in the revised curriculum, and constitutes about 50%

of the total prescribed program" (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta

* Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 7).

An analysis done on the amount of Canad1an content in the 1978
soc1a1 studies curriculum showed that the amount of Canadian content
was actually closer to 60%, as compared to 47% in 1971 and 43% in
1964/65 (see Appendix I). The topics that were fncorborated into
Canadian studies in the 1978 curriculum also tended to focus in oh
Canadién history and geography. This was particularly evident at

the Grade faur to ten levels (see Appendix J).

Support Materials and Resources

The 1971 and 1978 curricula had different approaches to
support material and resources. Very few guidelines or prescribed
resources were identified in the 1971 program. In contrést, the 1978
program provided a much more structured approach to suﬁport material.

The 1971 program endouraged the extensive use of a wide

variety of support material. The guide stated:
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The new social studies program requires a wide range of
instructional resources. No single textbook will do. Students
will need a variety of appropriate print materials such as
reference books, periodicals, newspapers, pamphlets, and
articles. Also, they will need to enrich reading and verbal
Tearning through the use of audio-visual materials such as

films, filmstrips, slides, pictures, diagrams, tapes, recordings,
artifacts and models. (Alberta Education, Responding to Change,
1971, p. 50) ‘

Teachers in a school or school system were to be responsible
for assessing and choosing of resources. The guide stated: ‘“Groups
of social studies teachers in a school or a school system should find
it advantageous to coordinate their efforts in assesging, accumulating,
and organizing the resource materials" (Alberta Education, Responding
to Change, 1971, p. 50).

Teachers were also encouraged to use community resources in
their social studies program. The guide stated:

The use of the resources of community persons, institutions,
and organizations should be considered as well in planning

the instructional resources. By the use of speakers, field
trips, interviews, surveys, and by the involvement of students
in community projects, the social studies classroom can draw

upon community resources for learning. (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p. 50)

The 1978 curriculum provided a much more structured approach
Lo support materials. At each grade level, a limited number of
resources were prescribed. The 1978 curriculum guide stated:

Policies regarding prescribed resources for the 1978 Alberta
Social Studies Curriculum are as follows:

- Three to ten items (print and non-print) per grade are
available for purchase through the School Book Branch

- Resources, once prescribed, will remain prescribed and
listed in School Book Branch catalogues for a minimum of
three years. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies
Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6)

To encourage the use of prescribed resources, a 40 percent
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discount was made available for books purchased through the School" ”L,

Book Branch (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum— . - &
T T T il ’ . l’f;v N

Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6). Such a discount was not provided for ﬁ5‘,$

resources purchased under the 1971 program.

The 1978 program also provided a large amount of additional
support materials developed by the Department of Education. Such
material was not available under the 1971 program. The 1978 support
material included:

1. Teaching Units

These units address grade level topic objectives and are designed
to make maximum use of prescribed resource materials. Where
prescribed resources for a topic have not been identified,
teaching units will be self-contained. (Alberta Education,

1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,

p. 6) .

2. Kanata Kits

. self-contained multi-media resource units that complement
the social studies curriculum. (Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta
Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6)

3. Junior Atlas of Alberta
4. Relief Model of Alberta
5. Books fdr Young Readers
6; Monographs

A selection of monographs on topics of special significance to
social studies teachers will be developed and made available

to Alberta educators and other interested persons upon request.
Monographs will be developed on the basis of needs identified
during the field-testing process. The first mondgraph, A Hand-
book for Unit Planners, is being designed to help curriculum
planners translate the interim curriculum guidelines into
detailed social studies curriculum units. (Alberta Education,.
1978)A1berta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978,
p. 6 ' ‘




O
o

6

.3

In the 1978 program, teachers were encouraged to use additional
. o LAY .
materials. The guide sfated: "“Additional materials may be used, and
are encouraged for use, in social studies classes" (Alberta Etducation,

1978 Alberta Sd@j§l~§§ydies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6).

However, teachers were also cautioned about their selection and use
of these "additional materials."

Teachers are reminded that the selection of resources beyond
the prescribed and supplementary resource listings of Alberta
Education is subject to the approval of school boards.,
(Alberta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—
Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6)

Such cautions were not given in the 1971 program.

The assessment of materials and learning resources in the 1978
program was not the responsibility of individual teachers as was the
case in tﬁe 19?i program, but was one that was assumed by-per?onneI‘
in the_Depdrtment of Education who undertook in-depth evaluations
bf_méterial before that méteria] appeared on "prescribed" or "supplemen-

tary" lists of the School Book Branch.

. Role of the Teacher

The teacher had a more autonomous role inrthe 1971 curriculum
§§ éompared toythe 1978‘curr1cu1um. In the 1971 curriculum, the
teaéher was to play a paramount role in developing his/her curriculum
for‘use in the classroom. In the 1971 curriculum guide, the statement
of objectives offefed only a general indication of the processes and
content of learning oppartunities in the social studies and left the
planning to teachers. The guidé stated:

Mdre detailed planning of learning opportunities is the

responsibility of each teacher and class. ~(Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p. 8)

#

69



70

The task of translating the prov1nc1a1 curricul um outiines
into effective learning opportunities for students is the
responsibility of the teacher. (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change, 1971, p. 50)

The teachér also played;a central role in develooing,'
assessing, and using resources. The guidetstated:

The~accumulation and organization of these instructional
resources is another.matter of primary concern. .
Teachers are advised to assess references and other \
materials . . . in order. to. assure materials are most
useful for their program, and to establish priority lists
of materials to be purchased . . . (Alberta Education,
“Responding to Change, 1971, p. 50) . '

| The 1978 curriculum provided a less autonomous role for

5 . ) ~

teachers. There were a number of indicators of this. Content and

x o - ’

o ijectives were more detailed and prescribed (Alberta Education,

1978 Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 5).

Rather than the teacher hav1ng respons1b111ty for the detailed p]ann1ng‘

of objectives, the curr1cu1um gu1de out11ned ‘these. This is not to say

/

that the teacher had no role in ”trans]at1ng the gu1de11nes into

. effect1Ve 1earn1ng opportur1t1es for students," but that th1s role was

more restr1cted

Another indicator was that time a]locat1ons were prescr1bed for

each topic (Alberta Education, 1978 ATberta Soc1a1 Studies Curr1cu1um——

‘_Interim Editton, 1978, p. 6). The allocations were not prov1ded in

“k‘program to one- quarter time in the 1978 program.

the 197f?curritu1um
: \“\'
As well, the unstructured time which was to be planned. by

¢teachers and students Had been reduced from one- third t1me in the 1971

~

In the 1978 program, ]1sts of “prescr1bed“ ]earn1ng resources -

were provided as we]] as a caut1onary note statwng that . . . the

-
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selection of resources beyond the prescribed and supplementary '

resource listings of Alberta Education is subject to the approval of

local school boards”'(A]berta Education, 1978 Alberta Social Studies.

Curriculum—Interim Edition, 1978, p. 6). In the 1971 program, teachers
‘ \ _

had the authority to "develop, assess, and use resources" (Alberta

‘Education, Responding to Change, 1971, p. 50).

In the 1978 program, the teacher was bresented with more

‘assistance and more structure as compared toasthe 1971 progﬁﬁm.é;
. CH o
_;\ff '@, \;‘»

PR

Role of the Student

The role of the student in the 1971 program was one bf active
participation. Students were encouraged to participate 1n'p1annjng
4the objectives and learning experiences i their socﬁal studies class-
rodms; and in evaluating those experiences. The guide stated:

"Teachers [shou]d] perm1t students to set goals [rather] than goa]s

‘[be1ng} sqt exc]us1ve1y by teachers“ (A]berta-Educat1on, Resg#nd1ngﬁto
~ Change, 1971, p. 48). Bs well, the guide stated: |

Involve the students in p]ann1ng the obJect1ves and learning
exper1ences, and in evaluating the success of these learning
exper1ences in the achievement of objectives. Provide for
individuality. Draw upon the special interests and abilities

of individual students, and endeavor to adapt content and
assignments ‘to these interdsts and abiTities. (Alberta Education,
Responding to Change 1971 4 pp 48-49) ‘

The teacher was encouraged to bu11d upon the interests of the students.

The 1971 guide stated that motivation of-students cou]d’be enhanced by
" . FOStering and promoting as much as possible, the real interests

of students so that they will feel 1ike pursuing those interests. that 2

a

vare 1mportant to them! (Alberta Educat1on ‘Respond1ng to Change, 19]1

p. 48). - IR



The view that students were active participants in the
vpianning of objeétivgg and lTearning experiences, and in their own
evaluation was 1arge1yxabsent in the 1978 program of studies. Only
in the area of the one-quarter unstructured time was a similar view
held. Here the curriculum guide encouraged the cooperation of students

and teachers in selecting curricular topics, resources and methodology.
Topics should be selected by teachers and students in
co-operation. . . . Students should be dinvolved in determining-
specific issues for inquiry, as well as methodoTogies for
research, and resources to-be used. (Alberta Education, 1978
Alberta Social Studies Curriculum—Interim Editigﬂ) 1978, p. 5)
. A L 4 /

However, the topics chosen in the one-quarter unstructured time were

not to be based solely on students' interest, but were also to be

based on “cbmmunity interests." As the gu%de stated: "Topics should
P “

also reflect the interests and ideas of the community" (Alberta

Education, 1978 Alberta Social StudieélCurricu1um<—1nterim Edition,

1978, p. 5).

summary |
1 . .

Chapter 3 éxamined the siQnificanf similarities/and differehges
_ betweeh the 1971 socia1 studies prdgham and the 1978 social studies Ea;
program. The charts found on paées 73-75 su;marize'}he sihi]arities X
and differences. Both the 1971 and 1978 curricula focused on the
inquiry pfocess, but a number of changes made the 1978 curriculum more
7 strucfured and prescriptive. ~ |
Chapter 4 examines the forces that‘exertéd influence on the‘ﬁ'

social studies curriculum development process. It examines the

antecedents to change and identifies those factors, 1ndfvidua1s and
| .
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groups who were involved in the process of curriculum deve]opment
The chapter a]so exam1nes the process of curriculum deve]opment that

occurred and the outcomes of that curriculum deve]opment process.
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Chapter 4

THE CURRICULUM DEVELOPMENT PROCESS

Antecedents to Change

This section of Chapter 4 examines some of the major ante-
. cedents to the changes that occurred in the“deVe1opment of the 1978
social studies curriculum in Alberta. Three major events are examined:

the 1967 Conference, the're1ease of The Downey heport, and the changes

*

in personnel and the curriculum development structures of the

Alberta Department of Eduéation.

The 1967 Conference,

One of the key events that set the stagé for the new direction
of Albérta social studies was a social studies conference held in
Alberta in 1967. ,Inrspeak; out this conference, Dr. E. A.
Torgunrud, former Director ¢ “rrjc01um, stated:

{
The provinctal conference in 1967 was the conference from
which the current approach used in social studies had its
origins. (Torgunrud, personal interview, February 2, 1982)

This next section of the chapter will look at the 1967

i

Conference and jts outcomes.
J
Curriculum Development in the 1960's
and Early 1970's

T

The 1960's were a time of major curriculum development. ' The
events of the sixties would set new curriculum directions in Alberta.

Curriculum was no 10ngef revised or developed along traditional
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frameworks that had been established previously, but instead embarked
in new directions of curriculum reform (Aoki and Werner in Downey,
1975, p. 66). In the aftermath of the Sputnik era, major changes were
brought to the curricula of science and mathematics .(Korteweg, 1972,
p. 109). And, in this atmosphere of change, the groundwork was set
to allow for'major revisions in the social studies curriculum. Aoki,
in discussing curriculum development in the sixties, stated:
I think the whole atmosphere of curriculum development in the
sixties, particular across the border, where they were pouring
millions of dollars into curriculum development had an
exhiliarating effect. A somewhat similar development as the
Social Studies 30 program had by 1967 developed in B.C. and
Manitoba. The initial impetus for a problem oriented social
studies program had already picked up momentum. (Aoki as
qugted in Korteweg, 1972, p. 109)
This momentum was reflected in events in Alberta that led to major

changes in the Alberta social studies curriculum. One of those

events was the 1967 Conference.

The Planning Stage

Morrison L. Watts, Director of Curriculum with the Department
of Education, and J. S. T. Hrabi, who would succeed Watts as Director
of Curriculum, allocated funds from thé Department of Educ to
fund the conference proceedings. S. N. Odynak, as chairman of the
Senior Higp School Social Studies Sub Committee, was approached by
Watts to organize the confe}ence, to chair it, to budget for it, and
to set up a planning committee. Odynak established a planning- .
committee for the conference consisting of the chairmen of thg %g;ee

social studies subcommittees, T. Aoki, and K. Bride of the ATA. Byron

Massialas acted as an outside resource person (Korteweg, 1972, pp. 95-96).

78
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Conference Participants

There were twenty participants at the conference inc]uding%
Massialas, educational administrators, départment heads, sqcia] studies
coordinators and other individuals representing the Department of
Education, the University of Alberta, and the University of Calgary.
Members of the lay bub]ic did not participate in the conference. The
conference took place over a period of two weeks in which addresses
and papers were presented by the conference participants which
proposed a new direction for Alberta social studies (Korteweg, 1972,

pp. 96, 98-105).

Qutcomes of the Conference

v

A striking feature of the conference was the commonality of
views held by the participants (Korteweg, 1972, p. 98; Chamberlin,
persdna] interview, December 4, 1981). The observations and recommen-
dations of the conference reflected these shared views. Some of the
" major observations and recommendations were:

1. Values should not be detailed by society nor by individuals
but arise out of, or be shaped by, the utilization of the
inquiry process in teaching problems and concepts. The
consensus of the conference was that a major focus of the
social studies is the development of a citizen who makes
value decisions on rational grounds.

2. Concepts and genera1izations should develop from, or be
based upon, issues which are current, meaningful, contro-
versial and of immediate concern -to the pupils and to society.

3. There was general support for an interdisciplinary or mu]ti;,"'

disciplinary approach. to teaching the social studies. The
superiority of the inquiry approach [over that of rote
memorization and the mastery of the facts] was reiterated
and there appeared to be agreement that in the teaching of
social studies, substance cannot be separated from process.

-
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4. We support a problems oriented curriculum from Grade I-XI1I
with emphasis on inquiry into social issues.

5. No content was to be specified as mandatory.

6. No textbook was to be commissioned or prescribed for any
grade.

7. The role of external examinations was to be minimized and
Grade IX departmental examinations should be abolished.

8. Future curriculum developments should avoid fragmented,
uncoordinated efforts by separate committees. -
9. The Department of Education should act at the earliest
possiBle moment to set up the necessary machinery and make
the required budgetary provision for the implementation
of the recomme pplations approved by this conference.
(From “Observat1ons and Recommendations Regarding the
Conference and the Social Studies," in S. N. Odynak (ed.),
Alberta Conference on the Social Studies Curriculum for
Grades I-XII, Department of E¢ .tion, Province of Alberta,

1967, pp. 226-234, as quoted i1 ‘orteweg, 1972, pp. 105-107)
Laurens Korteweg (1972) in his thesis,  of Social

Studies Curriculum Development 1in AIQerta, called the cenference "the
event‘of the year" (p. 108) and cited it as "evidence of a willingness
to explore and innovate" (p. 107). As a result of this conferencé,

a number of significant changes were made to the Alberta Social
Studies curriculum. Many of tHe central aspects of the previous
social studies curriculum were discarded and a new curriculum was
devised for Alberta Social Studies resulting in the 1971 program

pa
contained in the following curricular documents: Responding to Change

at the secondary level and Experiences in Decision Making at the

eiementary'level. Key changes contained in the new 1971 curriculum
were:

1. Soc1a1 studies ought to include much more than the traditional
disciplines. of history and geography and, indeed, ought to
expose the student to the nmjor conceptual frames and modes
of thought of all the social sciences.
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2. Rote memory and the simple mastery of facts ought to give
way to more inquiry-oriented experiences.

3. The processes of valuing ought to be a central aspect of
all 1earn1ng experiences in“the social domain.

4. Textbooks and other kinds of obsolescing materials ought
to give way to more teacher-prevared learning materials
to keep the contemporary aspects of the subject alive
and up-to-date.

5. Students and parents ought.to have a good deal to say about
the selection of materials. (Downey, 1975, p. 32)

The new curriculum moved Alberta social studies in new
directions and Alberta was cited as a leader in currwcu]um change.
Korteweg (1972) in his thesis quotes Dr. T. G. F1nn, Retired Dean,
Faculty of Education, University of Calgary, who stated that Alberta
had ". . . made startling innovations and éxp1ored new ideas on a
large scale thét had very limited experimentation elsewhere" (px 102).
Bill Badger, former supervisor of social studies for the Edmontoh

Public School board, stated: "1971 was a revolution" (personat

interview, October 21, 1981).

The Societal Context

)
This spirit of experimentation and 1nnovat1on in social studies

was linked to the c11mate of the times. Korteweg (1972) stated:

The general climate of optimism, so prevalent during

Centennial Year, and the stable financial and political

environment may also have contributed to the creation of a

climate that was favourable to this particular event in the
?1story of social studies curriculum development in Alberta.
p. 111)

Other 1nd1v1duals, in ref1ect1ng on that period, held s1m1]ar
St
views. Dr. C. D. Ledgerwood, formei#£;39c1ate Director of Curr1cu1um :

for the Social Studies, stated:
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Curriculum reflects the ethos of the society in which it's
being developed. Ethos stems from economic conditions of
that society. If you look at the 1971 curriculum, there .
was an economic buoyancy that gave rise to a permissiveness B
and willingness to provide a freedom to learn. (Personal
Interview, November 4, 1981)

Marilyn Shortt, former member of the Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee, stated that:

The 1971 curriculum was reflective of a more open, creative
experimental time when the economy was going well. (Persona%
Interview, December 10, 1981)

The trend toward experimentation and choice that was reflected in
the 1971 curriculum was also identified by Dr. C. Chamberlin,
professor at the University of Alberta. He stated:
There was a feeling abroad in the land in 1971—the "greening"
of America," the thrust toward greater individual choice, and
emphasis on developing each individual's potential. Curriculum
was a cafeteria that suited your taste. It could be left very
open. - (Personal Interview, December 4, 1987) :

With the introduction of the new 1971 program, Responding to

Change and Experiences in Decision Making, ATbérta social studies
C]assrooms were presentéd\with a very differeht curriculum as compared
to what had come before—a new curriculum that stressed interdisciplin-
ary studies, inquiry, teacher autonomy, and f]exibiiity. During the
next few years, teachers woth attempt to implement this new

curriculum with its new orientations in their social studies class-
rooms. This new curriculum would be formally evaluated by the
Department of Education during the yeafs 1974 and 1975 and the report
of the evaTuatio? would mark a turning point in subsequent curricuTum

cef development, in social studies.
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The Downey Report

T4

In August, 1975, a major report was released that evaluated
the 1971 social studies program in Alberta. 'The name of the report

was The Social Studies in Alberta—1975: A Report of an Assessment,

or more commonly referred to as The Downey Report. The Downey Report

had a decisive influence on the development of the Alberta Social
Studies. It provided a formal and authoritative evaluation of the
program as well as providing a‘Mandate to proceed with‘changes . to the
31971 curriculum.

~ This section wi11‘examine the centrg] features of The Downez
Report. The first part will outline the mandate under which the
evaluation took place; the second part pertains to the findings of
the report; and the third part describe§ the recommendations of the

Downey assessment. . A fourth part will 1dok at the general influence

that The Downey Report brodght to bear on social studies curriculum

development.

/

The Mandate of'The Downey Report

In banuary, 1974, L. W. Downey and his associates submitted

a report to the Department of Education titled Sociaﬁ Studies in|

Alberta: Prospects fbr Evaluation. This report jﬁcluded a report>of
a 5re1iminary study and a plan to conduct a subsequent in-depth
“$valuation of the 1971 A]bérta*ﬁocia] Sthdies pfdgram. This plan as
well as guidelines provided by the Depétgment of Education set the
;4framéj6f reference for thé evaluation (Downey, 1975, p. 1i).
The ﬁandate for the‘évaluatgon established by thé Department of

Education involved an examination of five different areas. These were:
1 ) . . :
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1. desE:igtive --Fo describe the nature of operating programs.
2. comparative - to verify-fhe\congfuehce or 1dck thereof
: betwegn.the ihtendgd curriculum and the real.
3. pokmaine - ;3'determine.the.a;propriqtenesé of the p;ogfam, .
— in terms of the Goals of;Bas1c Educatdon. o ’
4. exg]oratérx - to detérmjneithe factors related to‘SucCesses"
and failures. - - R
5. interpretive - to generate necommendatibns as to how the

program might achieve optimal success. (Downey, 1975, p. i)

The work of pTanning‘aﬁd coordinating the evaluation was under-
taken by a group of people who became known "as the Directoréte.»-THe_‘
members of the Directorate_were5 T. Aoki, H. Baker, L, Downéyland
D. Massey. This group assumed final responsibility for the Summary
Report»gnd’its recomméndations. gAs well, numerous other individuals
were involved with other aspectsbof the evaluation inc1udihg eséay
reviews, Sfatistica] and docﬁment analyses, site visits, distribution

‘ of'questionnaires; aﬁ? SO on (Downey,’1975, pp. 1i-iv5. . N

In oraer to f%]fi]] the mandate of the evaluation, five major %

activities were unde}taken. These were: ‘ | - i. | )

1. a review of the background of the new program and the
~ development of a conceptual system to guide us in its”
assessment. ' ‘ o

2. critiques of the Master Plan of the new program - the o
publications of the Department of ‘tducation which set forth L
the philosophy, the orientation, the content and the 0
strategies of the new program. P

3. a questionnaire survey of teachers, students, and
parents - to provide attitudinal and descriptive
information. ‘ )

4. an analysis of a sample of locaiiyldeveloped programs.

5. a series of interviews, observations and site visits.
(Downey, 1975, p. 1)



Findings of the Downey Report : , o

The Downey Report divided its findings into three broad

_catégorie;;wn(l)qConc]usions Regarding the Master Plan, kz) Conc]us%ons
Regarding Progrém Devglopmént,gnd (3) Conclusions Regarding the School/
C]Essroom Situation. The nature of the conclusions was mixed. Some -
conc]usions wereya favourab]e_assessmént of the 1971 program while
»dthers were negative in their.aésessment of that program. ‘The

following section will examine the major findings.of the evaluation.

Y

Conclusions Regarding the Master Plan

This next sect1on w111 examine the conc]us1ons that were given

in The Downey Report regard1ng the quest1on 0f the Master Plan.

Apprqpriatenéss of Orientation and Fidelity with the Goals

“ & .
“of Education. The Downey Report praised the orientation of the -

Master Plan of the 1971 program. It quoted Cham&gr]in stating that

1

the plan was:

. most defensible for 1ts thrust toward involving students
in the examination not only of 'what is' but also of 'what
ought to be'; for insisting that students confront real problems
that 1nvo)ve conflicting values; and for asking that processes
and content be selected to develop an understanding of -
significant Soc1a] problems. (Chamberlin as quoted in Downey,
1975, p. 5) .

<\‘)

As well, the Downey Assessment gave top marks to the Master
~ Plan for its consistency in»ierms'of official Department of Education
. N : . /s

documents, Statement of the Purposes of Elementary Education and

The Goals of Basic Education and for its adherence to the orientation '

recommended in A Choice of Futures- Report of the Comm1ss1on on

wf"

Educational Planning (Downey, 1975, p. 4).
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‘Leve1 of Internal Consistency. The 1971° Master Plan was

cr1t]c1zed foyrits.lack of internal cons1stency The Downey Report

cited a number of instances where this was the case. For examp1e;

thelreport noted that the knowledge section emphasized the importance

of interdiscip]inary studfes, and yet advocated,Unidisciplinary

. studies (Downey, 1975, p. 5).

;

Teacher Awareness and Fam111ar1ty The report concluded that

teachers did not have adequate awareness or fam111ar1ty with the Master
P]an in order to effect1velx’1mp1ement the 1971 curriculum. It was .
noted that a]though ninety percent of the respondents to the
questionnaires that ‘were administered c1a1med to be familiar with the
curriculum guides, 1t was ev1dent in the follow- up 1nterv1ews that
teachers var1ed w1de1y in their know]edge of the curr1cu1ar document&

As we]] the report 1nd1cated many teachers were not aware of the

subtle intents of the program (Downey, 1975 p. 6).

Acceptability of the Master Plan. Thé»report found that there

- was reasonab]e“ support for the or1entat1on of the program among

teachers, parents, and students although thirty-two,percent of the

teacher respondents did reject the 1971 program because of its

‘ _emphas1s on values" (Downey, 1975, P, 6). Elsewhere ‘the report

concluded that ". . ~ there has not been a high degree of consensus
on the basic ph11osophy, the or1entat1ons, or the obJectaves of the

new program" (Downey, 1975, p. 22).

I3

ﬁ/ Teacher Perception of Utility. Teachers appeared to have a

wide range of opinions in terms of the usefu]hess of the Master Plan.

86
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Although most teachers were appreciative of fhe cpntent'of'the.hahd-'f
books, they appeare& to bé neither strongiy negativéAor'strong1y |
enthusiastic regarding’thefk pédagqéical value, their usefﬁ]ness,,f
their ease of understénding, their organization, and their clarity

(Downey, 19%5, p. 7).

i

summary of Conclusions Regarding the Master Plan. This section

of conclusions, although supporting the Master. Plan as beingb

o &
. highly commendable and highly acceptable in its major o:ienta—

tions’. . ." (Downey, 1975, p. 7), was very critical of the actual use

- made of the Master Plan. The conclusion of The Downéy Report was very

blunt. It stated: .
We conclude that the Master Plan is still, five years after its
creation, far more an idea in the minds of its creators than it
is a guide to Social Studies education in the classroom of the

Province. (Downey, 1975, p. 7) '

3

B

Conclusions Regarding Program DeVe1opment
N : - .
The next section will examine the conclusions that were given

in The Downey Report regarding the question of program develdpment.

‘Fidelity with the Master Plan. In teacher-devé]oped programs

where.va1ue issues were developed, the report found a high Tevel of

’Vfide]ity‘with the value con¢epts contained in the Master Plan documents.

~In the area Qf‘D.A.P. orientatibn (designative, appraisive,uand

" prescriptive) of fhe 197T program, where the three components were

to share a balanced attention, the report fbund that major emphasis
was placed on the designatfve; minor emphasis on the appraisive;and

no emphasis on the prescriptive. The designative mode placed an

87
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emphasis on "what is, whag was, or what will be," and the major stress

was placed on the traditional academic disciplines. The appraisive

mode placed an emphasis_gn “what should be done" and the ‘major stress was

on issues or problems haying interdisciplinary bases. The prescriptive

mode placed an empﬁasis oM\ "what should be" and the.major stress was

~on the formulation of appropfiate courses of personal action. The

. report found a high degree of fidelity of skills {ﬁég?porated into

teacher deve16ped programs as cémpéred with the Master Plan, although
the skills emphasized in the teacher developed programs were'usually

Tower Tlevel ones, such” as recall and map-reading, and excluded valuing

+

skills such as comparison, dialogue, compromise and so on (Downey ,

1975, PR 8-9).

Time and Resources. While the Master Plan encouraged the

extensive involvement of teachers, students, and the community in the

process of curriculum development, Tittle time and few resources were

allocated to tpachers to accomplish this involvement. The problem of

lack of time‘ahd resources was p&fticu]ar1y felt by eTementary teachefs

“who were curriculum generalists rather than curriculum specia]istiﬁg
¥
9

+ . A
b4

(Downey, 1975, p. 9).

Level of SUppoft. The report found that teacheys.feft they

received inadequate encouragement and assistance in terms of program

'development. The majo%ity viewed their fellow teachers as providing

the most assistance. Forty-four percent considered supervisors and

~consultants as being helpful, and twenty-nine percent considered their

teacher associations as being helpful (Downey, 1975, pp. 9-10).
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Formative Eveluation Becausé ‘teachers were unaware of how to

carry out th1s type of evaluation, they had relied on trad1t1ona1

~evaluation or no evaluation at all.” According to The Downey Report,

“teachers .were. not aware.of what criteria or.norms should be used

(Downey, 1975, p. 10).

Regional Differences. The report reported a large discrepancy

dn terms of program implementation from region to region. Most notable -
was the discrepancy between erban aﬁd rura] While the urban ereas had
adequate mater1a]s for pronram development and adequate consultative

and support services, the rural areas were 1ack1ng in these areas 7

(Downey, 1975, p. 10):

Canadieh.antent; ‘The report found that the majority of

n teaéheré,fparents, and studeﬁts surveyed wanted an increase in Canadien
content fn Alberta social studies. prever, the report noted that most
parents, students, and teachers ". . . would depTore en emphasis on

fCanadiana' Which.wou1d become chauvinistic or‘natjone1istic“ (Downey , _

1975, p. 11).

¥
4

Summary of Conc]us1ons Regard1ng Program Deve]opment This

section of conclusions xepoy, ed that there had been ... conéidereble
slippage in the translatifn of the’ Master Plan 1nto programs" (Downey,
1975,'p. 11) and that the main reasons for this. "slippage" were:

lack of time. for program development

lack of resources

lack of consultative services : '

lack of teacher competerice in program deve]opment
(Downey , 1975, p. 11) °

Lwho -~
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he Downey Rébort regarding the question of;tﬂe

Conclusions Regarding the/School/
Classroom Situation

'

Situation.

A;'"“..,}\ ] * Ry tp -
: «:m;’;‘,‘»" A

,{__ S w%') .‘

Fidelity of the

431/ Classroom

lassroom Situation With the Master Plan.

report concluded that the program was not fully operatiVe in any

Alberta classrooms. /The rebort stated:

-

. the new program is operative at some minimal level of

fidelity with the .Master Plan in virtually all schools and

classrooms; . . . it is operative at about 50Y% level of
fidelity in the typical classroom; and . . . it is operative

~at a considerably higher but by no means perfect, level of
fidelity in but a few classrooms. (Downey, 1975, pp. 14-15)

Learner Qutcomes. The report concluded that students saw

little of the 1971 program's major orientations, strategies and

intended cdutcomes in the .programs they were experiencing in Alberta

social studies classrooms (Downey, 1975, pp. 16-17).

served to hamper the implementation of the'progfam was the tendency

on the part of feachers to dichotomize inquiry on thé one hand anq

I .

This next section examines'the conc1u§1ogs that were given in

The

: - / : :
Encouragements and Constraints. One of the constraint§ which

‘knowledge and skills on the other. The report stated:

Too many tend to incline too far in one direction or tﬁe '

.other—toward free and open student inquiry, without the

appropriate knowledge and skills or toward the mastery of
facts, without experience in inquiry, in valuing, or in

critical analysis and involvement. (Downey, 1975, pp. 17-18)

As well, resources were either ipappropriate or unavailable.

This lack of resources had frustrated teachers and caused the program

to flounder (Bowney, 1975, p. 18)2.;Coup1ed with this was the lack of

N
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time provided for teachers fd engage in program development (Downey,
1975, p. 19).

The lack of support and encourageﬁent provided for teachers in
their gftempts to implement the 1971 program caused many teachers to
revert to fhe teaching of the traditional social studies that had
existed before (Downey, 1§75, pp. 18-19). The report also found that
many teachers were unprepared to handle the "new" -inquiry methods

embodied in the 1971 program (Downey, 1975, p. 19). As well, 1ecmygw

4

of community knowledge and involvement were cited as contributing to

the lack of implementation (Downey, 1975, p. 20).

summary of Conclusions Regarding the School/Classroom

Situation. This section of conclusions reported that the 1971 program
of studies was ngt being effectively implemented in‘Alberta social
studies classrooms. The report .concluded that major reasons for this
were the lack of adequaté resources and preparation'time, lack of
inservice for teachers, lack of community involvement and commitment,
and the inadequate preparation of téachers to meet the challenges of
the inquiry method of the 1971 program. |

Conclusions Regarding the F1nd1ngs
of the Downey Report

C]ear]y, the 1971 program received a "mixed report card."
While praising the Master Plan for its basic orientation, it strongly
criticized the lack of implementation of the program in Alberta
social studies classrooms. Despite this strong criticism, the report
stressed its support for the aims of tHe 1971 program. The report

stated:

91
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These judgements may appear harsh. They may be interpreted

by some readers as good and sufficient reason . . . to call for
a retreat from the new program. We would disagree. The

history of innovation is complete with "mixed report cards"—
uneven patterns of acceptance, uneven patterns of implementation,
and uneven patterns of effectiveness.

Yet we‘are convinced after a five-year trial period, the program:

as it operates W some situations, has demonstrated that it has
an exciting potential. (Downey, 1975, p. 23)

Recommendations of the Downey Report

Based on its support for the orientations of the 1971 prog%am,

The Downey Report then sought to put forward recommendations in order

to provide  ideas d? how the "exciting potentia1"'of the 1971 program
. could be realized. The next section will examine the major recommenda-

tions of The Downey Report.

Recommendations re the Master Plan
This part of the report contained three major recommendations:

~a. The 1971 Social Studies program’should be continued with
certain refinements.

b. The major documents should be revised by the Depértment
of Education in the following manner:

i. clarify and expand on the basic orientations of the
program including student and/or community input.

ii. distribute Canadian content more evenly across the
grades.

iiq. re-write the curriculum guides in order to make them
comprehensible to all teachers.

c. The revision and reassessment of the Master Plan should
involve all stakeholder groups and an ad hoc Task Force
should be established to coor®inate this work. (Downey,
1975, pp. .23-24) .
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Recommendations re Program Development

The Downey assessment recommended that new instruments or

agencies be created to promote and refine the program (Downey,

»
£

1975, p. 25).

Retommendations re the School/
Classroom Situation

The concern was expressed that éeachers, in reacting to the
1971 program, either remained unchanged and followed the traditional
pattern of acting as directors of 1earning, transmitters of knowledge,
and the evaluators of student progress, or completely. abdicated their
responsibility as teacher in the classroom. To counter these two

positions, The Downey Report recommended that "teachers and consultants

be encouraged'to strive to achieve a broader repertoire and a better
balance of both teacher and student activities in the classroom"

(Downey, 1975, p. 25): ©o-

Miscellaneous Recommendations

In this section of The Downey Report, four major recommenda-

“tions were given.

Canadian Content. The first recommendation éoncerned Canadian

content. Here the report recommended ;aution in increafing the
amount of Canadian content and warned that ", . . the desire for more
Canadian content not be allowed tb become the excuse for sﬁbverting
some of the other important goals of the program" (Downey, 1975,

p. 27).
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'Student_Involvement. The report advocated the familiarization
\
and involvement of students in all aspects of the social studies

program such as clarifying goalg, planning activities and assessing

progress (Downey, 1975, p. 27).

Community Involvement. It was recommended that the community

be informed about the social studies program and that they be

involved in planning and implementing the program (Downey, 1975, p. 28).
y

Teacher Training. The report expressed concern that teachers

bore a large responsibility for the non-implementation of the program
either because they rejected the new orientation of the social studies
program or because they did not understand how to effectively implement

the new program. To overcome this situation, The Downey Report

re commended that:

1. those teachers involved in teaching social studies
should be carefully selected by school boards.

ii. in-service education be instituted to help practicing
teachers implement the program.

iii. special consultative services be provided for non-

specialists in social studies—in particular,
e1ementany teachersb (Downey, 1975, pp. 28-29)

Influence of Downey

The Downey Report reported that there were immense’ problems

Fd

in effectively implementing the 1971 program in Alberta social studies
classrooms. To the individuals and gréups involved in social studies
in Alberta, these conclusions did not come as much of a surprise.

The 1971 social studies program had been receiving considerable

criticism since its release and The Downey Report substantiated the
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reported problems that were being faced in implementing the program.
Frank Horvath, former consultant with the Cafgary Public
School‘Board. commeﬁted:

[ think that Downey put down on paper what everybody else feared.
That was.that the program was not particularly successful in
terms of implementation. [ don't think he told us much that we
didn't suspect already. (Personal Interview, November 24, 1981,
revised through personal correspondence, August 13, 1982)

The criticism being directed at the 1971 social studies
curriculum made an impact. In fact, the' first result of this
criticism was the decision to undertake an evé]uation or assessment

of the 1971 program. Torgunrud stated: |

"Because we were getting the most flak on the new social
studies, we said, "Let's make social studies our vehicle
to develop a prototype to evaluate all program changes."
(Personal Interview, February 2, 1982)

Other individuals also commented on the effect that criticisms
of the 1971 program had in bringing about a formal assessment mandated
by the Department of Educatioh. Shortt stated:

The Downey Report came out because there were grumblings about
the program and they felt they should assess it. There were

grumblings from parents, teachers and school boards. (Personal
Interview, December 10, 1981)

And Shirley Stiles, former member of the Social Studies Curriculum

!

Coordinating Committee, commented:

There was negative reaction [to the 1971 program] right frem
the beginning from teachers, the public, and from government.
There was concern and confusion over the whole question of
values, the whole different approach—inquiry, and the inter-
disciplinary approach. A1l this influenced the government and
the result was the Downey Report. (Personal Interview,
November 25, 1981) '

Chamberlin cited an Edmonton area study on the lack of implemen-

" tation of the 1971 program as being a possible influence in bringing

{ .



ab‘tm province-wide Downey assessment as well as the influence of
, "

the prov1née»w1de criticism of the program that was being received by
the Department of Education. Chamberlin in responding to the
question, "Why did the Dowhey assessment occur?" stated:

I can specula&e. Frank Crowther, a graduate student at the
University of Alberta, got interested in problems teachers

were having in implementing the curriculum and did an Edmonton
area study. . . . His findings were critical of the load that

had been laid on teachers and suggested that curriculum existed
on paper and not in children's experiences. It would be that way
until substantial changes were made. He was hired by Alberta
Education (1973, 1974) and one of the things he got involved in
was trying to move towards an evaluation beyond the Edmonton
area.

I also know that people in Alberta fducation like Ledgerwood

were getting letters that said, "That's good, but it won't
work—1 don't have the time or resources." He was doing work-
shops all over the province and faced teachers on a daily basis
trying to get teachers to use the program and it was increasingly
clear that teachers were not using the program. (Personal
Interview, December 4, 1981).

The DowWey Report provided a focus for the discontent that

exiéted with the 1971 program. Stiles commented: "The Downey Report
only became a fopal point for this negative reaction. If it hadn't
been the Downey Report, it would -have been something else" (Personal
Interview, November 25, 1981).

With the release of The Downey Report in August, 1975, the

stage was set for the changes that would occur in Alberta social
studies. The end result of the changes between 1975 and 1978 was
the release Qf a new social studies curricular document in December,

1978, called f978 Alberta Social Studiés Curriculum~—Interim Edition.

The Downey Report was cited as a_key factor in re-evaluating

the 1971 social studiés program and in initiatifg some of the changes
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that would subsequently occur in that program'(teégerwood, Personal
' . R

~ Interview, November 4, 1981). The study was, in fact, initiated in

order to influence the future of social studies development in

Alberta (Correspondence, Shefk to“Horvath,“Ju1y 15, 1977).

Ledgerwood discussed the central role of The Downey Report

in-this process. He stated: “Downeyiwas~a key factor in causihg a

-Aré—1ooking'qt the curriculum" (Personal Ihterview, November 4, 1981).

4

Badger, in:discussinnghgaDowney Report, commented that:

It legitimized the changes and the necessity for change.
- It made it easier to accept the need for change. It didn't
whitewash the program and it had a lot of credibility with
- teachers. It vindicated the critics of the program on the
= outside, and to the Department's credit, they started
respondi?g immediately. . . . (Persona]-Intervjew, October
21, 1981 : '

ChamberTjn also saw The Downey ﬁeport as providing a mandate

for change.

The audience [for the Downey Report] was Alberta Education.

They took it.as a mandate to do something. People like ‘
Ledgerwood and Crowther sat down with it and tried to figure . :
out §hings that could be done. (Personal Interview, December 4,
1981 A ‘ ) _

y :
Frank Crowther, Associate Director of Curriculum for Social

Studies; discussed The Downey Report as being the starting point for
the curriculum development process that would see as its culmination

the publication of the new social studies curriculum guide, 1978

Alberta §ocia1 Studies Curriculum—Interim Edition. He stated:

"This whole process . . . started with the Downey Report in 1975"

(Personal Interview, October 6, 1981).

The Downey Réport initiated the development of the 1978 social

studies cuhrfculum in Alberta and it provided the mandate to change
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the existing 1971 program. In subsequent sections of this chapter,

the infiuence that The Downey Report broughtfto bear on specific

.

curriculum decisions regarding the social studies will be discussed.

Structual and Persoﬁne] Changes 1in.
the Department of Education

In 1975, the same year that The Downey Report was released,

major changes#ﬁére made to the curriculum development structures that
existed invthe Department of Education. Prior to that in the period
1972-1975, Curriculum Policy Committees were estab]ished. "These
Policy Committees operateq in each subject area in the elementary
and secondary programs and occasionally in the interdisciplinary ;reas.
From time to time,‘ad hoc commi ttees were established to complete
certain tasks on a short term basis (Paradis et al., no date, p. 57).
The responsibilities of these committees focused on curriculum .and
instruction and deCisioanaking; they coordinated the work of other
_committees,‘revieWEd proposals forucqrricu1um change and initiated
curriculum proposals for the Ministéf's consideration (Paradis et al.,
no date, pp. 56-57). .

In 1975, this structure was modified and the following bodies
were established: | .
‘1. The Curricu{um Policies Board
2, The Subject Coordinating Committees
3. The Ad Hoc Committees.
This éeétion will discuss the basic functions <erved by eéch

of these bodies.

o



Curriculum Policies Board

The Minister of Education, Julian koéiak, announced in December,

1975, that a Curriculum Policies Board would be estab]ishEd.to replace
the existiﬁg Elementary and Secondary Curriculum Boards. The stated
rationale for the establishment of the new Curriculum Policies Board
was_to ". . . provjde more public participation in baéic CUrricu1ﬁm
policy” (Report of the Curriculum Policies Board 1976-1978, no date,

p. 1) and to ". . . encourage a 1-12 perspective where such was deemed:
desirable for purposes of clearer articulation from grade t6 grade"

~(Curriculum Development for Alberta Educatiom, 1977). According to the

document, Report of the Curriculum Policies Board 1976-1978, prepared
by the Department of Education, the mandate of thg Curriculum Policies
Board was to formulate and recommend policies to the Minister of
Education for Grades 1-12 in the following areas.

a{ integration of content and skills within and among coursesl

b. provision of a range of instructional methods tO a110w for
individual differences in development

c. '1mportance of each subject area in relation to the total
program

d. balance between mandatory and elective content
e. adequacy and cost of instructional materials

f. adaptation and use of new systems and technolog1eS Such as
metric measurement, calculators -and computers '

g. treatment of controversial issues such: as evo]ut10n and
special creation

h. provision for evaluation of both student achievement and
program adequacy. -

i. communicab111ty of program content to students; teachers and
parents. (Alberta Education, Report of the Curriculum Policies
Board 1976-1978, no date, p. 4) '
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The Curriculum Policies Board was a sixteen member board of

which half were professional educators. The professional educators

were the following:

a.

a representat1ve from the Department of Education nominated
by the M1n1ster of Education :

a representative from the Atberta Teachers' Association (QJA)
nominated by the ATA v

a representative from the Conference of Alberta School

Superiptendents nominated by the conference

a representative From the post-secondary institutions

.selected by the Minister of Educat1on from a list of
“nominations received

. _three practicing teachers selected by the M1n1ster of

Education from a 1ist of nominations rece1ved (cpB
Minutes, September 28, 29, 1976) '

The other half of the membersh1p of the Curr1cu1um Policies

Board were as follows:

a.

a representative of the Alberta School 7Trustees'
Association (ASTA) nominated by the ASTA

a representat1ve of the Leg1s1at1ve Assemb]y app01nted
by the M1n1ster of Education

six citizens at large selected by the M1n1ster of Education
from a Tist of nominations received. (CPB Minutes,

~ September 28, 29, 1976).

The Director of Curriculum waé the Chairman of the Curriculum

Policies Board (CPB Minutes, September 28, 29, 1976). The final

authority to thénge the mandate of the Curriculum Policies Board -

and to approVe the appointments of individuals to the Curriculum

Policies Board rested with the Minister of Education (CPB Minutes,

January. 20, 21, 1977). "

The membersh1p of the Curriculum P011c1es Board, during the

per1od of this study, was as follows:
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Public Repreéenta;1ves

Mr. R. W. Chapman, Edmonton - Businessman

Mrs..

D. Christie, Trochu - Homemaker

Mr. J. Curran, Calgary - Lawyer

Mrs,

L. Milner, Calgary - Homemaker

Mr. G. Schuler, Edmonton .- Agriculturalist

Rev.

R. J. Smith,'Edmonton'— Ciergyman

Electoral Representatives

Mr

s. F. Craigie, Red Deer - Trustee

101

Mr. R. Teso]1n, Lac La Biche - Member of the Leg1slat1ve Assemb]y

_ Educational Representat1ves

Dr.

Mrs.

Or.

‘Mrs.

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

Dr.

¢

G. Berry, Edmonton - University Professor
D Br1]z Med1c1ne Hat - Jun1or H1gh ‘Teacher
J. Hrab1, Ednnnton - Associate Deputy M1n1ster »

S. Van Eaton, Didsbury - Elementary Schoo] Teacher

K. wagner Grande Prairie- Deputy Super1ntendent

H. we1ssenborn, Sherwood Park ~ High Schoo1 Teacher

Cu .

H.. C. Jonson, Ponoka - School Administrator: August, 1977
E. A. Torgunrud, who as Director of Curriculum, was

appointed to serve as Chairman with voting rights.

(Alberta Education, Report of the Curriculum Policies Board -

1976-1978, no date, pp. 1-2)

. WO1oschuk,uCaigary - School Administrator: repTaCed by:
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Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee

Acting underneath themCurric“ulum Policies \eoard were the
subject area coordinating com;fftees. . These subject-area committees
wérked on and developed éurricuTa and then presented_their work to the
Curricu]bm‘?blicies‘Board for approval (Paradis et al., no date, p. 57).

The coordinating committee that is the object of this study is
the Social Studies Curriculum Coordinating Committee (SSCCC). The
role bf the SSCCC was tb ". . . recommend to the Curriculum Policies
Board, policies relating to the Alberta Social Studies curriculum in
,Grage$_I-XII-as,we11 as the socia1-science modules fn the senijor highbf
school” (Alberta Education, Function of SSCCC, 1976).

The membershfp of the SSCCC was chosen in the following manher-.
At least half of thelmembership‘of the SSCCC had to be nominated by
the Alberta Teachers' Aﬁsociapion (ATA). The ATA would submit a list
of names to the Associate Director of Curriculum for Social Studies
who would then choose members for,the'SSCCC’from fhis 1{st. The rest
of ‘the slots that were to be fif]ed in fhe SSCCC'WQu1d be automatic,
e.g., representatives from the Faculty df’Educatidn and central offices
of the larger schools systems. (In these positions, a 1oo§e1y
structured rotation occurred.) The choice df which individuals would
'comprfse‘the membérship of the SSCCC was the Associate Director's,
operating within thé conventional ﬁode of.se]ecfion, i.e., half of
the membership would be chosen from ATA nominations,»etc. The
Assoc{ate Director 'of Curriculum was an ex-officio member of the

: SSCCC‘(Ledgerwood; Personal Interview, November 4, 1981).
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In January,’3976, the newly formed SSCCC began its work.of
revising the 1971 social studies curr%cu]um., The ori inal némbership
of the SSCCC was: '

a. Frank Crowther - Cha1rman of the’ SSCCC from January, 1976
to January, 1978

b. Joan Mueller
c. Lola Méjor : . |
d. . Don Massgy '

‘e. Marilyn Shortt

Lo

f. >Bi1] Dever .

- g. Yvette Mahe
h. Lorne Mullen
i. 'Jack Langford

Jj. Bryan Connors

k. Doﬁg Ledgerwood - Associate Director of Curriculum -
' ex-officio member of the SSCCC

(Minutes of the SSCCC, January 30, 1976).

Changés to_the Membership of the SSCCC

a. VYvette Mahe - resigns from the SSCCC, January, 1976
~ b. Don Massey - resigns from the SSCCC, Summer, 1976
c. Max Van Manen - appo1nted September, 1976 to rep]ace
v Don Massey as the representative from the
N Facu]ty of Education, Un1vers;ty of Alberta -

d. Lola Major - resigns _June, 1977

e. Debbie Morgan - appointed to. the SSCCC, Fall, 1977

f. Marilyn Shortt - resigns from the SSCCC, June, 1977

rd

* g. Tony Burley -«appointed tovthe SScCe, Fall, 1977



< h Doug Ledgerwood - resigns as Associate Director of
, Curriculum (Social Studies), January 30,
" 1978
" 4. Frank Crowther - appointed Associate Director of Curriculum
: (Social Studies), January 30, 1978

“ J. Bob Carter - appo1nted Cha1rman of the SSCCC, February,
L , 1978

Ad Hoc Cmejttees
The ad»hgc committees functioned under the direction of-the
Coordinating Committees fand had responsibility for a specific area

or topic. (CPB Minutes, September 28, 29, 1976).

-

Associate Director of Curriculum

One of the main responsibilities of the Associate Director of

Curr1cu1um was to oversee and d1rect the -curriculum development work

:1n'h1s/her subject area. In September, 1975, Ledgerwood was appo1nted

Associate'Director of Curriculum for Social Studies. He replaced

°

_ Dr. H. G. Sherk who took a position with the Evaluation Branch of

the Department of Education._'Ledgerwoqd served in this positioﬁ as
Associate Director of Curriculum unti]ndanuary 30, 1978, and was
directly involved in the curriculum development process that occurred

during this period. W1th Ledqerwood s departure from the Department

" of Educat1on in February, 1978 Crowther assumed the p051t1on of

Assoc1ate Director of Curriculum.
. See Append1x K for a chart show1ng the structura1 re]at1onsh1p
among the various sections of the curr1Cu1um deve]opment_structure of

the A1berta Department of Education.
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Summary

This section of Chapter 4 examined some of the major antece- -
dents to the changes that occurred in social studies curriculum in

Alberta. Three major events were examined: These were the 1967

Conference, the release of The Downey Report, and the changes in
personnel and in the curriculum development structures of the Alberta
Department of Education. The findings are summarized in the following

paragraphs.

The 1967 Conference

The conference was organ1zed by the Alberta Department of
Educat1on and was attended by twenty part1c1pants including
Massialas, educational administrators, department heads, social studies
coordinators, and representatives from the Department of Education, the
Univeréjty of Alberta, and theFUniversity of Calgary. The participants
generally held common views regarding the direction that Alberta social
studies should take. ‘ | f |

As a result of the conference,vkey cnanges were made to the 3‘
Alberta sociel studies curriculum which 1nc1uded a reliance on all thei
‘social sciences, an inquiry oriented approach, an emphasis{on valuing,
the use of teacher prepared materials, and the involvement of students
and parents in the programt The result was the 1971 social studies

curriculum, Respondingﬁto Change.

The conference took p1ace in an atmosphere of curr1cu1um
. change and 1nnovat1on This~atmosphere was 11nked to the soc1eta1
context in which it occurred which tended to be a more open and

exper1menta1 time. - ) S .
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. The Downey Report

\\In 1974, L. W. Downey and his associates had been commissioned
\
by the Alberta Department of Educ#tion . to undertake a formal evaluation

of the 1971 sbcia] studies curriculum. The result of this evaluation

was the release of The Downey Report in August, 1975.

The Downey Report supported the major orientations of the 1971

program but criticized its lack of implementation. It cifed four
reasons for the lack of implementation of the 1971 curricﬁ]um. These
reasons were lack of time for program development, lack of resources,
lack of consultative services, d&nd lack of teacher competence in
program development. The report went on to make a number’of recommen-
dations in order that the "exciting potential" of the 1971 program
cou]ﬁ be realized.

The Downey Repért provided the mandate to proceéd with changes

to the 1971 curriculum. The release of the report servedkas a

starting point for the social studies curriculufi changes and revisions.

Structural and Personnel Changes
in the Department of Education

In 1975, major changes were made to thé.curr16u1um deve1opment'
structures that existed in the Alberta Department of Education. Three
curriculum bodies were established. These were the Curriculum Pd]icies
Board, the Subject Coordinating Committees, and‘the Ad Hoc Committées.

" In 1975, Dr. C. D. Ledgerwood was appointed Asseciate Director
of Curriculum for Social Studies rep]acing'br. H. G. Sﬂtrk. Ledgerwood
" would hold this position until February, 1978 when Mr. Frank Crowthér

replaced him.
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In January, 1976, the newly formed Social Studies éurricu]um
Coordiﬁating Commi ttee began the work of revising the 1971 -social
studies program. Frank Crowther was chairman of the SSCCC.

This seétion of Chapter 4 examined fhree major events that
" “occurred as antecedents to the changes and revisions of the 1971
sbéia] studies program, and which had an influence on the subsequent
revisions and changes that resulted. The next section of Chapter 4
examines the forces that sought to influence the revisions to the
Alberta social studies program, and the aétuaJ impact those forces
had on the curriculum development process. As well, this section of
Chapter 4 examines the curriculum deveiopment process and the outcomes
-0of that process.

Increased Canadian Studies in
‘Alberta Social Studies

One of the major revisions to the 1971 social studies program
was the increase in the amount of Canadian studies. This section of

Chapter 4 examines the influences of various forces on this issue.

*

The Societal Context

In 1967, Canada celebrated its Centennial Year. . It was a year
- of heightened awareness of Canada and its culture for the people of
Canada. _In the aftermath of these Centennial celebrations, Canéda
witneésed a new rise in Canadian nationalism. D. W. Carr (1971), in
j”WritinE of this growth in Canadian nationa]fsm, states:
. in the preparétions and celebrations of Canada's 1967
Centennial, and in the Man and His World exposition in

Montreal, Canadians again showed their awareness, not only
of the great and distinctive cultural heritage they had now



acquired but of their deep and abiding esteem for those ideals
and values that could now be designated as uniquely Canadian.

. The despair of the early 1960's rapidly changed to an *®
angry dissatisfaction with governments and individuals who
fai , by not protecting them [from the American influence],
to 1sh these basic elements of Canada's nationhood. With
this an ffection, there became apparent also a new
determination t& resist foreign intrusion and to recover some
of the ground that had already been lost. . . . The growth of
this new national spirit has been swift, especial]y since
1967." (pp. 86-87)

The r1s1ng tide of Canadiah nationalism was reflected across
Canada. Bryan Connors, former member of the Social Studies Curricu]um
Coord1nat1ng Committee, stated: "After 1967, the concept of Canadian
1dent1ty d1d ‘become the vogue" (Personal .Interview, October 9, 1981).
Public opinion polls provided evidence of incréased concerns about
foreign domination’of Canada. Walter Gordon, a leading Canadian
nationalist, was besieged by ta]ls from all parts of Canada in 1969
and i§70 to speak on the natiéna1 question. In Alberta, herpartici-
pated in a teach-in at the University of Alberta which attracted a
_large and passionate audience in favour of Canadian autonomy ahd
against foreign influence. The growth-of Canadian nationalism was
reflected in the political sphere as well. In 1969, the New Democratic
Party moved toward a more nationalist posifion under pressure from the
Waffle Group in it;,ranks. The Liberal government also responded to
increaséd public interest in this subject by undertaking.é‘study of
fdreign ownership and control under the direction of the.Libera]
Minister, Herb Gray. The report of the étudy (The Gray Report) gave
unanimous endorsement to a range of nationalist measures including
1égis]ation aimed at restoring predoﬁinant Canadian control in the

economy. In 1970, a number of prominent Canadians like Peter C.
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Newman, Walter Gordon, Jack McClelland, Mel Hurtig and others created
the Committee for an Independent Canada in order to focus attention
on the national question and to maintain pressure on the Liberal
Cabinet to act on the recommendations of the Gray Report. The Committee
for an Independent Canada grew rapid]y and had wide support (Smith,
1973, pp. 350-356). By 1973, the issue of Canadian nationalism had
become a national movement. Smith (1973) writes that, by 1973, one
. could see the beginnings of a popular nationalfmovement——

a political movement—which revealed itself in all the federal

parties, in the universities and the periodical press, in royal

commissions, and government enquiries, in the Committee for an

Independent Canada, in the trade unions, in the policies of

provincial governments in Ontario, Manitoba, and British

Columbia, and very tentatively in a Liberal government in

Ottawa. (pp. 359-360)

. This rise in the national feelings of Canadians was also
reflected in the field of Canadian education. Dr. Ralph Sabey,
consultant with the Department bf Education, put it this way:

It was a period of Canddiaﬁ nationalism and education was
caught into it. People, in looking at school resources,:

were saying that Canadian kids will all grow up to be little
Americans. (Personal Interview, January 7, 1982) -

What Culture? What Heritage?:
The Report of the Nationa
History Project, 3

In September, 1965, the Governing Body of Trinity College
Schoot initiated a~stuéy called the National History Project. Its

main emphasis was on:

A

:; civic education—that is, the influence of formal
instruction in developing the feelings and attitudes of
young Canadians toward their country, and the knowledge
on which these attitudes are based. (The Canadian Studies
Foundation, 1969, p. 13) :
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The National History Project was a two-year investigation into
the teaching of Canadian history, social studies and civics in the
elementary and secondary schools of all ten provinces. At that time,
it was regarded as the most extensive and thorough study ever under-
taken in this area of Canadian education. The Report of the National
History Project was published in September, 1968 in cooperation with
the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education (Canadian Studies
Foundation, p. 13).

Culture? What Heritage? and was written by A. B. Hodgetts. Hodgetts'

report . . . demonstrated a woefu] ignorance about Canada on the part
of both teachers and students" (Gordon, 1977, p. 329). Hodgetts
described the deplorable state of affairs in the feaching of Canadian
Studies:

Item: 65 per cent of school libraries had no books on English-
French relations. .

Item: Of the English-speaking students who wrote Hodgetts'
"open-ended essay," 47 per cent thought they knew more
American than Canadian history, and 71 per cent found
it more enjoyable. .

Item: In 18 per cent of the classes visited by Hodgetts and

; his staff, the students were described as "actively
bored," another 17 per cent as "passively bored," and
41 per cent "mechanical." (Hodgetts as quoted in
Sabey, 1975, p. 5)

\

In summary, Hodgetts wrote:

The majority of English-speaking high school graduates leave
the Canadian studies classroom without the intellectual skills,
the knowledge and the attitudes they should have to plan an
effective role as citizens in present-day Canada. What they

do remember has neither practical nor aesthetic value; it has
not enriched their minds . . . Canadian studies do not give to
most of our young people a constructive sense of belonging to

a unique, identifiable civic culture. (Hodgetts as quoted in
Sabey, 1975, p. 5)
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‘ ‘ J[ . » B : c . N i ' ’
The conclusion of Hodgetts' report included a recommendation

. that a Canadian'studies consortium be established to :
implement a national curriculum plan designed to make "radical
changes" in the teaching of Canadian studies in our elementary
and secondary ®thools. Included in his recommendation is the
idea of regional centres as the means through which the curriculum
development plan would be implemented. (Hodgetts as quoted in

- Sabey, 1975, p. 5) - '

The Canadian Studies Feasibility Project

RV .
-In June, 1968, the Ontario Institute for Studies in Education

organized a Canadian Studies Feasibi]itykand Planning Project whose
purpose was:
' . to explore and evaluate ways to improve the quality of
Canadian studies in the schools and universities of Canada
and to select one or more projects for future development by
the Institute. (Canadian Studies Foundation, p. 14)
The project éxamined two areas:  the-pub1ic response to this issue

and the response of the educational community.

In September, 1968, a large volume of copies of What Culture?

What Heritage? were sold or distributed to the news media and to people

from all levels of the educational structures that existed in the ten
provinces. - The public response was overwhelming.

Large numbers of individual letters and book reviews, comments
on radio, television and in the press, articles in magazines

of opinion and in educational journals and speeches in the ]
Legislative Assembly of Ontario revealed that the educational
community and the wider Canadian society generally accepted the
findings documented in What Culture? . What Héritage? as valid.
(Canadian Studies Foundation, p. 14)

*

As well, the projéét provided an opportunity to compile a resource

]iét of interested Canadians who,might péf%icipate in future efforts

to develop and imbrove Canadian studies, and to consult with |

- provincial Departments of Education and school boards (Canadian Studies

Foundation, pp. 15-16).
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The Canadian Studies Conference

In February, 1969, the Ontario Institute for Studies in
Education hosted a conference attended by delegates from across
Canada representing the whole range ofltanadian education and interested

groups outside the educational community {(Canadian Studies Foundation,

p. 16). The confergnce plus other events indicated a strong concern
and wi]]ingneés to develop Canadian studies on a national scale. The
big event of the conference was the authorizing of

. . . a steering committee to explore the possibility of
establishing a new,, independent organization designed to .
coordinate efforts to improve Canada Studies.in .all provinces
on a voluntary, cooperative basis. (Canadian Studies

- Foundation, p. 1)

“As a result of this authorization, the Canadian Studies Foundation

£
2y
k%

‘was established.

The Canadian Studies Foundation

The Canadian Studies Foundation was foundéq in February, 1970.
Walter Gordon becaﬁe the Foundation's Chairman and A. B. HOdgefts
became its Direcfor.,‘fo further the Canadian Studjes Foundation's aim
of inéreasing and improving the teaching of Canadian studies, funding
of two mji]ion dollars was provided by individuals, cbﬁporations, and
private foﬂndations over a five-year period. As well, the Foundation
recei ved aﬁother million de]ars in funaing from the Canada Cbunci], E
the Secretary of Sfate,‘schoo1s boards, teachers' federatidns; univer-
sities-and so on (Gordon, 1977, pp« 329-330).

The .concern ébout the need for increased and -improved Canadian

studies was expressed by the National Council of Ministers of Education

(a Council comprised of the Mihistefs of Education from the ten
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provinceés). - The Council had been engaged in aCtivities to develop and
promote Canadian studies;”and when the Canadian StUdiee Fqundatidn was
:estab1iehed the Council gave it their support and apphoVa] especia]]y
in the area of the development of materials about Canada (A]]en 1972'v
p. 1). The original nat1ona1 office of the Counc1] of MTn1sters was
next door to the Canadian Studies Foundation and. prOV1ded opportun1ty
for an on-going exchange of 1deas and consu]tat1on Eyen though the
National Council of Ministers did not have off1c1a1 cfout because the
B.N.A. Act granted jurisdiction’over education to4the,ind1v1dua]i,
provinces; the 1ink that was eetabljshed between‘the two organizations
helped nromote Canadian studies in all phdv{nces across'Canada (Sabey,
Peréona].Interview, January 7;'1952)w The'effectiveneSs of the .CSF
was noted by Sabey. ' He. stated ~

K The Canadwan Studies Foundation was effect1ve ‘There was a"‘

lack .of Canadian studies across Canada, but this improved

in different degrees as a result of the work of the Canadian
‘Studies Foundation. (Personal . Interview, January 7, 1982)

Phoject Canada'west : ; e |
The structure of the Canad1an Stud1es Foundat1on ‘Wwas eomposed ‘
of a centra1 organlzat1on and a number of ad hoc reg1ona1 prOJect
centres (Burke, 1973 p. 3) In Apr11 19703 a Western reg1ona1
project.centre‘waS‘established ca]Ted Prdject’Canada West:  Project
Canada West.was'an dntegra]wbart‘of the Canadfan'Studfes“qundatfon
and‘;eteaued a maJor port1on of 1ts budget from the Foundat1on ,The
"ajms and oh3ect1ves of PPOJECt Canada.Westvand the\Canad1an Studies
Foundation were similar aTthough the methddswused tn;realizing these

objectives were determined independently by each organizationqjﬁabey,
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1975, pp. 29;305. A Board of Trustees representing two,collegeslof

education in.Western Canadian un%versities, teachers' omganizations,
.;Departments ot Education, and.a‘research council, was estab]1shed and
Dr. R. Sabey was appointed Execuytive Director of Project Canada West
(Burke, 1973, p. 5). ) |

- The work of PrOJect Canada west received w1de support.

Educators from all the western provinces, work1ng toqether on curr1cu]um
Ldeve]opment projects for Project Canada West, were entnusiastio about
the curriculum projects and the support they were receivingvfrom thejr
“local school districts. Personne] from the universities of Western
Canada provided ass1stance to the curr1cu1um deve]opment teams.
Commun1ty support from non- educators was a]so w1despread either in .
terms of prov1d1ng expert1se and/or,mora1,support to the projects,
e.g:, parents, businessmen, professiona1s, etc. rAnother’source of
support were the prov1nc1a1 Departments of Educat1on PrOJect Canada
J'West was in constant contact w1th the curr1cu1um personne] 1n these
departments and an exce1]ent rapport was established. Sabey stated:
" . we in Project Canada West felt that we did have’the moral
support from tne‘four provinciai departments of education" (Sabey,

1975, p._35); As well, the Canadian‘Studies Foundation continued to

. : . : ¢ ‘.
provide interest, encouragement and financial support,for the

act1v1t1es of Progect Canada West (Sabey, 1975 pp. 33 36)

Y

The Hurtig Survey

In January and February of 1975, Mel Hurtig upflertook a survey
of 3,500 students in their last year of high school todetermine their

knowledge of Canadian hiStory, geography and current affairs. The
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survey was conducted 1nla11 ten provinces and the tnoxterritories and
was distributed in ". . . villages, towns, all major cities, affluent”
and poor areas, farm communities and urban suburbs" (Hurtig, Edmonton
Journal' March»22 1975, p. 5). The resu]ts of the survey revea]ed /
rthat students had difficulty in correctly answer1ng the quest1on that
was posed to them./ A few resu]ts from that survey follow:

a. 68% of the students were unab]e tp-name the éoverhorﬂGenera]

'b. 63% were unable to name any three of Canada's.Prtme~‘
Ministers who had held office since‘the'enu of the Second World.War

. c. 61% were unable t0'name the‘B.N.A, Act as Canada's

constitution' ‘ | : |

d. 89% could not identify Gabr1e1 Dumont 69% Rene Levesque,
96% Em11y Murphy, 92% Norman Bethune 1

e.' over 60% were unable to 11st Canada S ten provinces in
geograph1ca1 order, east to west (Hurt1o Ib1d») \

Hurt1g laid responsibility for “th1s mess" on’ Departments of
Education, curr1cu1um committees and thpse who teach teachers, and
gave this warntng: ” ”

- -

I am suggesting that in a nation overwhelmed by American
influence and increasingly owned by Americans, we have a
very special obligation to our own children in our own
schools. . . . If in the face of Kojak, Mannix, Archie
Bunker, Police Story, the FBI, the Streets of San Franc1sco,
Love Amer1can Style, Sesame Street Emergency, Adam 12,
Hogan's Heroes, etc.—we fail .to teach our students Canadian ’
~history and contemporary Canadian affairs, fail to teach them
- the many ways in which Canada is different from our giant
culture-and-values exporting neighbour to the south, how can
we possibly expect our nation to surv1ve7 (Hurt1g, Edmonton
Journa] March 22, ]975 P 5)

~This was the message that Hurt1g carr1ed across Canada—ato h1gh school’

students, to conventions and gatherings of teachers, super1ntendents,



: | N e e

trustees and other education;> officials, and to the lay public.

The Alberta Scene

*

‘ A]berta, like most areas of Canada, was 1nundated w1th calls -
to improve and increase Canadtan stud1es in 1ts educat1ona1 system.-
The support‘for-1ncreased Canadian studtes was grow1ng and, aS'jt
gathered momentum,‘it began to have a profound inf]uence on curriculum o
development espeeia11y {n soc{a] studies In this partrof the
chapter, the influence that affected the direction of curr1cu1ar
change w111 be' exam1ned

The Influence bf the,Canadian:Studies
- Foundation and Project Canada West

~The publication of A. B, Hodgetts' What Culture? What
- eritage7 made 1ts 1mpact fe]t 1n A]berta Its findings-helped

promote concern in A1berta about the 1ack of Canad1an stud1es in the

+,

) .;educat1ona] system and he1ped to set in mot1on a campa1gn to gorrect

f these'perceyyed‘def}c1enc1es (Connors, Persona] Interv1ew, October 9
.1981; forgunrud, Personal'lnterv1ew, Eebruary 2, 1982; Badgery Personal
InterView;’Ottohek 21;;4981)." K «

B Thelworhfot the Canadian Studiesihoundatton perhaps had its
- najot 1moact at the gbvernhéntai 1eve1 The A]berta government-was
party to the fund1ng of the Canad1an Stud1es Foundation through the
Counc11 of M1n1sters of Educat1on of Canada and was provided w1th
materia]s deve]oped by the Fouhdation (Memo from,Sherk, Associate
‘Director of Curtichum to all members~0vairectors Council.and.,-
Coordinators of the regionaT oftices, 1975).

_ Project Canada West 1aonched a campaign to make its impact
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©

felt at the political level. Sabey stated that5

Proaect Canada West 1nnundated 1eg1s]at1ve assemblies with .

- Canadian- studies. They wanted to make Canadian studies
highly visible. . . . Project Canada West was successfuTl in
that the support for Canadian studies became a groundswell
and once it was popularized, it became a 'motherhoed" thing.
(Personal Interv1ew, January 7, 1982)

Influence of nurtig
Mel Hurtag had a powerful inf1uence in creating an awareness

and support aubng*educators, politicians and the lay public for
increased Canadian‘StUdies. At a time when Canadian nationalism was
~on the rise, his call gained him a sympathetic ear and struck a
responsive ehord among many sectors of the Canadian popu]ation (Sabey,
Personal Interview, January 7, 1982 Crowther Persona] Interv1ew,
October 6 '1981 Stiles, Persona] Interv1ew November 25, 1981;
Torgunrud, Persona1 Interview, February 2, 1982). Hurtig was much
1n demand as a speaker at conferences, convent1ons and other gatherings -
and his skills as a speaker were put to effect1ve use. Sabey stated:
,"We used Me1-aulot at conferences through the Canad1an Studies‘Founda-
. tion. He was good for getting peopJe stirred up abouf_mbe issues“
(Personal Interview: January 7, 1982) | | ‘4

| The Hurt1g Survey had a tremendous influence on the A]berta
~educational 'scene (Horvath, Persona]nlnterv1ew, November 24, 19&];
aBadger,vPersona]rinterview OctOber‘Z] '1981' Booﬁ PerSona]_Interv%ew,
"‘February 15, 1982 Bur]ey, Persona1 Interv1ew December 3, 198i£
Mue]]er, Persona] Interv1ew November 25, 1981; Chamberlin,, Personal

aInterv1ew, December 4, 1981), Horvath stated:
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There's been a growing concern about nationalism in Canada.

- . Hurtig's survey helped to focus a lot of those
feelings. . . . I'm not sure who raised the main concern,
but Hurtig certainly focused it for people. (Personal
Interview, November 24, 1981)

The Hurtig Survey had an impact on a number of Tevels. The

media picked up on the survey immediately with the Edmonton Journal

publishing Hurtig's results (Edmonton Journal, March 5, 1975). Not

on1y did it publish the survey results but it called for strong action
to remedy the situation described by ‘Hurtig. In an editorial of

March 26, 1975, the Journal stated:

Be assured, he [Hurtig] has an army of concerned: parents behind
him when he asks, "What's with Canadian education today?" .
The responsibility for the vacuum of Canadian knowledge so
apparent in the schools today lies on these doorsteps—
provincial politicians and university education facilities.

. Teach Canada. (Edmonton Journal, March 26, 1975, p. 4)

L The impact of the Hurtig survey's publication was not Tong

fn beihg felt at the political level. Members of the Edmonton Pub]ié

School Board took 1MMediate act{on. Trustee Mel Binder was a leading

proponent of increased Canaﬂian §tudies, stating that hé: . '

| | . found itldeplorab1e that Edmonfon publisher Mel Hurtig's
recent survey of school children's knowledge of Canadian

history showed most pupils don't even know that Parliament -
is housed in Ottawa" (Edmontogrdourna1, March 10, 1976, p. 25).

At the board meeting of March, 1975, the Edmonton public school
trustees unanimously passed a motion by Binder which cé]]ed for.
increased instruction in Canadian history. At that same meeting, .

Trustee Ernie Lund called for basic instruction ‘in Canadian geography

(Edmonton Journal; March 26, 1975). Thus the ﬁmpact of the Hurtig

survey vié the Edmonton Public School Board placed pressure on the
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provincial government which was responsible for curriculum content.
Chamber]in‘saw the 1inkage this way: "Hurtig's study was published in
the Journal which put préssure on the Edmonton Public School Board
which in turn put pressure on the provincg” (Chamberlin, Personal
Interview, December 4, 1981). |

| . The provincial government also reacted to the Hurtig survey.

C The Minister of fducation, Julian Koziak, askgd his Depar;ment to
preﬁérevan analysis of the accuracies of Ehe Hurtig survey as well

~as an\éna]ysis of the degree to which Canadian studies were included
in the Grades 1-12 curriculum and of futﬁre plans for‘increasing
Canadian content (Memo, Koziak to Hawkesworth, 1975).  Sherk, As%ociate
Director of Curriculum, also cbmmented that the Hurtig survey abpeared
to bebhaving a positive effect in 1ncreasfng_concern and awareness
about. Canadian studiesvfn the curriéu]um o%‘the schools (Memo, Sherk

to Torgunrud, April 3, 1975).

i

.,Inf1uence of the Downey Report

The Downey Report noted the large support that existed for
: incﬁeased.Canadian content in the social studies. "Fully 82% of the
’teaChers.p011ed, 79% of the parents, and 65% of the students believe
/j that the Canadién content of the social studies should be increased"
. (Downey, 1975, p:,11). It also noted the appearance of a new demand
"for.a kind of encyclopedic knowledge Qf Canada's histoky‘and
gquraphy“ (deney, 1975, p. 26). The report was very clear on the
desirabi]ity of this approach stating that this view was ". . . com-
pletely in;qmpatibTe with the expressedvgoa]s of education and with

Tthehfundamenta1 orientations of the Social Studies program" (Downey,

-



120

1975, p.\26). It recommended that teachers and program developers
". . . exercise . . . caution as they move towaud increased Canadiana
in the curriculum" (Downey, 1975, p. 27) and that ". . . the desire
for more Canadian content not be allowed to become the excuse for

subvefting some of the other goals of the program" (Downey, 1975,

p. 27). As discussed earlier in this chaptef,‘The Downey Report
had a significant impact on subsequent social studies curriculum
uevélopment,~especidlly in providing the mandaté'to proceed with
changes; however in subsequent changes to the curricu]um{_these

recommendations were not entirely heeded.

Appointment of Dr. Ralph Sabey

Dr. Ralph Sabey, who had held the position of Executive

- Director of Curriculum with ProjectvCanada_west for five years, was
appointéd by the Alberta Department of Educatiuu in Juty, 1975, to
 fi11 the position of Consulfant in Céhadian Studies. In his role as
a Canadian studies consultant, Sabey was to: develop and assess
'Canadian‘materia]s within the framework of the existing Curriculum,
‘ provide assistance to the Curriculum Branch in the developmuut of
Canadian studies and to consult with teacuers, the uublic, and other
subject area cuh§u1tunts about Canadian studies. The rétfona]e for

‘Dr. Sabey's appointment and his subsequent work was “provided as

meeting some of the recommendations 6f Ihg'Downey Report (Sabéy, 1976).

Canadian Content Resource Units

The demand for Canadian studies encouraged the Curriculum -

Branch of the Department of Education to undertake the establishment
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of curriculum development teams to develop units in Canadian studies .
for specific grade levels (Sabey, Pérsona] inter?iew; January 7, 1982;
Connors, Personal Intéfﬁiew, October 9, 1981). The curriculum
development tééhs were assembled from across Alberta having an even
representation of urban/rural, male/female (Sébey, Personal ‘Interview,
January 7, 1982). The curriculum Heve]opment teams and the topics
whiéh they would be developing had td meet two basic criteria:

1. units had to be develobed within the,phi]osophy‘of the
exi;ting Alberta social studies program (1971).

2. units had to present a broad yiew of Canadian society.

Thirteen teams were é%tab]ished, located in the following jurisdictions

“and developing resource units on the following topics:

- Grade I ‘County of Leduc ' Canadian Families
Grade II Cityx of Medicine Hat -~ . Canadian Neighbours
Grade 111 “Fort Vermilion School Division Canadian Communities’
Grade IV =~ Yellowhead School Division Provincial Resources
Grade V County of Minburn . - - Immigration
Grade VI Calgary Catholic Separate - Building of C.P.R.
Grade VII -~ Edmonton Catholic Separate =~ Great Canadians
Grade VIII  County of Red Deer ' Nationhood
Grade IX Calgary Public - : - Impact of Communica-

v ‘ tion on Canada
Grade X East Smoky School Diwvision =~ Canadian Identity
Grade XI Pincher Creek School Division Freedom and Control

~ L in Canada :
Grade XII Edmonton Public Political and.
‘ . : Economic Process -
J.H.S. Rocky Mountain House School Integrate Language
- Division ' , -Arts, Social Studies—

Canadians and their
v Contribution
~ (Sabey, 1976)
The process of developing the units began in November, 1975,
when the Department of Education a11ocatéd three thousand dollars to
help build each of the original units. (School boards paid matching

amounts either in the form of money or teacher release time.) The



 January, 1978 (Sabey, 1976). v : \

- ‘ - 122

first meeting of the curriculum development teamS was held ih Edmonton
on January 12, 1976. Mel Hurtig spoke at the initial meeting of the
teams and according to Sabey, "He stirred them up" (Sabey, Personal
Interview, January 7, 1982). At that meeting, it was decided that the
resource units that would be developed would contain a teaching guide,
process gUide, teacher material and student material, and would be of
approximately eight weeks in duration. The Department of Edecation
wa]d-produce and distribute the units to echools at cost. Cost of
the units was estimated to be approximately one hundred dollars (Sabey,
Personal Interview, January 7, 1982; Sabey, 1976).
| After that meeting, the teams went back to their areas and
began the process of developing the units work1ng w1th students,
rparents, Alberta Educat1on personnel”, and local resource peop]e The
teams met in Edmonton aga1n on March 5, 1976, and deve]oped a tentat1ve
document. which indicated p]anned sk1]1s, concepts, value issues and
specific Canadian generalizations which will be included in the
resource units. This document was to geide the deve]opment of the
~units with the understand1ng that further modification would 11ke1y
occur as the process continued. &}entat1ve dates were‘estab11shed for
the pi]otting of the resource units and for the\ful]fsca]e introduction

of the units. The respective dates set were January, 1977, and

!
o

The process of deve]opingAthese units was considered a signifi-
cant departure from the usual methods emp1oyed. One of the unique
features was the decentralization of the  curriculum development process.

‘Sabey- talked of the view of the Department of Education at that time:
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“The Alberta Department of Education indicated that they wanted
de-centralization with the original thirteen kits" (Sabey, Personal
Interview, January 7, 1982). Another unique feature{was the co-active
approach used which attempted to achieve an interaction between the
teaching and development components of the cdrricu]um (Sabey, 1976).
Conndrs, who was involved in the development of these resource units,
talked abdut his experiehcelwith this process:

At the school in which I taught, myself and a teacher called
John White, became involved with . . . an experiment doing
curriculum development locally, involving students and
involving parents. . . . At that time, %$40,000 was being put
aside for 12-13 teams to actually develop curriculum to see if
teachers were capable of it, to see what the involvement of the
community would be, the input of school boards. I saw it
really as an attempt to decentralize—an effort which I
supported very strongly and which I think to a large extent

we were quite successful with our projects. (Personal
Interview, October 9, 1981)

Other Developments

In late 1973 and 1974, curriculum committees had been
assigned the task of identifying learning resources that were
authored and/or published by Canadians. In 1975, the titles of
these resourées were compiled in an extensive bibliography titled
_“Canadian Resources, 1975" and sent to all schools in Alberta.
vDuring the period May, ]975,‘to March, 1976, a large "caravan"
toured the province displaying many of the titles included in the
bib]iography, "Canadian Resources, 1975" (Memo, Ledgerwood to
Tokgunrud, October 29, 1976; Memo, Ledgerwood to Torgunrud,
November 4, 1977).
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More Pressure

In 1976, there was increased pressure being placed on the
Curriculum Branch of the Department of Education to include more
Canadian studies, history and geography as part of the Alberta social
studies program. A memo from Lédgerwood to Torgunrud on October 29,
1976 stated that pressure was coming from school trustees, the news
media, the teaching force, and citizens in general and they were
making their impact felt on curriculum deliberations. A sampling of
reactions follows.

The Alberta School Trustees Association (ASTA) took a strong
stand for {ncreased Canadian content. At their convention November

7-10, 1976, they passed resolutions to the following effect:

a. Strong emphasis be placed on our cultural heritage
(Canadian) and the more positive aspects of that heritage.

b. It is our request then, that specific Canadian studies
expectations be established for the program including
identifiable units of Canadian history and geography.

c. The positive aspects of our culture must also be recoanized.
("Resolutions and How They Fared," Alberta School Trustee,
Vol. 46, no. 4, December, 1976, pp. 17-22)

In a letter to Ledgerwood on March 31, 1976, the provincial
secretary of the Historical Society of Alberta, Mrs. Georgeen Barrass,
asked for more compulsory Canadién content in Alberta social studies.

| In 1976, the Royal Canadian Legion submitted.a brief to the
Department of Education 6511ing for more Canadian content; and, in that
same year, a s&bmission was made to the Provincial Cabinet by the
Women of Unifarm asking'that the Alberta social studies curriculum

devote more attention to.women who have been prominent in the history

of Alberta.
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This type of input had an influence (Johnsoh, Personal Inter-
viéw, Detémber 16, 1981). As -Stiles sta£;d: "Input by anyone is
kgivén cbnsideration.' Even a Tetter can have an influence" (Personal
Intef&few;,Ndvember éS, 1981). The fact that most submissions to the
’Departmenf of Eduéétion and the government were supportive of increased

Canadian sthies_provided added weight to the development of curriculum

in thjs direction.

Work of the SSCCC”

anadﬁan Studies Resourée Un}ts,‘
| Ih eariy 1976; the.SSCCC gavé its support and endorsehent
~to the wokk'thgt was being done on the Canadian Content Resdurce Units
énd saw the Canédiah studies units as'being the first phase in the
development of Canadian content iﬁ the social studies program (Letter,
ngthhér, Educationa]“tonsh1tant for social studies, to Sabey,
" March 29, 1976). |
' The Tink ﬁetween fhe SSCCC énd the curriculum development
teams'of the Canédfan Resource Units was Ralph Sabey. Sabey would
 'attehg thé‘meefjngs of the SéCCC_and‘report on phe projects—theiy
deve]épméht and progress. The SSCCC'had no input into ‘the work of
the curfich1um development»ﬁeams (Sabey, Persona] Interview, January 7,
1982).  The SSCCC however,‘did’attempt to have some input into thisn
1\\*p¥qgess. - At the same meétﬁng where the SSCCC had endorsed the work of
| the Canadian studies development teams, they also passed‘moﬁidns
ca11fng‘fo; the fbrmation of a reaction panel comﬁrised of membefs of

T

the development teams and members of the SSCCC, to ensure the units

v

were ¢onsistent with the Alberta Social Studies Master Plan, and to
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provide a 1ist of criteria that each curriculum unit should adhere

to (Letter, Croﬁther to Sabey, March 29, 1976).

Grade Level Unit Qutlines

The SSCCC also undertook the task of fnc]uding Canadian studies

\

topics at each grade 1eveT (Shortt, Personal Interview, December 10,

1981; CPB Minutes, February 2, 3, 1978).

[

The Political Influence

" "Social studies had become an area of great public interest
and concern ahg’controversy“ (Crowther, Personal Interview, Octabef 6,
1981). As~des¢ribéd previously, socia1 stgdies had gained huch
'attentién over the issue of increased Canadian content,.andvthis issueq'
caused much intereéﬁ at the political Tevel. The‘]eading po1ifica1 i
figures in Alberta took a strong stand in favour of increased Canadian
content, 1nc1ud1ﬁg the Minister of Educatipn,ldu1fan Koziak. (Memo, |
Ledgerwood to'Hawkesworth,.January 20, 1976) and Premier Loﬁgheed (Dever,
Personal Interview, January 28, 1982). Ledgerwoédrstated:: "The
Deputy Minister, the Premier, and . . . the Minister Had'thé‘personél
conviction that we needed a lot more Canagian confent“ (Ledgerwood,
Personal Interview, November 4, 1981). |

The particular ofien%ation of these senibr po]ftica] f%gures_was

that increased C?nadian content meant increased Canadian history
particularly, and Canadian geography (Morgaq, Pérsona1 quresbondence,“
February, 1982; Stiles, Personal Interview, Novembér 25, 1981).

Crowther diécussed their view:
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Now, there was the aroup who wanted more disciplined
studies, particularly history. They tended to be centred
in the university Faculty of Arts and’ they tended to be
_substant1ated by the politicians, I know from. personal
.*meetings with the Social Planning Committee of Cabinet
“that they were people who felt that social studies was

. ‘not, really -a subject at all. What they wanted was history.
_(Personal Interview, October 6, 1981) B

¢

Torgunrud a]so noted that the government Soc1a1 P]ann ng Comm1ttee of
Cab1net the Prem1er 1n some of his pronouncements and the Minister
f'favoured a soc1a1 stud1es program that’ 1nc1uded more h1story and

' geography (Torgunrud Persona] Interv1ew February 2, 1982). LedgerWood

o . 1n a memo to Hawkesworth on December 3, 1976, stated that the soc1a1

,”stud1es program was . under scrut1ny by the prov1nc1a1 cabinet (Cab1net
Commi ttee on Pr1or1t1es) wh1ch was concerned about the amount of }
Canadian studies and'Canad1an h1story that wou]d‘be Tncorporated into
the social studies curr1cu1um that was current1y under rev1s1on

The 1nf1uence of the 1ead1ng members of government on- the
'_~Curr1cu1um Branch of the Department of Educat1on was an 1mportant one
Crowther when asked 1f these individuals had an 1mpact on the 1978
curr1cu1um wh1ch contaTned rore - hlstory, stated

Certa1n]y It had an impact in a number of ways -1 think
that every time those people's demands surfaced, they had
.- many effects and some of them are quite.subtle. One was
: a,fthgg people checked to see if there were other ways to -

rporate history if there wasn 't h1story ‘there. Persdﬂa]
Interv1ew October 6, 1981)

f Chamber11n also d1SCussed the type of 1nf1ue@§§ that was brought to
\
bear by government f1gures

Lougheed has a lot of weight and in 1977 made a speech to the
Canadian Education Association. He made it very clear that, .

- Canadian children had to have a Canadian identify and that
was the-responsibility of social studies. In order to do that,
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there had to be a heavy dose of Canadian history. . That word
filters down through the po11t1ca1 structure. (Personal
Interv1ew December 4 ]981) ‘

4Torgunrud s1m11ar1y spoke about this p011t1ca] 1nf1uence
The Prem1er goes on public record as saying. this, and ‘
then those who agree will pick this up and through their
avenues and approaches will impact the system (Personal

7 Interv1ew February 2, 1982) '

The»type of 1nf}uen;e described herevis an indirect one. There
are no diotatesdas toawhat;must‘beAfo11oned, but the indirect influence
existed nonetheless. Bi}] Dever, former member of the Social Studies
Curriculum Coohdinating Committee, talked of these influences on the
'SSCCC which was;déve]opﬁnq«the‘1978'socia1 studies program as being"k
. . . unconscious; but they were there and they had an influence"
(Persona1 Interv1ew January 28, 1982).,

Dur1ng this per1od there were also direct 1nf]uences from the

quernment reqard1nqv1ncreased Canad1an stud1es Crowther, 1n

that the M1n1ster of Education had 1nd1cated that Canad1an content
must be emphas1zed (M1nutes of the Ad Hoc Comm1ttee, 1978)" In May,
1.1978 the A1berta Leg1s1ature adopted a new-set of Goals of Basic | -
~Educatmn for A]berta The Goa]s are: |
. statements wh1ch indicate what is to be ach1eved or worked
. toward, In re1at1on to bas1c educat1on goa]s serve severa]

funct1ons

1.J they 1dent1fy the d1st1nct1ve ro]e of the SChool and
T its contr1but1on to the totaT edutat1on of youth 1’ .

2. they provide purpose and d1rect1on to curr1cu1um planning,
1mp1ementatlon, and. eva]uat1on

3. they enable parents, teachers and the commun1ty at large to
~ develop a common understanding of what the schools are trying
to achieve. (Report of the Curr1cu1um Po11c1es Board 1976-1978,
. 10) _
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~ Under the title, "Goals of Schooling," dng}of‘the épecific goals
is to

. acquire know]edge and deve]op sk111s and att1tudes in
mathemat1cs, the practical and fine arts, ‘the sciences, and- S
“the social studies (including history and geography) [emphasis &
added] with appropriate Tlocal, national and international
emphasis in each.. (Report of ‘the Curr1cu1um Po11c1es Board

1976-1978, p. 10) .

Here the st1pu1at1on of 1nc1ud1ng history and geography in social
studies was not an 1nd1rect influence, but a. d1rect one as the goals
were given to "L .. provide purpose and d1rect1onnt0vcurr1cu1um_

B planning, 1mp]emantation'and evaluation“ (Repont of:the>CurnTcn1um'
Policies Board 1976-1978, p. 10). ’ |

~ Another source of direct influence was the 50c1a]”PTann§ng

’Comm1ttee of Cabinet which purused and discussed the 1978 A]berta‘

Soc1a1 Studies Curr1cu1um—-Inter1mAEd1t1on before it was off1c1a11y

adopted. The Minister of Education, Ju11an Koziak, brougnt'it to the
‘vSociaT Planning Committee of Cabinet %or di;dussion becadSe'éf'the:

' high]y contenfidus nature of sociaf studies at th%s time. 'Torgnnrudf
saw it this way'

‘The M1n1ster of the day, because of ﬁTE/;ercept1ons and the
Canadian scene, said we've got to make sure we can answer to
our constituencies that history, geography and civics are

' recoqn1zab1e in here, and I want my co]]eaques involved because
it's too explosive to handle by myself. This is not usual,

but because social studies is contentious, a highly vo]at11e
‘area, he kn&ai his colleagues are divided on it and for it

- to pass, heWust bring it to a larger arena for debate [Social
Planning Comm1ttee] (Persona1 Interv1ew February 2, 1982)

Torgunrud c]ass1f1ed th1s as an examp]e of direct gavernment 1nf1uence

. on the social studies curriculum (Torgunrud, Personal Interv1ew,

February 2, 1982),; After 1nitia]1y>rev1ewing the interim edition of,

‘the"SO;iaT studies cdrhicu]Um,'the Cabinet- requested more detail and
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. Torgunrud in a memo to B. Chand]er a d F Schre1ber on June 15, 1978
noted that 1t was part1cu1ar1y cr1t1c'1 that the out11nes conta1n‘

hlstory and geography and that . the ma1n concepts of the curr1cu1um

ref]ect these ‘two d1sc1p]1nes., .

The po1itica1ﬁinf1uenceebrooght to bear on the‘curricu1um -
appeared to be 'both 1nd1rect and direct, and- to have had a cons1derab1e7

'.1mpact on the curricu]um in the area of 1ncreased Canad1an stud1es

Ledgerwood stated that: “the u]t1mate dec1s1on to- 1ncrease Canadian

content cane from the very ‘senior people in the Department and the
: ] R

government . e There was ‘a real po11t1ca1 1nf1uence” (Persona]-
7 Interv1ew November 4 1981). Bob Carter, former Cha1rperson of. the
7_Soc1a1 Studies Curr1cu]um Coordtnat1ng Commlttee, also 1dent1f1ed the,;
apo11t1ca1 1nf1uence to 1ncrease Canadian content. He stated
2 'There was pressure from the Curriculum Branch and probab]y the .
7 politicians to 1ncrease Canadian content to become a Targer -
part of the program.” (Personal Interview, Feb 18, 1982,

: \y rev1sed through. persona] correspondence, September 1, 19825 |

" The move to 1ncrease Canad1an content met w1th some res1stahce

/‘t from . those who Saw- too much Canadian content and favoured a ”more‘_
i_equ1tab1e ba1ance” among local, national, and intexnational studies.

This was particularly trueq%f Ledgerwood (LedgersjzzT\Eersona1*Inter-‘ |

7vieh‘-NoVember 4, 1981)h In the react1on meetings he]d across A]berta i

to. d1scuss the new drafts of .the soc1a1 stud1es curr1cu1um as they

were be1ng developed by the SSCCC there were also some who questwoned |

whether Canadian studies had been overdone (Summary of meet1nos he]d

to garner react1ons to Draft #7 of the rev1sed social stud1es

curriculum, 1977; Letter, W. Dever, Pr1nc1pa1 St. ancent-de Paut‘

B 4

i
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E]ementary'and Junior Hfgh School, Calgary to Ledgerwood, March 16,
1977; Ledgerwooo, Personal Interview, November 4, 1981).

Despite these negative réactions to the amount of Canadian
Voontent inooroorated'into fhe.1978usoc1al studies pnogram, a number of
peoP]e inter?iewed in fh%s study saw the gonernment leaders as reacting‘
’to Widespread public demand for increased Canaoian content and that
they exerted their influence betaose‘of tnis (Sabey, Personal Interview,
January 7, 1982; Badger,'Persona] ;nterview,vOCtobef 21, 1981; Horvath, ,>
Personal Interview, November 24, 1981). Torgunrud stated: "One has
to recogn1ze that they are'in a public position giving pub]ic voice
to a pub]fc cry. They.wene reactive" (Personal Interview, February 2,
1982). Shortt supported Tongunrud's view:  "Government nasvto'respond
goﬂthe people in its provinces_;The 1978 curriculum was a response to
'the public demand for’more Canadian content . . ." (Personal Interview,
Deéember 10, 1981),

Alberta Heritage Savings Trust
Learning Resources Project

“Another direct 1nf1uence of the government in 1ncreas1nq
_Canad1an content in Alberta soc1a1 studies classrooms was the initiation
of‘the Alberta Heritage Savings. Trust Learn1ng Resources PrOJeot. The
origino1.1dea for this project came from Premier Lougheed. Ledgerwood
stated that; ”Lougheed wrote to Koziak 'a hand-printed memo that said,
'Julian, I think we need an éntyc]opedja of Alberta'" (Persona1 Inter—_
view, November 4,71981). The leadership of the Curriculum Bnanch, 1fke

Torgunrud and Ledgerwood, in return made a counter-proposal that

alternatively proposed the development of othef resources like

3
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multi-media packages and story-book histories of the province rather
than the encyclopedia (Ledgerwood, Personal Interview, November 4, 1981;
_Torgunrud,'PersonaT Interview, February 2, 1982). Ledgerwood developed
the proposal more concretely and then passed it on to Torgunrud,
Director of Curriculum, who presented it to the Premier and Cabinet
for approval. The approval by the Premier and Cabinet resulted in
the establishment of the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund Learning
Resoufces Projeét in October, 1977. Ledgerwood destribed the prodess
this way:
* And so, taking the germ of an idea from the Premier's desk,
I wrote a proposal for the Alberta Heritage Project. There
were four components to it: the Kanata Kits, readers for
elementary kids—Alberta history and geography, some junior
high materials—anthology of materials, and a senior high and
adult project—Alberta novels. I wrote up the proposal, took
it to Torgunrud, and he got it through ‘Cabinet and approved as
the Heritage Trust Fund PrOJect (Personal Interv1ew, November 4,
1981) : , . -
The genera] objects of the projéct were:
1. Provide Canadian content'1earn1ng resources for three
Alberta curricula: language arts, science and socijal
studies. IS '

2. Provide an opportuhity-for the editors, authors,~illustrators,
" graphic artists, etc. from Alberta and other parts of Canada.

3. Utilize the capab111t1és of the province for publishing, but
with the recognition that because of the volume, timelines,
and quantity of the projects, publishing will be requ1red to
go beyond the provincial boundar1es :
: The~summary of projects-deve]oped are provided on_pages}133—135.
There wérg some changes'made as\the'project progressed, but the major-
components remained intact. | |

The govérnment funded the project with ‘$8.37'million do]]ars

from the Capital Projects Division of the Alberta Héritagé,Savings
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Trust Fund. This type of funding was unprecedented (Morgan, Personal
Correspondence, February; 1982).. Badger stated: "We had never seen
anything like it. It was a very radical approach" (Personal Interview,

October 21, 1981).

The Kanata Kits

The Kanafa Kits were a major part of the Alberta Heritage

Savfngs qust Learning Resburces Project. Their reiease‘safisfied
. some of the démand for’more‘Canadian resources. Becéuse the Kanata
Kits wére a central component of the new resources that were made -
available for use in social studieS classrooms, their development is
a significant featuré in social studies curriculum aeve1opment in‘
. Alberta. _ ‘

| The origin of tHe Kanata Kits started with the ‘Canadian
Content Resource Unifs'(see pages 120 to ]23'for description). The .
origina] uﬁits Wére resource uhits that were to proyidé an .extra
illustrative type of material (Sabey, Persoﬁa] {nterview; January 7,
1982; Booi, Personal Interview; February 15, 1982). But once the
monies from the Heritage Learnfng Resources Project were a]ldcated,
the nature of thé units changed—ffhey became more product‘orientedA
(Connors, Personal Interview, dctober 9, 1981), they became currjcu]um‘
© kits with methodo]bgy inc]uded’(Sabey, Personal‘lnterview, January 7,
.1982) and they became examp]es.of exemplary materials (Booi, Personal
Inte;view,'February 15,'1982).' Sabey saw the change occurring as a

result of a poTitical decision. He stated:
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[t was a political decision. What we need is more structure—
this was the position of the Minister who wanted methodology
included in the Kits. . . . The Alberta Department of Education
indicated that they wanted de-centralization with the original
thirteen kits; then they reversed that position when the Kits
became the Kanata Kits and the Department of Education took
over.. (Personal Interview, January 7, 1982)

In the first few months of 1978, when work was begun on the
Kanata Kits, the administratjon of the project went through a number
of executive officers before Linda Weigl assumed the position. Weig]
was to play a central role in the development of the Kanata Kits.
Crowther described her role in this fashion:
I doubt very much if anybody else I know could have done that
job. I don't think there was anybody else around who could
have taken a process like this value inquiry or social inquiry
as we called it and transpose it into curriculum material.
Not just once bt sixteen times the way she did. (Personal
Interview, October 6, 1981) .

Booi, in describing Weigl's contribution, stated:
I have to give credit to Linda Weigl. She made all the
decisions. There were demands from the top; there was material
flowing in; ‘and the nexus of the project was her office.
The Kanata Kit decisions clearly centred on Weigl. She was
the only one who knew fully what was going on. (Personal
‘Interview, Feburary 15, 1982)

When Weigl assumed the role of development coordinator for
the Kanata Kits, the nature of the projett changed course. The aim
was to_make the kits ". . . more broadly based so a teacher could
pick up the kit and use if for Topic A" (Booi, Personal Interview,
February 15, 1982). No 1onger were the units simply extra illustra-
tion, but they became actual teaching units themselves.

The fact that there was such generous funding from the

Heritage Trust Fund made it possible for the kits to take on the
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character they did—multi-media packages of a self-contained unit
of study to be used at each grade level. The high level of funding
was an {mportant factor and was noted by Parsons: “"Money had the
biggest stamp on what was happening" (Personal Interview, January 20,
1982).

In January, 1979, Larry Booi was seconded from the Edmonton
Public School Board to work on the Kanata Kit project 'as an assistant
coordinator. Booi was also seen as a central figure in influencing

the development of the Kanata Kits (Parsons, Personal Interview,

January 20, 1982). Central to all the ky/ ‘was a social inquiry model

developed by Weigl and Booi} AIT work hggﬁﬁb be developed in the

framework of inquiry that was establisMgl: 01 stated:

When Canadian Studies came in, it did'hot have to fit to
one inquiry model. But when Kanata Kits came in and they
were going to be 'exemplary of a curriculum, then absoluately

they had to follow this inquiry model. (Personal Interview,
February 15, 1982) v

The model was composed of four parts: (1) opener and ihtroduction,
(2) research, (3) conclusion, (4) evaluation (Booi, Personal Interview,
February 15, 1982). Of the model, Booi stated:

That stood up extremely well. A1l they've done in the eight

part cycle [in the curriculum guides] is that they've fleshed

out the four part model. . . . The model set a structure that

would allow people to be creative, and to be consistent with

the inquiry process. (Personal Interview, February 15, 1982)

The process of developing the Kanata Kits began with the

people from the Canadian Studies Resource Units handing in their

products to Weigl's office. It would then go to the Kanata Kit people

for revision to bring it in line with the existing curriculum. Booi

%



~ described the process this way: -

Weigl was in charge and ‘she would hire someone to re-write.
Here's the original material. Here's what we need. A lot

- of ‘the re-writing was in-house stuff. I wrote a lot of it.
They were trying to spread it around the province and
involve everyone in re-writing, but sometimes it wasn't
done right, so I would re-do it. (Personal Interview,
February 15, 1982)

Although a lot of the work was "in-house," Booi praised the
project for involving teachers. He ‘stated: ’
| They worked very Hard to involve a great number of classroom
teachers. That's an impressive thing about the projects.

It really was a teachers' projec right from the Canadian

Studies Project where they farmed out to these areas. (Persona’
Interview, February 15, 1982)

An evaluation of the Canadian Studies Resource -Units by

D. Massey and W. Werner was critical of many aspects of the units.

‘ Massey and Werner's report acted as a guide in the subsequent re-writing

of the units {Crowther, Persopa1 Interview, July 14, 1982).
This process of re-writing the Canadian Studies Resource Units

bffended_many members of the origina1 curricu]um»deve}opment teams.

139

‘Sabey noted: "The original work was altered and the teachers involved _‘

didn't think it was for valid educational reasons" (Sabey, Personal

Interview, January 7, 1982). Horvath recalled the experiente this
way:

. M Y

" The Canadian Studies Project was launched a few years before
the 1978 program was started and various groups got quite
committed to' their work and to their project. I was part of
that. The Grade nine project was the one that I was involved
in. As a group we were really excited about what we were doing.
Althoughsour project was criticized because it might not have
validity across the province, we weren't concerned. We loved
it. I think that part of the reason it didn't gquite dovetail
Was that there was this idea of the mutualistic mode in whith

R
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”you let curriculum groups work without gconstraints and hope-
- fully, in the end, programs would be developed that would

. appear-to be coherent. There were a lot of people who worked
on.the Canadian Studies Project who were unhappy about that
approach about the lack of guidance. Many of us felt that-
the project directors could either give us all the freedom we

want and allow us to have a good time, but they should not try
to draw us back to something that should have been organized in
the first place. Some people's work was changed radically. -
And the thing about it was that their ideas that were replacing
those that were in the original material didn't necessarily &,
appear to be better. . . . So some hard feelings that resulted

- were based on this problem. (Personal Interview, November 24, 1981)

Booi also noted this:
There were a number of hard feé]ings on a number of the units
that were re-written. We tried to make usé of the material
if we could. But it was now a totally different purpose—
a multi-media package. (Personal Interview, February 15, 1982)
There were si*teen Kanata Kits developed in all. In twelve
cases, the former Canadian Studies Resource Units were adapted, and
in four others, new topics were developed by other jurisdictions
(Booi, Personal Intervfew, Febpuary 15, 1982). A1l unfts were validated
and at 1east‘sdme,segments of each unit underwent pilotting.  Most of
the units had only_actiiity pilotting instead of pilotting the whole
unit. This was done primaroy because of time pressufes. Booi stated:
X S %
There was enormous pressure to get this stuff out. .Pressure -
was coming from the government who was kicking out this money
and were saying, "lLet's ‘get something out in the field."
(qui,'Personal Interview, February 15, 1982)
';f'Once a Kanata Kit was completed, it was sent to Crowther,
the Associate Director of Curriculum, for approval. When approval
was obtained, the Kit then went.to the manufacturers to be made

ready to distribute to all schools throughout Alberta (Booi, Personal

Interview, February 15, 1982). .
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The Kanata Kits formed a major part of the Heritage Learning
Resources Project, and were a major contr1but1on to the prov1nc1a1

government S comm1tment to increase the amount of Canad1an resources

in Alberta schoo]s.

Summary |

‘This section of Chapter 4 focused on the forces that sodght
to influence the sooia1 studies curriculum revisions regarding the
issue of increased Canadian studies. It identified those indivtdua]s’
and groups who were 1nvo1§ed 1n this process and the inftuence they‘
brought to bear on this issue. o

With the celebration of:Canada's Céntennia] in 1967, a rise
in Canadian nationalism occurred which affected many aspecte of
Canadian 1ife inc1uding education. In 1968 A. B Hodgetts pub11shed

What Culture? What Her1tage? which demonstrated’ that Canadian teachers

and students lacked a know]edge of Canada. In.1969, a Canadian Studies ’
Conference was held which resulted in the estab1dEhment of the Canadian
Studies Foundation whose aim was to increase and'improve the teachinov;
of Canadian studies. 1In 1970, a regioha] project centre of the
Canadian Studies Foundation was es&ab]ished‘in Western Canada called
Project Canada West. In 1975, Me]’ﬂurtig published a survey of high
schodi students which revealed student difficulty in answering certain
questioné about Canada. 3 |

-The Canad1an %tud1es Foundat1on, Project Canada West and Mel

¢

Hurtig- exerted a strong 1nf1uence in creating awareness and support
S

© . among educators,, poP1t4c1ans and the 1ay public for 1ncreased Canadian

studies. The Alberta media picked up on th1s issue and added their

»V,Q



142

voice to the call for 1ncreased Canad1an stud1es §choo] boérds and
their provincial organ1zat1on, the Alberta Schoo] Trustees Assoc1at1on,v
strqngty pressedwfor more Canad1an content in’ the social studies.

The A1berta Department of'Education responded to this pressure.
‘In'J973 and 1974, curricu1Um'c0mmittees undertook the task of

1deutifyﬁna learning resources that were authored and/or published by

Canadtans . Dr. Ra1ph Sabey was appo*nted to the pos1t1on of Consultant

mﬁu1975 curr1cu1um deve]opment

A

‘1n Canad1an stud1es in 1975. As w@&'_
.teams were established to develop units 15 Canad1an stud1es for spec1f1c
.grade Tevels. In 1925 and 1976, a Iarge caravan toured Alberta dis-
p?ay1ng Canad1an titles. | ‘ |

The influence of teachers, po11t1c1ans, and the lay pub11c '

'was-eXerted on the SSCCC and influenced the amount\and content of
i ¥ ' ' ’ '

15% studies in the;revised social studies currieu1um.

In:1977 the urovinEia1 governmeut estab]ished the Alberta
'r1tage Savings Trust Fund Learning Resources PrOJect wh1ch comm1tted
’-8 37 m1111on dollars to produc1ng Cahadian 'studies mater1a1s, of wh1ch
, many cou]d be used in Alberta social studies classrooms. _

While this sect1on of Chapter 4 exam1ned the influences that"
faffected the 1ncrease in Canad1an‘stud1es in Alberta social studies,
the next section focusesbou the influences that were brought to bear
in affecting the move:to iuireased structure and prescription in the

1978 social studies curriculum.
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Increased Structure and’Prescription
~in Alberta Social Studies

Chapter-3 discussed.the shiftwto greater specificity in the
1978, soc1a] studies curr1cu1um as compared. to the 1971 curr1cu1um
'Th1s move ‘to greater spec1f1c1ty was reflected in a number of ways.
The kndw]edge, sk111s, and value ob3ect1ves were specified for each
1'grade 1eve1, and deta11ed grade 1eve1 content was also prov1ded A

limited number of resources were prescr1bed or recommended for use in

\__ A]berta soc1a1 stud1es c]assrooms ~ The t1me a]]ocated for 1nqu1ry

‘ 1nto issues se]ected by teachers, students, and commun1ty was reduced
from one- th1rd to one-quarter of the total c]ass\t1me : And, with the
,'1ntroduct1on of these components 1nto the 1978 soc1a1 stud1es program,
the autonomy of the teacher was reduced, in that the teacher did not
'p1ay as paramount a ro]e in deve]op1ng curr1cu1um for use .in the c]ass-
.room or in deve]op1ng, assesswng and us1ng resources .

Thi's sect1on of the _chapter examines- the factors that 1nf1uenced 'g'

the move to greater spec1f1c1ty in the- 1978 Alberta Social Stud1es

Curr1cu1um——Inter1m Ed1t1on ‘As we]], 1t exam1nes the curriculum

..deve]opment process, and the outcomes of that process up to the t1me

. of the formal approva] of the social studies curr1cu1um by the Curr1cu1um

Bolicies Board in February, 1978.

The- Societal Context

’

Unlike the period that gave rise to the 1971 curricd]um,fthe
societal context giving rise to the 1978 curriculum was different.
- The period of the mid 1970's saw a conservative trend on the rise

accompanied by a less buoyant-economy. (Alberta's economy remained



I'budyant thbugh, beﬁayse of the of1.industry.) :Thisinéw.conééfvatigmv;A
Was:hefiected in educatioh'(Cafter,'Péféonai Ihférview,'?ebruary }8;
f1982;.Bnger, Reféonaltlnteryiew, October 2T,;1981; Shorft;tPérsona]_l'ﬁ
Interview;,December 10; 1981§,Pérsbné;'Personél-InperView, January 20,
1982; Van Méﬁeﬁ, Personé]'Interviéw,‘chober é2, 1981)3

Ledgefwood described thefper%odAthis way:

Curriculum reflects the ethos of the society in which it's being
developed. Ethos. stems from economic conditions of that‘society.
If you look at the 1971 curriculum, there was an economic buoyancy
‘that gave rise to a permissiveness and a willingness to provide a
freedom to lTearn. By 1975 that was weakening. By 1978, it had
changed. . . . By 1978, the society was swinging to the right..

. . A right wing philosophy was coming- into dominance.

(Personal Interview, November 4, 1981)

"Connors discussed this conservative trend as well, stating:

When I first went on the committee {SSCCC], [ felt we were in
a fairly liberal type of environment, but as we moved on, it -
became noticeable that there was a much more conservative

element appearing in education. (Personal Interview, October 9,
1981) o ‘ :

~And Horvath described thée change from 1971 this way: -

) A _ - -

I remember. attending a session at a teachers' convention- run by
Sidney Simon, the granddaddy .of the values clarification movement.
And looking back, it was quite an incredible encounter. The
session was, almost 1ike an evangelistic appeal, an affirmation

~ of the particular views upon which his approach was based. And
that was -very much in keeping with that era. . . . Since then
[there's been] a change—a sobering up. I'd have to peg the.

session around 1974-1975. (Personal Interview, November 24, 1981)

A

Back to the Basics

One of the manifestations of this consérvgtive trend found in-
education was the "back to the basics" movement. - Debbie Morgdn,

former member of the Social Studies Curriculum Coordinating Committee,

described it this way;
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When society is in economic problems, it tends to look at its
education system and want more "specific" outcomes. Such as,
knowing the ten-provinces of Canada rather than the student
having the ability to know where to find such knowledge.
(Personal Correspondence, February, 1982)

The call for a Eétqrn to the basics or a re—emphasis~of the
vi"Basics" did not only arise in'A]betta but beéame a national phenomenon.
In laie'1976, Ontafio introduced a ﬁew pnogram'of stuaies Which was
'classifiéd as a reﬁurn to the bagics. '”Ontariqfs high schoo],studenté
are ih.for'anbigger he]ping o% reéding};;'rfting, éhd 'rithmetic %n~

_school yearA1977-78” (Cohenjn the Edmonton Journal, OctpberFZO; 1976,

p. 33). The action taken by the Ontario government was a result of
cohp]aints from parents and the universities. Cohen.wrote:
. the cémp]aints have rolled ever lguder off the tongues

of parents and university administrators. The kids can't

read, write, or spell. ' They can't do the most fundamental

exercises. MWhat's going on here; anyway? (Cohen in the Edmonton

Journal, October 20, 1976,.p. 33) . ° : ‘ )
In late 1976, the government of British Columbia. joined with Ontario
in implementing programs that would stress the "basics" in education.
~"B.C. is’following in the wake of Ontario and‘tighteniﬁg up’ government

control over education standards in this province" (Hills in the

_Edmdnton Journal, NoVember 5,-1976, p. 35). Hills also writes that
"the laissez-faire era of education seems definite]y to be over" and

“"the messége;is clear—it's 'back. to the basics'"3(Hi11s in the Edmonton

Journal, November 5, 1976, p. 35). And in 1977, Nova Scotia joined the

¥

"basics" movement in some of its School programs (Edmonton Journal,

- June 22, 1977, p. 106).
| Alberta, like most previnces in Canada, a:  itnessed calls
for curriculum to emphasize the "basics" and to ". . . return to a more

-
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conservative program of structure, reaulation and control" (Badger,
Persona] Intefview, October 21, 1981). Like most school subjects,
Alberta social -studies was also influenced by this "back to the basics"
movement.
The Media
- The Alberta media provided coverage of those forces demanding

a return to the fbasiés” in education. Editorial writers of the

Edmonton Journa]‘endorsed\a position which advocated the importance

of basic education. An editorial, in the Edmonton Journal, stated:

~ The educational stew can be laced with additives, thick with
enriched gravy and covered with dumplings. But without the
meat and potatoes which the three R's provide, it remains
1ack;ng in nourishment. (Edmonton Journal, August 23, 1976,
p. 4) - T :

St. John's Edmonton Report also-gaVe wide coverage to the

“1ssues of basic education and standards in Alberta education. Social .
studies came under criticiém for its values orientation, its neglect
of hfstory, and its lack of content-and structure. The cover of the
January 5, 1976 issué was titled "The Social Studies Scandal" and in
that issue, fdur»pages were devoted to an examination of The Downey
‘Report. The article was titled "Social StUdies Flunks in Alberta;

Downey Report Blasts Puzzled Teachers" and concluded that:
Their report meant that for seven years educational "professionals"
have been experimenting with the roots of Alberta culture ‘and i
botching the job. In any other profession the report would have
been regarded as a shock and a scandal. In education, it made
- page 12 of the Edmonton Journal. ({St.'John's Edmonton Report,
January 5, 1976, p. 16) : -

»

, Y
As well, the article gave prominent coverage to Leif %plee

who was a prominent critic of the 1971 social studies program (Ibid.,

pp. 18-19).



St. John's Edmonton Report continued to give wide coverage

to the Alberta social studies program and to the issue of standards

and basic education. In the Febkuary 9, 1976 issue, the magazine

re-printed a critique of The Downey Report by Leif Stolee titled "Former
~ Social Studies Supervisor Incisively Rips the Course Apart" (St. John's

Edmonton Report, February 9, 1976, pp. 16-17).

Two articles appeared in the Februafy 16, 1976 issue titled

"Funny Thing about Progressive Education: After All These‘Years; the

Kids Can't Read" (St. John's Edmonton Report, February 16, 1976,
pp. 23-24) and "Wild Idea for New Type School: Be Strict and Teach

' Academics" (St. John's Edmonton Report, February 16, 1976, p. 24).

In March, 1976, various issues of St. John's Edmonton Report

carried articles which either reported on the criticism directed at
the social studies program, or made editorial comments critical of

the program. In one article titled "Five Public Trustees Moving in

»”

on Education'stower Structure, Teachers Protest Board's 'Drastic'
Crackdown'bhﬂIncompetenCe,“ the magazine stated: -

What he [Premier Lougheed] saw was not only an ever deepening
public unhappiness with the whole system, but also the clear
possibility that many of/the other i1ls of society—the
breakdown of the family, increasing crime, a reluctance to
work, -cynicism in business, the emasculation in art—could be

“traced to a whole generation raised to beljeve in nothing other
than undefinable "love."

The system [education] itself, meanwhile, observed the same
disastrous flaw. Its response, in part, was the social studies
program. . . . The social studies course failed for two reasons:

1. the examination of values became a mere memorization of
alternative points of view from among which the student
made his choice, not on the basis of reason, which required
-facts, but on the basis of something he called "gut fdeling,"
that is emotionally. §

147
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2. the course could provide no moral code because it didn't
believe in one. So it asked the student to decide which
course of action he believed right without giving him any
basis for deciding what was right or wrong.

It is not surprising therefore that the mutiny against the system
broke out first in the social studies course. (St. John's
Edmonton Report, March 29, 1976, p. 23)

Throughout the rest of 1976, at least one article per month

appeared in St. John's Edmonton Report dealing with the issues of basic

education, standards, or the social studies program. In 1977, the

magazine continued to give coverage to the educational issues raised

- throughout 1976.

 Parents
In Alberta, there were calls by parents to have the school

‘systems emphasize the basics. In an article titled "Parents Plead for

Return to Three R's," Andy Imlach of the Edmonton Journal regbrted
that:

In an emotion-charged confrontation with Education Minister
Julian Koziak [at the annual convention of the Progressive
Conservative Partyl, parents from across Alberta have pleaded
for schools to be ordered back to teaching the ‘'Three R's.'
(Imlach in the Edmonton Journal, March 28, 1977, p. 1)

Some parent advisory committees took strong positions in

favour of basic education. One example was the St. Edmund School's

~ parent advisory committee which sought'ways " . of adopting a

b

return to basic education and a greafer emphasis on the 3 R's"

(Edmonton Journal, January 11, 1977, p. 18).

Bob Cohen of the Edmonton Journal reported parent concern in

this area stating that:

No doubt there were parents who did not embrace the philosophy
of the "back to the basics" movement. However, these parents



were certainly not as vocal and did not Feceive the same public
press as did the advocates of "basic" education. (Cohen in the
Edmonton Journal, October 20, 1976, p. 33) . | :

During the period 1976 té early 1978 while the social studies
curriculum was being developed, réactions to the revised program
were'sought.by thé Department of Education. Althouah 1ar§e numbers of/
parents were not involved in this process, those that were involved
indicated they held differing views on the degree of specificity that
should be included in the social studies curriculum. At a meeting
with parents of students in the Calgary Public School System the view
that the 1971 progrdm was hot specific enough was expreséed. On the
other hand, parents in the County of Grande Prairie expressed support
for the 1971 curriculum (Summary of meetings held to garner reactions
to'Draft #7 of the revised social studies curriculum, 1977). On the
question of resources, barents indicated support for ‘a much more
Timited list bf references (Meﬁo, Ledgerwood to Torgunrud, April 20,

1977).

‘Students ‘

<
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Students' views of curriculum did not appear to be solicited to

any large degree. The reactions of only two aroups of students were

reported in the Department of Education's summary of meetings held to

garner reactions to the interim drafts of the social studies curriculum.

A meeting of thirty-five students in Péace River recognized and
accepted the idea of uniformity and prescription. = Students in Grande
Prairie supported the idea of prescription to overcome problems
associated with provincial mobility, as well as favouring the use of

specific textbooks (Summary of meetings held to garner reactions to
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Draft #7 of the revised social studies curriculum, 1977).

Alberta School Boards

The school boards in Alberta took stands which favoured an
emphasis on basic education and more centralized control of education.
In 1976, the annual convention of the Alberta School Trustees Association
(ASTA) passed a resolution urging the government
. .-to exercise much greatek leadership and responsibility
for the development, implementation, and evaluation of core
curriculum in Alberta for basic education kindergarten to

Grade 12. (Alberta School Trustee, Vol. 46, no. 4, December,
1976, p. 21) ‘

The ASTA a156 supported the establishment of province-wide
curriculum brojects'aﬁd standardized “tests at each g;;de Tevel (M*wwfeé
of the Curriculum ?o]icies Board, November 1,'2, 1976)l |

‘ Trustees also indicated their concern as to thé level of
achievement of basic skills by school children by agreeing to adminis-
ter tests to measure students' achievement. In 1977, the Metro
Council of the Alberta School Trustees,Aésociatfon, representing
public and Cétho]ic systems in Calgary and Edmonton, agreed to

administer the Canadian Test of Basic Skills to Grades four and seven

students (Edmonton Journal, March 19, 1977, p. 15). In that same

year, the Edmonton Public School Board, in. response to the "hot issue"
of the "back to the basics" debate, administered a series of tests to
Grade three students in order to compare them to their counterparts of

1956 (Edmonton Journal, April 9, 1977, p. 24).

///

Some trustees also indicated'theirvdjssatisfaction with the

values clarification approach used in the 1971 social studies
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curriculum (Leslie Francis, "Trustee loaded for bear in Canadian

‘History Trek," Edmonton Journal, March 24, 1975, p. 14).

Universities

Some segments of the university community were criticizing the
schools for the "student product" that they were producing (Cohen in

the Edmonton Journal, October 20,1976, p. 33; Minuteé of the Curriculum

Policies Board, February 15, 16, 1977). Nicholas Hills in an article

in the Edmonton Journal wrote that there Were “Increasingly complaints

from university administrators that students were entering halls of
higher learning as illiterates who couldn't write broperly (Hills in
the Edmonton Journal, November 5, 1976, p. 35).

This critjcism of the schools was not a unfversal]y held view
of all segments of the uniVersity community and some elements of the
university community cautioned against the back to the basics movement.

. Myer Horowitz, who in 1977 was academic vice president of the University
of Alberta and former dean of the Faculty of Education, stated that
“the public pressure for emphasis on basic skills may oversimplify
the role of the school and its teachers" (Horowitz as quoted in the

Edmonton Journal, October 29, 1977, p. 26).

§gperintendents

The annual report of the Alberta School Superintendents l?

~

indicated their support for a reduced number of identified learning
resources in social studies and for a rental discount of forty perg?n;i\

on these identified resources. The report indicated that teachersiﬁéajki

difficulty in selecting learning resources because of the lengthy .
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that existed. (For example, the elementary resource bibliography
contained three hundred titles of books, audio visual material and

kits and the secondary resource bibliography contained three hundred}
and fifty titles.) (Minutes, Curriculum Policies Board, May 5, 6, 1977)
Because the School Book Branch couldn'% sﬁock all of the social studies
learning resources as a result of the large number of resources and
their costs, delays in delivery of three to six weeks occurred because
these resources had to be special ordéfed. As well, the Superintendents
noted that the forty percent rental discount was applied to learning
resources in all subjects but social stud1es (Memo, Fedorak, Manager

of the School Book Branch, to Ledgerwood, December 22, 1977).

Horvath discussed the view of the Superintendents regarding

the matter of resource selection. He stated:

. some of the groups who had a strong say in this were the
boartis, and s{berintendents, and assistant superintendents
particularly in the rural areas because they were heavily involved
in ordering materials and they were quite frustrated by the variety
of resources approved. They didn't know what should be ordered for
their classrooms. Since they couldn't afford,the variety that was
called for, they had to go with one text or, one set of materials;
so, I think that superintendents and assistant superintendents

< yoiced their concern tg the Department. They wanted more guidance
Tn what to purchase. ?Personal Interview, November 24, 1981,
revised through personal correspondence, August 13, 1982)

The Public
Although the term "public" is a nebulous one, it usually refers
to the people of a set ju}isdiction (i.e., a reference to "the
public's view in Alberta" would be interpreted a; the view held by
the people of Alberta). The ascertaining of the "public view" can
also be somewhat nebulous; however, it is usually correct‘that the

views of the most vqcaT groups that form the "public" are taken as
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representing this br.ad “pub]ic“.view. Sometimes ‘certain groups within
the‘”pub1i§f are identified, while at other times-the term “pub1ic"'is
'used:to refer to the people of the province. |

The "public" in Alberta was, perceived as supporting and‘demanding

a réfurn to “basié“\éducation (Edmonton Journal, October 29, 1977,

p. 26; Imlach, 1977, p. 29; CPB'Minutes,‘February 15, 17; 1977). For
Alberta social studies, this meant a return to more specific content

.-in'its program (Edmonton Journal, October 19, ]978; p. B6). Alberta

government officials referred to the public in some of their pronounce= o~
ments on education. The perception of these politicians also supﬁbrted

. P
the view ‘that the public wanted more structure and more emphasis on

the basics.of education. The Edmonton Journal reported that, in a

yeér—end‘interv%éw in 1976, Premier Lougheed identified the educational-

e

concerns of Alberta. The artic]efstated:

Mr. Lougheed said Albertans seem to be concerned that not
enough emphasis is being placed on the basics in education,

“including the ability to read and write. -(Sinclair in the
Edmonton Journal, December 29, 1976, p. 1) .

Julian Koziak, in 1976 the Alberta Minister of Education, also
'fdentified the public view as being one concerned that education in
Alberta had ceased to give students a basic education. In greetings
given to the first meeting of fhe Curr;¢u1um Policies Board, Koziak
stated that edutation in Alberta was;béing questioned by the public
»andAthat they‘were particu]ar]y concerned with the‘basicvab%1ifies
of students 1ﬁ mathematics an; language art: (CPB Minutes, Sepfémber
28, 29, 1976, J |

Although distinct groups within the "public" were rarely

identified, one group that was identified was the Alberta Chamber of
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Commerce. fﬁejr view was that final marks of students were inflated

and that students who were leaving high school had experienced
LN

this, the Alberta Chamber of Commerce called for {#, e
education to encourage the development of basic skills, a more
positive attitude to work and responsibilities, and the estéb]ish—

ment of standards (CPB Minutes, February 15, 16, 1977).

Teachers

The 1971 social studies curriculum provfded teachers'with a
‘ﬁéige degree of aUtoeemy., Teachers were to be curriculum developers
With the provincial curriculum guides providing only minimal guideF5
lines. Teachers were to play a céﬁtra] role in developing, assessing,
and:using resources that would be.suitab1e for the curriculum they
were,developing. Some teachers in Alberta embfaced this new autonomy
and their new role as curricufumsdeve1opers. But tﬁey appeabed to be
in a minority. For mogt A1bert§ teachers, the new autonomy wés
confusing and disturbing. Thes%ajor%ty'wanted help and difectioh and
they did not want tQ be currjcﬁ]um developers (Dever, Personal Inter;
view, January 28, 1982;‘Ledgé¢@ood, Personal Interview, November 4,
1981; Stiles, Personal Interv%ew, November 25, 1981; Crowther, Personal
Interview, October 6, 1981; Van Ménen,hPersonal Ihterview, October 22,
‘ 1981; Morgan, Personal Correspondence, February, 1982).

Torgunrud discussed the views of Alberta teachers toward the
new'autonomy they experienced with the introduction of the 1971

program. He Sstated: ° - o
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Wherever you have leaders, you have fo]1owef§. The Downey +
Study reported that generally speaking you're talking about
15% Teaders and 85% followers. . Teachers were saying: This
[autonomy] is not in my makeup. I have no objection to
giving me ‘direction and help. Don't ask me to be a curriculum-
developer. (Personal Interview, February 2, 1982) ‘

{

e

Lorne Mullen, former member of the Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee, also discussed teache® demand for more

structure. He stated:

Teachers were asking for it [structure]. Certainly in my work
as a consultant, I had a large number of teachers who were in
contact with me and they wanted it [structure] . . . 1 had
no problem convincing myself that teachers wanted a lot more
prescription. (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982)

Badger described how teachers responded to the 1971 program .

of studies.

Nineteen hundred and seventy-one was just overwhelming for
teachers. The whole philosophical basis of curriculum had
changed. e.g., no textbooks . . . with the emphasis on
teachers to build something. This occurred at a time when
‘cutbacks were happening. There was a leveling out of
support and teachers 'were losing prep time. The results were
that teachers were under stress. They did not understand the
‘Program, the new cbntent, and the new philosophy. . . . It
was a small minority of teachers who 1iked the curricylum.

- Teachers wanted more structure, cfutrol and material.
(Personal Interview, October 21, 1981) :

Horvath also described-.the resistance of mﬁ%@fA]berta_teaéhers

to the 1971 program. He Efated:

I remember trying to support this curriculum and finding it
extremely difficult because of the negative reactions of »
teachers. It was obvious to me that the new program was based
on ‘the idea that teachers should make these decisions, and I
Still beljeve in that, but you have to be in a certain place
in your d velopment ‘as a classroom teacher to be able to make
those dec?&ipns. 470 . So I think the majority of teachers '
wanted to H@O@fa Tittle more structure. (Personal Interview,
November 245 398Tf“revised_through personal correspondence,
August 13,:1982) : L

\ ’ !
i
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‘Jack Langford, fdrmer member of the Social Studies Curriculum
'Coordinattng Cohmittee,\discussed the frustration that teachers
experienced in dea]ihg-with the autenomy of the 1971lptpgram. He
stated:l | | |

I met with many frustrated groups of teachers who did. not know
how to deal with the freedom they had been given. Teachers ~ »
weren't ready for -autonomy. Only a handful were ready and able
to deal with it. (Personal Interview, December 21, 1981)

A3

The result of this teacher confusion regarding the 1971 program
or their rejection of the new curriculum was that the new prtogram

was not being successfully 1mp1emented in A]berta social stud1es
-7 r

classrooms. Chamber11n descr1bed the feedback that the Department of
Educat10n was rece1v1ng in terms of implementation of the 1971 program.
He stated.

T know that people in Alberta Education 1ike Ledgerwood were
getting letters that said, "That's a good idea, but it won't
work." . . . He was doing workshops all over the province and

- faced teachers on“a daily basis trying to get teachers to use
the program and it was increasingly clear that teachers were
not using the program. (Personal Interview, December 4, 1981)

Mullen, in his role as a-socia] studies consultant in Calgary,
also discussed the lack of implementation of the 1971 program. He
stated:

The program wasn't being implemented. . Working as a
consultant, it was next to impossible to do the job. in
fact, lots of people didn't care what the government safd
they had to do anyway. That was a tremendously popular
view. . . . I agreed with the program's intent,and I saw
good people doing good things with the program but,
unfortunately, they were too few and far between. (Personal
Interview, January 28, 1982) : A ‘ ‘

v ‘1

With the release of The Downey Report in 1975 which confirmed

the Tack of implementation of the 1971 program in Alberta social

studies classrooms, the revisions to that program begani One of the



unlque features of the soc1a] stud1es curriculum revision was the
attempt to broaden the 1nput from the various stakeho]der groups into

the curr1cu1um development process.. Torgunrud commented on this
 process:

The- 1nvo1vement in, the field was increased. - The program was
sent out. for broad reaction . . [to] overcome some of the

» shortcom1ngs of the 1971 curr1cu1um ‘The involvement by so
‘many ‘people was an innovation. We've had curriculum committees
before, but those committees did their work in relative
isolation. . . . The 1970's saw where we blew things wide

- open and we said, "We'll develop curriculum in a f1shbow1

(Persona] Interv1ew, February 2, 1982)

As var1ous drafts of the soc1a1'stud1es curricu]um revisions were
prepared and wrxtten, meet1ngs were he]d a]] over the prov1nce to .
obtain feedback on the curriculum rev1s1ons These meet1ngs were

“attended by Ledgerwood,;members‘of the SSCCC and/or social studies

_consu1tants who would report back to the SSCCC‘with avsummary-of the

» reactions‘received (Ledgerwood Persona] Interv1ew November 4, 1981).

Bob Johnson, Consu]tant w1th ‘the . Department of Educat1on ta]ked

_about the process of garner1ng react1ons to the curr1cu1um revisions:

Where I was (Zone 1), groups were 1dent1f1ed throuoh our
regional office and through the local. Jurisdictions and
then they were invited to react. The groups included
students, teachers, administrators, parents and Local
Advisory Councils. (Personal Interview, December 16,

19823 rev1sed through personai correspondence August 10,
1982

The summaries of thoSe react1on meet1nqs” help to prov1de’
some 1ns1ghts 1nto the v1ews he]d by teachers regard1ng 1ncreased
structure. A.sampltng from thOSe react1on meet1ngs” foT]ows

(A11 samp]es are taken from the summar1es of the reaction meet1ngs

unless otherw1se stated )

157



1. September 17, 1976—Edmonton Public School
Board Junior High Meeting p

This meeting calTed for restricting the number of units and
core references. The meeting asked the Department of Education to

provide more "thou shalt's."

2. October 21, 1976—Calgary Public

" The meeting called for the development of specific units and

not just general topics in the study of Canada. , o

" 3. November 26, 1976—Edmonton Publi¢ Schoo! : by
Board Junior High Meet1ng ‘ T

The meet1ng advocated the setting out of spec1f1c prescription,
the setting out of a time frame for the study of topics, and the need

_ to.designate primary themes for each grade.

4. March 21, 1977—Zone 1 School System
At this meetihg, the gehera1 consensus of teachers was a
demahd for mofé prescription although there were aA%ew exceptions.
They‘wantéd preséribed'content; textbooks, and objective exams.

5. March 21, 1977—Grande Prairie: Teachers'
South Peace Convention Area

Teachers asked that content be prescribed. The general
i
consensus seemed- to sup%ort prescription at the provincial level.

6. March 21, 1977—Ridgevalley School

The view expressed waQ\that prescription was a must.
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7. March 22,'1977—Grande Prairie Principals
and Superintendents

The meeiing of.ﬁhjs.group stressed the ideas of "back to the
: LY ‘
basics" and called for(éVen'more“prescription.

“ 8. Apr ', 1977—Sundre, Alberta

There wére some supporters of the 197]_program, but the sizable
.majorify of teachers welcomed added structure (Correspondence,
Ledgerwood to Dean Wood, Sundre, April 13, 1977).

9. May, 1977—Fort Vermilion School Division #52:
School Administrators Association

A resolution.passed by this group of school adminiStraths
céi]ed'for increased prescription (Correspondence, Ledgerwood to
Martin ﬁgerzén; Department Superintendent, Fort Vermilion School

‘ Division, May 31, 1977)..

10. 1977—Carstairs

Teachers were willing to accept more structure (Correspondence,

Mary Anne Sheehan, Carstairs to the Curriculum Branch,'19Z7).

11. 1978—Bonnyville

There Were concerns expressed thaf, at the upper elementary

level, themes were too general and topics needed to be more specific.

12. 1978—1Iron River

Teachers in Iron R%ver réquesggd that there be more detail in

, C e
themes because they were too wide open’and general.

+ T : . &
BY N



13. 1978—High School Meeting: 'M.H.S.D. #76,
M.H.S.C. #4, County of Newell, County
of 40 Mile, Brooks: '

160

The meefing'was encouraged by the specific nature of the draft

program where a bodylof knowledge was specified. The group -did
caution tnat'the program should not be allowed to become too nafrow'v-
or prescriptive.

14, 1978——D1v1s1on TI1: Brooks,,Countx;of'
"Newell, County of 40 Ml]e

The meet1ng requested that obJectives be better def1ned

15. 1978—Division II: Brooks, County of '
- Newell, County of 40 M11dﬂﬂ> :

Requests were made for more specific top1cs and themes and

for more spec1f1c'know1edge obJect1yes,at each grade 1eve1.

16. 1978—Division I: Brooks, County of
Newell, County of 40 Mile

v

The view expresséd at this meeting was that the know]edée
_ objectives were too general and that teachers wanted speeific objec-

tives. This made it easier for teachers to evaluate.

17. 1978—Medicine Hat

The reaction of teachers to the interim draft o the social
studie; curriculum was.that there should be more specﬁfic content
and kndw]edge objectives and that a common cdfe of references was
needed.

From this éamp]ing of teacher reaction, it appears fhat %;
teachers in the hajority favoured more structure and more prescription

in the social studies curriculum. There did not appear to be a strong
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demand_for'teaeher in-service which had been recommended in The Downey

Regdrt.
 Crowther commented on the teachers' views that emerged from the

_ﬁreaction-meetings“ held with teachers throughout Alberta. He stated:

Doug [Ledgerwood], in particular, and with the help of regional
office consultants, went across the province and presented all
these drafts to various groups of teachers . . ."and it seemed
"to ‘me that always the reaction was the same: ”Yes, there are
things.in here that we -1ike, -the rationale seems fair enough,
‘but there's still not enough content.” . . . A lot of people
“were saying, "I can't work .with this at all unless it's more
deta11ed " '(Persona1 Interview, October 6, 1981)

Even when the 1978 Alberta Soc1a1 Studies Curr1cu1um——Inter1m Edition

" was released in December, 1978, some teachers st111'cr1t1c1zed it for
. 1ts Tack'of'prescr{ption" HerVath-stated-

~In my work with teachers as a consu]tant that was the feeling
- of teachers that they wanted more guidance and more prescription.
- The said, "This (1978 Draft) moves quite a way towards greater
‘spec1f1cat1on and it he]ps to have a sort of jumping of f place,"
but this document still wasn't adequate Recause they continued to
be troubled by the fact that the teacher down#the hall could be
‘teaching the same program, but was using totally different content.
~ (Personal Interview, November 24, 1981, revised through personal
. correspdndence, August 13, -1982)

The: ca]l for increased structure in the curr1cu1um went hand
An hand with the demand for more spec1f1c resources. Horvath stated:

" There had ‘to be a re]at1onsh1p here. If you have’a very flexible
curriculum, you have to leave the resources flexible as well
[Superintendents and ‘assistant superintendents] wanted more
guidance in what to purchase. Teachers-did too. In urban
schools they're faced with the same problem the superintendent is.
There isn't enough money to buy all the different resources and
they are concerned that their students are using one set of ,
materials while at the same grade level down the hall or in the .!
next town another class was using a tota]]y different set of ST

‘materials and that caused some uneasiness. (Persona] Interv1ew,‘ﬁ;
November 24, 1981, revised through personal correspondence, o
August. 13, 1982)

‘Although the majority of teachers appeared to support mere



structure in the social studies, there was a minority group of teacﬁers
who spoke out against increased prescription. Teachers in attendance
at the reaction meeting.held with the Calgary Separate School System
cautioned that if the two-thirds time became more structured, then the
one-third time was even more necessary to maintain the flexibility in
the program (Summary of Reaction Meetings, Calgary, October 21, 1976).
Crowther, in a memo to Torgunrud, also reported that a meeting held
with teachers in Calgary advised the Department of Education that
because of the inéreased prescriptiveness, the new social studies was
imposing conformity on Alberta students and was completely over-
stepping its area of responsibility (Memo, Crowther to Torgunrud, .
December 18, 1978). Some of the people interviewed also held the
view that high school social studies teachers were fairly satiéfied_
with the 1971 program, with major dissatisfaction coming from the
ranks of elementary and junior high teachers (Mu1]eﬁ, Personal Inter-
view, January 28, 1982). Carter stated:

E]émentary teachers were saying we want more structure and

guidance in terms of materials.. High school teachers were

pretty happy and junior highs were very much in between.

(Personal .Interview, February 18, 1982)
In mosf cases, however, the individuals interviéwed in this study
categorized“the majority of teachers, at all levels of instruction,
as supporting more structure in the social studies curriculum.

The teachers' dissatisfaction with the 1971 program spilled
over and affected other groups like students, teachers, and school
boards. Badger statéd: |

This frustration gets kraném1tted to kids and to parents;

and, teachers came under a lot of flak for the program
(Persona] Interview, October 21, 1981)

162
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Some members of school boards also reported dissatisfaction. One
example was Trustee Binder from the Edmonton Public School Board who
called for changes to the social studies curriculum partly based on
the feedback teachers were giving to him. An article in the Edmonton
Journal stated:

At a staff meeting at Jasper Place Composite High School,

the social studies department overwhelmed him with their

dissatisfaction with the social studies program. They felt '

the guidelines are too wide and they want firmer ones.
(Francis in the Edmonton Journal, March 24, 1975, p. 14)

Badger, as supervisor of social studies for the Edmonton Public School
~ Board, came under pressure from board members because of the nature
of the social studies program. He stated: "1 came under a lot of
flak at school board meetings" (Personal Interview, October 27, 1981).
The reasons for teachers' rejection of the 1971 social studies
program varied. The whole philosophical ba$is. of the social studies
curriculum had changed with the 1ntrodqction of the new program; some
teachers were philosophically opposed to the program (Downey, 1975,
p. 6) while others Tacked an understanding of it (Badéer: Personal
Interview, October 21, 1981), Other problems were ekpérienced because
teachers had difficulty in reading ana understanding what was in the
curriculum guide (Carter, Personal Interview, February 18, 1982).
Some teéchers ]acked the time, expertise or resources to deal with
the new program (Langford, Personal Interview, December 21, 1981;
Schreiber, Persona] Interview, December 14, 1981). Others did not
know how to proceed without a textbook. Financial constraints were
also faced by,teachers making it difficult to purchase the large number

of resources required to implement the 1971 program (Short, Personal
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Interview; December 10, 1981; Horvath, Personal Interview, November 24,
1981). Other teachers were not ready to handle thé 1971 program
psychologically and pedagogicaily (Langford, Personal Interview,
December 21, 1981). A1l of these diverse reasons resulted in a large
number of teachers in Alberta expressing dissatisfaction with the 1971
social studies curriculum with its emphasis on teacher auionomy and
flexibility. These teachers were asking for more direction and more

structure in the social studies program.

The Provincial Government

Decentralization

The early 1970's saw a.commitment on the part of the provincial
government to decentralize curriculum decision haking (Memo, Ledgerwood
to ‘Torgunrud, January 29, 1974). This was demonstrated in a number of
ways. In 1970, the new School Act came into effect which grénted
" . greater freedom and more responsibility by.the,Department (of
Educatibn] to school boards and to teachers (Korteweg, 1972, p. 212).
In 1971, a new social ;tudies program was introduced into Alberta
schools which <ecentralized many aspects 6f curriculum decisidn-making
(Korteweg, 1972, p. 213). 1In 1971, Ministerial approval was given
to grant a 50-50 split for the final mark in social studies and
pib1ogy._ Fifty percent was to be determined by a Department of
Education external examination and fifty percent of the final mark
was transferred to the classroom teacher (Kofﬁeweg, 1972, p. 200).

A similar arrangement was already in existence for French and English

(Korteweg, 1972, p. 213). In 1973, departmental examinations were



totally abandoned which again demonstrated a commitment to decentral?zaQ
tion. Korteweg (1972) discussed the ministerial dgcision stating:

With the changed nature of the social studies program;

local decision making had decentralized curriculum to the

extent that a centralized external examination was no longer

in tune with this trend. (p. 213) |
In 1975, the Canadian Studies Resource Units were undertaken which
represented a move to decentralize the curriculum development process
(Sabey, Personal Interview, January 7, 1982).

| In March, 1974, a provincial conference on "Curriculum

Decision-Making in Alberta" was held in Red Deer, Alberta. The
conference was hosted by the Curriculum Branch in cooperation with
other branches of the Department of Education, the Alberta Teachers'
Association (ATA) and the Alberta School Trustees' Association (ASfA).
There were one hQndred and sixty-five participants at the conference—
half were practicing}teachers and the remainder included parents,
students, Departmental personnel, trustees, ATA officials and university
repreéentatives.

The purpose of ‘the conference was two-fold:

a. to decide who>shou1d make what curricular decisions and
how they should make them.

b. to formulate recommendations in order to clarify the
curricular roles of various stakeholders in education.
(Memo, Ledgerwood to Torgunrud, April 19, 1974)

Ledgerwood identified four key'recommendations resulting
from the conference. These were:
" a. structures be established to enable input from all stakeholder
groups into the curriculum development process—teachers,

parents, students, local school systems, Department of
Education.
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'b. the:-broad goals of education bé;get by the Dedi%tment of
Co tEducation to reflect society's view of desired educational
. outcomes. '

c. the necessary resourcegy(e.g. time, money, expertise) be
provided to facilitate local curriculum development.

d. a clearing house be established to disseminate curriculum
materials.

.

Ledgerwood concluded that the stakeholders in education wanted to
share in the ﬁhking of curricuégr decisions, but still wanted the
Department of Education to provide leadership and resources in this*®
are.: (Memo, Ledgerwood to Torgunrud, Apri1 19, 1974).

The 1974 Red DeeQ:anference was considered highly successful
{Memo, Torgunrud to-Kdziak,'May 26, 1976), and people were optimistic
that locai schooT Systemé.would pick up the challenge to do curriculum
deve1opment (Ledgerwoqd, Eersonal Interview, NovemSer 4, 1981).
However, the optimjstWas not to be sustained as a number of circum-
stances worked to defer those efforts to decentratize curriculum
decision-making. :Torgunrud identified two o% these circumstances as:

a. the rejectionjdf*B Budget proposal to establish a one

million dollar fund for the financing of local curriculum
development projects.

1

b. the éppdihtmentvof Ledgerwood to the position of Associate

Director of Curriculum for Social Studies. (Memo,

Torgunrud to Koziak, May 26, 1976)
Ledgerwood1had been'a key‘figure in the move to decentralize curriculum
decision—making,‘&nd his appointmént to other duties reduced the time,
that could be given to ehcouraging‘thfs process.

Ledgerwodd identified another circumstance that hindered
curriculum decentralization. This circumstance was teacher resistance
to the process. Teachers felt they did not have the resources or the

.

aly
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time'té devote to-it (Ledggrwood, Pérspna] Interview, November 4, 1981).
Aé well, the more conservative trend in education identified
earlier was gafning momentum and acted to-deter- the dgcentra]ization
proceéé.' In 1977, Torguﬁrud nofed in a letter to Dr. Jean Young of
the Univefsity of Aiberta that the demand for decentra]ization appeared
to be reyersfng itself (Corfesponaehqe; Torgunrud to-Young, October 31,
1977). " |
Thé‘dec1ine jn support for decentralization was reflected in
the po1ifica1varena. 'In 1977, the Mihistéf 6f Education, Ju1iaﬁ

~ Koziak, spoke of the importance of 1egisiating objectfve§,and

‘ z

priorities for the edu&ation,syétem:

The decision which will be made is a decision of this
Legislature and not a decision somewhere apart from the
Legislature. To take away.from that might lessen the
effect of the goals, objectives and prierities we would

~ hope to attribute to.our elementary and secondary education
system. (Hansard, 1977, p. 24 as quoted in Krawchenko, no
date, p. 30) .. - . ‘

4 qufher arﬁigpiétion of the ﬁrovincia1 goyerﬁmeans policy .
of_morekcentra1 contro1,éber educatio decision-makihg occurred in
-+ 1978. Premier LougheeJ took,thé\position in the.A1berté‘LegislatUre
“that there was a need to éstabTisH parameter§ for chrichdm deve]ob-
ment by‘1egislafing_goais and objectives for education. He stated:

o : v '
Frankly, at times I hdve felt apprehensive at the danger of .
not having such goals [of edugation and schooliny] which,leaves
it ‘beyond the scope of this legislature, to the conclusibns or-
diverse aspirations of the educational establishment in the
province . . | to determine on'an ad hoc basis what should be
the basic course content and curriculum development of our
~educational system. It strikes me that it is clearly a _
rudderless situation for one of ithe very important jurisdictions
-of a provincial ,Jegislature, the area of education and public
policy in education. ' (Hansard, 1978, p. 1189 as quoted_ in
Krawchenko, no date, p. 29) s \

e

[

Tx
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Lougheed noted’that‘this initiative by the provincia] govern-
ment represented a departure from the trad1t1ona1 stance taken by the
A]berta Leg1s]ature and other 1eg1s1atures throughout Canada. He
stated: o ‘ ’ S

It had, unfortunate]y, in our view, been a tradition in
legislatures throughout Canada, and in the Alberta Leg1s]ature
‘to a degree, to abdicate our responsibility to establish public
policy in this area. I'm very pleased that we are embarking on
“this discussion today, to bring back where-it should be the '
appropriate responsibility that rests on our shoulders, and cannot %
be abdicated. (Hansard, 1978 p. 1190 as quoted in Krawchenko - B
no date, p. 30) _ g o

There was some negat1ve response by educators to this govern-
ment mové of centra]1z1ng control of education in Alberta. | This
response was foted by Lougheed: | - - s

"Mr. Speakér, a few but not many educators, or I suppose
.representatives of the educational establishment in the
province, have expressed some concern at the vision of
government .interference in this matter of education.
I am glad that it's a sma]], not a large number of people
who have held to that view, because I think it's disturbing. - .
I would have thought that they would welcome this Legjslative
Assembly’ tovbe debd®ing the quest1on ‘of what the goa¥s of
schopling and education would beu I think the vast majority
do. (Hansard, 1978, p. 1189 as quoted in Krawchenko, no date,
pp. 30-31) -

\\

Support for "Basic" Educat1on and
Increased Specificity

The Premier .
In late 1976, Premier Lougheed announced that he would be
\turning his personal attention to education to examine the quality

}of educat1on and to assess if new cqrr1cu1a were needed (Adams in the

£

Edmonton Journal, thnuary 11 1977, pg 16). He also identified the

concern that‘therpub11c in Alberta was raising about basic.education.
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Mr. Lougheed,said Albertans seem to be concerned that not
enough emphasis is being placed on the basics in education
including the ability to read and write. (Sinclair in the
Edmonton Journal, December 29, 1976, p. 1)

WY The Minister of Education

In 1977, a statement was made by the Minister of Education

supporting specificifyih programs of studyvin the schools. As a
result of this statement, Torgunrud sent a memo to Associate Directors
; of Curriculum, 1nc1ud1ng Ledgerwood, and to cha1rpersons of Coord;nat1ng
Comm1ttees stating that part1cu1ar attent1on must be paid to th%./
specw*ncity of programs .which current]y ex1sted or were being developed,
and that mandatory aod e]egtive oortjons must be E]eérly ideotiffed.
This was necessary so'fhat'oommunication with studentsj,parents, and

teachers could c]ear]y define what is to be taught As well, this
would allow for greater correspondence between what was taught and

“what was' tested (Memo, Torgunrud to Associate Directors of Curriculum,

Cha1rpegsons of Coordinating Committees, December 6, 1977).

Format1on of MACOSA

. /
The'government s concern regarding student achievement was

reflected in the formation of the Minister's Advisory Committee on
Student Achievement in 1976. One of its primary functions was to

_look at Departmental exams and whether they should be re-introduced

(Edmonton'Jourha], December 16, 1976, p. 26)

Speech from the Throne

On February 24, 1977, the Speech from the Throne suggested:

new directions for education in Alberta. It indicated a concern about
. ! i i

|

'basic education and student achievement:
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There will be a reassessment of the goals and objectives of
our basic education system, and the priorities that should be
given to certain goals and objectives. A shift in emphasis to
basic skills may be indicated. Recommendations from members of
the Assembly, the Curriculum Policies Board, the general public,
and interest groups will be welcomed. The levels of achievement
- of our students will receive close scrutiny by the Minister's
~ Advisory Committee on Student Achievement. Further consideration
will be given to the place of provincial examinations in our
educational system. (Hansard, 1977, p. 2 as quoted in Krawchenko,
no date, p. 27) ' z '

The View from the Legislature

In 1977, the issue'of what shoeld constitute the goals of
education was being debated in the Legislative Assembly. It appeared

that:

A1l the legislators who spokeki¥ué#he 'goals' debate seemed
conscious that the policies thé&fwere discussing reflected
a tension between what they aqﬂ others called 'progressive'
and- 'traditional’ education philosophy. ‘(Krawchenko, no date,
p. 4%) . /42 : :
17

A number of government member;/@f the Assembly spoke out against
”Srogressive“ education inc /ding Dr. Ken Paproski who stated:

- progressive edugation; the classroom where the teacher

must not fail normal children if the student has not achieved,

an adequate level of\achievement, because the poor student may

feel rejected; the telaching of courses so they will be fun, so

our students will not/ be discouraged. «

- A generation where courses are geared to the lowest common
denominator in a normal classroom [is] a serious concern,
Mr. Speaker. A system which has taught many students ‘that
education can be attained even without effort. A system in
which the teachers in large vnumbers are Josing empathy from
the public—not because they are not first-class professionals
and teachers in fact, not because they are not well trained,
but because they are part of these front-line workers. who are
really doing. the job for us—and thank God for them—they are
caught in the whirlwind of, the system and in fact must receive
the criticism as all of us do when we're in the front 1ine,
even as politicians.

Mr. Speaker; a sysfém, I' suggest which ha¥ frustrated many
teachers and causes them to quit because the teacher knows
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what in fact should be done.- Yet he cannot carry out this task
because the system has pushed him into that .item. Finally,

Mr. Speaker, a system has developed for the sake of progress,

a so-called 'progressivist' which is in many ways diametrically
~opposed. to the structured, -traditional education system.
(Hansgrd,;1977, p. 1353 as quoted in Krawchenko, no date,

p. 42) : :

The result of this concern over, "progressive" education was to

1

call for an emphasi§ on basic‘éducation. Paprdwski addressed this
issue Statingf

Mr. Speaker, we know what we're talking about whan
frills. And if we don't, maybe we should just r@gew some of
the 200 or 400 subjects taught in elementary and secondary
educatiéi . I'm saying that the frills are unnecessary forw

normal” ents¢ They're great, but they're unnecessary. They 're
costlyw#. Speaker.. In some measure they add, as one member’

has indicated.. I don't debate that; they do indeed add.” But
they're not necéssary in the scheme of things. If you have too
many frills, they damage the.basix, program because the basic
programs become ineffective. -THe teacher hasn't the time. The
student hasn't the-time. He becomes frustrated agti'as a result
doesn't do well. (Hansard, 1977, p. 1353 as quoted in Krawchenko,
no date, pp. 43-44) ‘ - - o

Part of the increasea concern;about the lack of:emphasis-oﬁi
the "basics" iﬁ/A]berta education focuéed on d coricern relating to
the ba;ic Titeracy of'A]bérta students. Government member Horsman
spoke of this concern: N |

. . in.regard to this question of literacy, I wish to say that
my knowledge and my concern on, this subject has been broadened
immensely by the<discussions that have’ taken place within our
party. I don't want to be too tgrribly partisan on this subject.
But it is significant that this subject was without question one
of the basic concerns of the people who attended the policy
conference held here in Edmonton last fall. In addition it
received equal concern at the annual meeting of our party recently.
The people attending these conferences and conventions are
prepared, as I have never heard them before, to discuss the
-question of literacy in our school system. (Hansard, 1977,
p. 1367 as quoted in Krawchenko, no date; p. 44)

.\\

+Horsman went'on to recount a story of his nephew who was unable %o

read by Grade three because phonics had not been taught to him.
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Horsman's conclusion was:

I think there fs something wrong with our system when that is
happening in the province of Alberta.. All this took place here.
So I urge members of the Assembly, and educators as well, to
take a look at it. ' (Hansard, 1977, p. 1367 as quoted in
Krawchenko, no date, p. 49) '

1

Not all members of the assembly held the view that a return
to "basic" education was desihab]e. 'GraneuNot1ey, leader of the New
Democratic Party, arguediagainst this view stating:
‘Mr. Speaker, the argument has been raised by a numbe;qe ﬁrpeom%“

that we have shifted too much from a traditionalist’
-progressive approach to education.

é,
Rather than our system.in Alberta in 1977‘be1ng unbala
that we've moved*far too much in ¥ &

that we have not a bad balance. |,
Legislature, I want to say that’?(
pretty good balance to date. ha

quoted in Krawchenko, no date, p. .4

]977, p. 1182 as

o+ Al hd

fowever, Notley's views were not the view held by the govern-

bk
ment which 1eaned toward a return to "basic" educatxon Krawchenko

(no date) summed up the government's view this waxéggg the .
sent1ment that there was someth1ng wrong with the pre- Lougheed education
system persists, and the 'basics' movement gontinues'to gather

momentum" (pp. 44-45).

In December, 1975, the Minister of Education, Julian Koziak
announced that a Curriculum Policies Board would be éstab]ished‘to
replace the existing Elementary Ehd Secondary Curriculum Boards.

@See pages 99- 101 for fﬁg;her descr?pt1on ) AT1 curricula being
developed or rev1sed were to be sent to the Curh1cu1um gol1c1es Board

: for_sprut1ny and approva] before receiving M1n1ster1a1kapprova1 for

172
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implementation in A]berté classrooms. The curricula; decisions that
.would be made by the Curriculum Policies Board would have a significanf
impact on the development of'thehj978usocia1 studies prégram'in Alberta. =
_This‘section of the chapter Wi]] examine the po]icy'directions taken by
~the Curriculum Policies Board. It will not outline a]]vmagters d{s- )
cussed at the meetings of gﬂe CurhicUlum Polictes Board, But will exgm{neA
those pertinent to the development of the f978 social studieé progrémf,

September 28, 29, 1976 Meeting of the
Curriculum Policies Board

At the first meeting of the Curriculum Po]iciésFBQard,_the
Mini§ter‘o€wﬁducation, Julian Koziak, gave greetings fo the members of
the‘board: In those gréetings, he stated that the public Was questioning ’
education in Alberta, and he identified specific issues that faced

education today noting thq;nthe era was different than a decade ag RS

Those issues that Koziak'identified included thogé concerned with
"basic" education such as the basic abilities of students in mathe-
matics and ianguage (CPB Minutes, September 28, 29, 1976). |
At tHat same meeting, Ledgerwood, the Associate Director of
Curriculum for Social Studies, presented a paper to tﬁe Curricu]uh
Policies Board titled "The Social Studies and Related Areas; A Descrip-
tion Prepared for the Curriculum Policies Board, September 28-29, 1976"
in which the current social studies curriculum was defined, the
.historical changés that had occurred in Alberta social studies were
outfined, and the linkage between curriculum chénges and chanées in
the broader social, po]jtica],iand economic circumstances of the -

t

society was presented (CPB Minutes, September 28, 29, 1976).



A brief discussion on Alberta socia]‘studies ensued after
Ledgerwood{S'presentation Some board members noted the d1ssat1sfac-

tion w1th the educat1ona1 system fe]t by certa1n sectors Qf the pub11c

© Curran- noted that the un1vers1t1es were not satisfied with the

students who were enter1ng the1r facu]twes (CPB.M1nutes September'
28, 29, 1976) wh11e Milner noted the pub]1c concern about student
1111teracy (Ib1d ) The d1scu531on a]so 1nc1uded the role of valuing

in soc1a]ﬂstudlas educat1on Berry quest1oned whether teachers were

© competent’ to teach va]ue~centred-currico1a He fe1t that though

. they m1ght not be competent to teach a va]ue centred curr1cu1um they

‘could teach Canadian h1story (Ib1d ) Curran stated that the
Curriculum Policies Board wou]d have to 1ook at a soc1a1 studqes

program that emphasized a va1u1ng approach versus a h1story and civics

~approach to social studies.

November 1, 2, 1976 Meet1ng_of the
Curr1cu]um Po]1c1es Board

& et
Revisions to four major subject arez  re a]ready in progress

i at the time of the formation of the Currlculum Poh1c1es Board. The

subJect areas were: e]ementary mathemat1cs Junior high 1anguage arts,
social studies, and secondary science. At 1ts meet1ng of November

1, 2, 1976, the Curriculum Po?1c1es Board heard a reporﬁ from each of
these subJect areas on the scope direction, and progress of the

revision. A brief outline of those reports fo]]ows

Mathematics

The report noted that from 1974 to the present (1976), there

174

had been increased demands for "accountability" and  “back to the basics."
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The revisions to the math'program included a reduction in the scope of
the program and a reduct1on in emphas1s on symbolism, term1nology, and
abstract concepts (CPB M1nutes, November 1, 2, 1976)."

In a discussion of the report Curran emphasized that exact

-,’sk1113 and know]edge had to be 1dent1f1ed at each grade 1eve1 (Ib1d ).

'LaQQUage Arts

The report on the revisions to the 1anguage arts program ’

1dent1f1ed three maJor ‘areas of change Core concept was be1ng
. 1dent1f1ed with the scope of the program being more clear]y and
‘ spec1f1ca11y given than»1n the prev1ous currwcu]um A]though mu1t1p1e
listings of resources~wou1d st111 be provided, fewer categor1es of
'plearn1ng resources were being. recommended - As well, recommendat1ons
_were be1ng prov1ded for spec1f1c approaches or methodo]ogy to be
used in the curriculum (Ib1d.). . ‘

’ fn the discussion, Brilz expressed the view that the 1anguage
‘arts program was moving away from an emphasis on basic ski]ts. The

CurriCu]um Policies Board as a whole raised the concern of teachers

for more prescription (Ibid.).

Social Studies

| The report noted, that the pub]1c push for more man1fest treat-
»fment of Canadian h1story and geography had resu]ted in emphas1z1ng a
d1fferent ba]ance between analytic th1nk1ng and valtuing (Ibid:). A

t1me Tine for revisions to the social stud1es program was also presented
‘A ”master plan" outlining more comprehens1ve changes to the social

studies curriculum would be submitted to the Curr1cu1um Policies Board
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in January,~1977.v During 1977 and the Spring of 1978, support materials
~ would be devejope&. iThe‘neW»brogram including teaching/learning
'ré50urcess teaching/learning strétegies, ouf1ines of grade level objec-
tives and units plans would be available in April, 1978, and would be
" ready for ﬁ%p in the SCHOOIS in September, 1978 (Ibid.).

Ledgerwood, in a verbai presentation to the board at this
meeting, noted that, while competing value systems still existed in our
sccjety, there was growing support for traditional values, %of
'exceTTenée,‘dnd for a lifestyle that enabled people to do more with
less (Ibid.). He raised four questions that he felt the Curriculum |
~ Policies Board should consider in»their'considerationé of the revisions
to the social studies program. These were: '

1. the valuing orientation of the social studies program.

2. the perceived threat of the social studies program tb the
- free enterprise system. ~

. . ‘ . \
3. the question of local autonomy versus provincial control
over selection of resources and study topics, and the
. establishment of achievement standards.

" 4. the danger§ associated‘&ith_a problems-centred curriculum,
particularly alienation and despair. (Ibid.)

Concern-re Teacher Developed Curriculum 7

»

Wagner, a member of the Curriculum Policies Board, argued that

curriculum guides that gﬁve freedom to teachers were frustrating to

those teachers'who Tacked the time or inclination to devélap curriculum.
A

Therefore, curriculum guidesashould be specific enoUgh SO that:

teachers would not have to develop curriculum (Ibid.).
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December 16, 17, 1976 Meeting of the
Curriculum Policies Board

Social Studies

A report titled "Report fo Curriculdm Policies Board. Concerning
Revisions to the Alberta Social Studies Curriculum" was presented at
the December 16, 17, 1976 meeting of the Curriculum Policies Board.

The report stated that the SSCCC had prepared three drafts of the
revised social studies program and hqd modified these drafts on the

I
basis of reactions obtained

by meeting with eight groups of teaCHers.ﬁ

The result of tﬁéée modifications wé%zDraft #4 of the social studies

program which was being submitted to the Curriculum Policies Board for

reaction and direction (CPB Minutes, December 16, 17, '976). As well,

the report étated that a seminak was being planned for early

which would solicit fnput from ten parents (1nc1qd3ng ASTA representa-

| tives), ten non—spécia]ist teachers, ten specia1{st social studies

teachers, ten social studies superVisors, and ten university professors—

five from the'Faculty of Education and five from other faculties (Ibid.).
« The major feature of the revisions was to strike a balance

between providing more direction to teachers and students who neéded

it, and provfding flexibility to those teachers and students who

wanted to develop their own program (Ibid.). - The reporg stressed that

the added structure and prescription was not to discourage the

autonomous curriculum development that was occﬁrring in Alberta social

st?dies or to stifle creativfty, hul we designed for those teachers

éngimembers of the public who were asking for greater clarity in terms

- of methodology, content and objectivcs in Albertansocial studies (Ibid.).

The report put forward the recommendation/that the Curriculum -

3
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Policies Board recommend to the Minister of Education that he approve
in principle the social studies curriculum as outlined in Chapter 1
of Draft #4. As well, the recommendation called fér the gaining of
Ministerial approval to develop support materials for the social
studies program (Ibid.).

The decision taken by the Curriculum Policies Board on this
recommendation was to defer a decision on the social studies revisions
until a further meeting. A decision by the Curriculum Policies Board
would not be made until May 5, 6, 1977. In the meantime, though,
decisions would be made by the Curriculum Policies Board in the other
subject areas, and these decisions would make their impact felt on
future social studies curriculum development. This section will
examine these significant curriculum decisions in the three subject |

areas of language arts, science, and mathematics.

Science

The report'noted that the current science curriculum guide did
not provide enough di}ection (Ibid.) and that the increased leveliof
.specificity that was‘probosed in the revﬁsions should reduce the
divergence‘that Qéé:presently occurring in science classrooms (Ibid.).
.The revisions sought to steer a middle ground between téo much
structuré and too little direction (Ibid.).

In the disgussion that en5uéd, Ehe board expressed the concern

that more deveTopment was ftequired in clarifying the objectives

S

(Ibid.). B ] . o

",«”’: .
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Mathematics

At the meeting 6f December 16, 17, 1976, a discussion took
place regarding the revisions to the mathematics program. "~ Many
members of the board sought assurances that ample opportunities for
drill and computational skills would be provided and that core require-
ments with an emphasis on computation skills Qou]d be identified (Ibid.).

January 20, 21, 1977 Meeting of the ‘
Curriculum Policies Board o

Science Curriculum

The discussion regarding the science revisions continued at
this.meeting with Tolman, Associate Director of Curriculum for Science,
expressing concern abouf the board placing greater emphasis on know-
Tedge objecfive§ (cpB Minutes, January 20, 21, 1977).

Weissenborn, a member of the Cericu]um Policies Board,
submitted a memo to all members of the Curriculum Policies Board
expressing concern about the revisions to the science curriculum
reflecting a éhift away from the “baSiEs” at a time when pressures from
the general public and from business, industry, and secondary industry

t

were for a return to the basics (Ibid.).

February 15, 16, 1977 Meeting of the
Curriculum Policies Board

The discussion that had occurred at the January 20, 21, 1977

‘meeting indicated the Curriculum Po]icies Board's dissatisfaction with

. B revisiopg to the science curriculum. Sifice that meeting the

iScience curriculum committee had met and had made several changes in

response to the board's concerns. .These changes included:
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1. negative connotations were avoided by changing the wording
of obJect1ves :

2. objectives were made more specific.

3. sub-concepts that were to be developed were specifically
identified. (CPB Minutes, February 15, 16, 1977)

Instruct1ons were given to the science curriculum committee by
the Curriculum Pol%cies Board to increase specificity in the program
of study outlines for Biology 10/20 to fit with the detailed program
of study for Biology 30. oo !

In ihe discussion on the science curriculum, Milner noted
the policy implications that had been sef in the Board's delibera-
tion; of the revisions to the science curriculum. These included a
greater content specificity and time allocations. She concluded that

the Board should remain cognisant of these policies while dealing

with other subject area revisions (Ibid.).

Mathematics

The approval bf the mathematics program indicated certajn
policy direcfions which inc]udéd a move towards greater pfescriptién
which provided teachers, administrators, andfthefpub1ic with a
"sound basis" for the eVa]uation offthereffectiveness of the prqéram
(Ibid. ). | :

The 1nferred policy of the Curriculum Policies Board's approva]
of the e]emegzzry mathemat1cs program 1nc1udeH

1. a mandatory core which include-greater spec1f1c1ty of
. know]edge, sk111s, and attitudes
2. mandatory core components were to undergo periodic ach1eve— ‘
ment testing with. prov1nc1a1 norming . ’
3. %n-sérvice be provided for the introducéion of new courses.
Ibid:)
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March 7, 8, 1977 Meeting of the
Curriculum Policies Board ,

-~

Lamguage Arts- '

‘ Y o
\ IheAMarch 7, 8, 1977 meeting of the Curriculum Policies

: Board undertook a d1scuss1on of the revisions to ‘the language arts
program of stud1es The report g1ven to ‘the Turriculum Po17c1es Board ¥
indicated that the reyisions had increased epecificity, emphasized
Tanguage skills and decteaged emphasis oﬁ 1i;erature (CPB Minutes,
March 7, 8, 1977).

The increaeed emphésis on language skills wes Supported'by
severa1 board members (Ib1d ); however, because of pub11c concern
regard1ng the language skills of students, the members of the .
Curriculum Policies Board held the p051tjon that the Tanguage arts
cufricu]um shou]d'be even more specif53i¥%5éd.). As a reSu]t, the.
, Curriculum bo]icges Board passed a motion which stated that the
“language arts pr%gram was inconsistent withkthevprograms‘o%‘elementa;yv
mathematics and'secondary science that had been”previoUs1y approved .
by the Board The Curriculum Policies Board returned the revisions to
the Tanguage arts curr1cu1um committee requesting that content and
- skills be specified in clear and exp11c1t terms for spec1f1c grade
Tevels (Ib1d ). |

May 5, 6, 1977 Meeting of the
Curriculum Policies Board

Po11cy Trends Resu1t1ngAfrom the Curriculum
Policies Board's Deliberations of the Math,
Science, and Language Arts Curricula

In a paper presented to the Curriculum Policies Board titled

"Discussion Paper on Goals of Basic Education" by Curriculum Policies,
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Boprd'member Weissenborn, he noted certain po]icy.trends that were

to the basics movement" although it also remained aware of the diverse

interests and abjlities of students. The po}icy trends established by

1.

il

-emerging as a result of :the approval of the elementary mathematics
-program;and the secondary sciencé program, and the deferral of approval

of the language arts program.

b4 - . ’ S
Weissenborn -indicated that the board was aware Gf the "back

the Curri*y]um Poﬂitie§\80ard included:

.more detail be prbV%ded ih programs- of study and that more

structure be included in curriculum guides to aid new

- teachers and those not specialized in that subject area.

The structure provided should not, however, be too rigid

S0 that experienced teachers could still experience some

flexibility. -

a clear distinction between optional and prescribed
components of a program of study be provided and that'
there may be an increase in the prescribed content.

basic skills will receive more empha§is. '
various programs will be more integrated.

the language used in the program of studies will be such
that it will be understood not only by subject specialists

but by parents and the public. (CRB Minutes, May 5, 6, 1977)

A1l Alberta curricula development had to be approved by the

Curriculum Policies Board'before it was sent to the Minister of

Education for his formal approval and introduction {nto-clqssrooms in

Alberta. Two policy trends had been firmly established by the
_ . .

Curriculum Policies Board in approving or deferring approva] of the

revised curricula in the various subject areas. These trends were

(1) an increase in specificity and preséription and (2) an emphasis

on skills and knoW]edge and curriculum guides that re?ﬁectéd these

priorities in cTear and éxp]icit terms, understandable to both . the

Ve
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i ‘ J
sdecia]isﬁaand non—specia]ist teacher and to the public. The delibera-
t1ons of the Assoc1ate D1rector of Curriculum for Soc1a1 Studies,

. Ledgerwood, and the members of the SSCCC would have to operate w1th1n :"
‘these p011ey decisions as they worked on the revisions to_the social
studies curriculum. |
The Associate Director of Curriculum for
Social Studies and the Membership of the

Social Studies Curriculum Coordinating
Commi ttee :

The Assoc{atevgirector of Curriculum for Social Studies for the
period of thjs study, %1975-1978, was‘Dr. C. D. Ledgerwood. Ledgerwood
had played a central role in the deve]opment of the 1971 social studies

/pf6§;am and had a strong commTtment to it (Korteweg, 1972, pp. 209,

,/// 247, 256). Dever put it this way : “1971 was Ledgerwood S baby“

(Personal Interview, January 28, 1982).

Like_Ledgerwood, mdSt of the members of the SSCCC were
supporters .of the 1971 program. Crowther, in his characterization of

the membership of the SSCCC, stated:
. he [Ledgerwood] assembled people . . . who were an
exceptionally talented arfd.well renowned group of fairly
Tiberal thinkers and these would be people who you would
have regarded as amongst the extreme supporters of the 1971
program in philosophy.- There were no react1onar1es,
fundamenta11sts, conservatives or historians in that group.
It could be an extremely significant factor of what

'happened in those three years [of curriculum development].
A11 those people had a very deep commitment to what they
perceived as the consciousness raising and free spirit of
the 1971 program. (Personal Interview, October 6, 1981)

Other %ndividua]sdinterviewed for this study agreed with
Jtrowther's characterization of the membership of the SSCCC as being

supportive of the aims of the 1971 program (Ledgerwood, Personal
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’
Interview November 4, 1971; Shortt, Persona] Interview, December 10,
1981, Connors, Personal Interview, October 9, 1981; Mu]]en, Persona]
Interview, January 28, 1982; Dever, Personal Interview, January 28
1982) , Carter stated: .

The committee [SSCCC] members were expert social studies teachers

who ‘were happy with the freedom that existed with the 1971

program. (Personal Interview, February 18, 1982, revised-
through personal correspondence, September 1, 1982)

The first meeting of the newly formed SSCCC took place on

January 30, 1976. At that meeting,.the'members of- the SSCCC discussed

The Downey Report at length and spent considerable t1me discussing

the recommendat1ons of The Downey Report The result of the discussion

was to agreevw1th and support most of the nine recommendations of‘Ihg_

Downey Report. The SSCCC postponed taking a decision on Recommendation
'#6 dealing with Canadian content invthe socia1 stgdies program, agd
a]though\concurrihg with Recommegdation #7, which‘advocated the}deep
involvgpent of studentsxir the §0c1a1‘studies program, expressed some
reservation about it because of teacher resistance (SSCCC Minutes,
January 30, 1976). Perhapsvmost sagnificant'of the recommendations
accepted and~§upported by the members of the SSCCC was Recommendation
#1 that advocated that the 1971 program beveohtinued with certain
refinements. This agreement regarding Recghmendation #1 further

-

served to demonstrate the support of the members of the SSCCC for the
1971 prograh.y o

‘ During the course of 1976, the SSCCC:undertogk to identify and
resolve some of the‘central issues invo]ved.in the revision of the |
1971 social Studies program. Most of the issues that were 1dent1f1ed

1n1t1a11y evolved from the SSCCC's consideration of The Downey Report
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(Crowther, Persohai Interview, October 6, 1981). Some‘of‘the issues
that were identified were: - o -

1. What shqu]é’be the content and format of the handbook?

2. Whét is to be done with the one-third time?

3. What speéifi' approaches should beitaken tq valuing?

4. What reference\;hbu1d be made to skill development?

5. Who should be available for proof-reading?

6. How'shoJId*reaction panél members be selected?

7. How many handbooks should be published?’

8. How are sample units going to-be developed?

9. How are resource_kit§ going’to be developed?

10. How many ad hoc committees should be formed and what types

bY of committees should they be? (SSCCC Minutes, May 31,
June 1, 1976) . ’

\ During 1976, the SSCCC passed several motions at their regﬁ}arﬁ
mee@ihgs which demonstrated their adherénce to the major‘orientations
of the;1971'socia1 studies program. At their meeting of September
23, 24, 19%, the SSCCC supported the-view that the ultimate and |
primary objective of the social studies program was va]uing; and that
skills and knowledge were to be supportive of the ‘valuing comﬁgient
(ssccc anutes, Septe@ber 23, 24, 1976). While there was supportﬂfbr
values education in social sﬁudies, some members o#'thé SSCCC exﬁkessed
’concern aboyt the values c]arification‘prdcess found in the 1971
pfogram (Van Manen, Personal Interview, October 22, 1981; Crowther,
'Peréona1 Interview, October 6, 1981). “Crowfher stated:

The first course I took in Wisconsin was from . . . Allan

Lockwood. . . . The course alerted me to some very serious

problems with values clarification and which in fact have
surfaced since then. It became obvious to me that it was
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only a matter of‘tﬂ%i/before\the controversy that surrounded values
clarification began t0 surface here. . . . It seemed to me from my
work in Wisconsin and my associated with the Legislature, [the.
movement away from values clarification] was something we had to do.
It was a very conscious kind of thing to cut the concerns off at
the passage. (Personal Interview, October 6, 1981)

Carter a]sq discussed some of the Perceived deficiencies that
hé saw with the values clarification.approach.. He stated:

The deficiencies of the values cldrification approach started to
become obvious. It was inclined to be a do-your-own-thing
philosophy in which any opinion or position was considered as
valid as another if the individual arrived at it using the valuing
process. It was evident that most people associated with the
~ development of the 1978 program were dissatisfied with the values
" component of the 1971 program and wanted it improved. (Personal

Interview, February 18, 1982, revised through personal correspon-
dence, September 1, 1982)

THe-SSCCC on December 1, 2, 1976, expressed their resistance to
~11miting.thé number of resources used, as these‘resources could thén ;
tend to dictate the program (SSCCC Minutes, December 1, 2, 1976). At
- that same meeting, the SSCCC reitérétedbthe importance of maintaining )
fTexibiiify in the program and rejected making the social‘studies |
program moféuspécific by designating majof and minqr themes (Ibidi).

Connors tslked about tée feeling of the members df the $sCCC
dur{ng this period. He stated:
| As to the under]yingiskills, knowledge, and values components,

I almost think that we took for granted that we were going to
keep'still within the 1971 parameters when it came to those
types of approaches. (Personal Interview, October 9, 1981)

Max Van Manen, former member of the Social Studies Curriculum

Coordinating Committee, commented on the SSCCC's view of curriculum '

i

making. He stated:

We felt that the thing to do was to leave teachers with lots
of autonomy, so theré was lots of grass roots opportunity
for curriculum making. (Personal Interview, October 22, 1981)



Crowther held a similar view to*#he one expressed‘by7Van Manen.

He commented:

[t would be my perception that 1 kin
they were free spirited, cream,eojt é
liberals who regarded thingt (ke

and content as interference €n t#
teacher. (Personal Interview; October 6,

\ghat by and large
.‘w911 trained

3} preéscriptiveness,
nal role of the
981)

| Crowther also added that The Downeleeport which supported the major
tenets of the 1971 program was usedAby the SSCCC and provided the
guidelires for the revisions that were undertakén (Personal Interview,
October 6, 1981).

The initial resolve of the membership of the SSCCC was to
- maintain the essential aspebts of the 1971 social studies pkogram

Dur1ng 1976, some members of the SSCCC were assigned the task
of re- writing some aspects of the soc1;1 stud1es program and then
subm1tt1ng their, work to the full membership of the SSCCC for |
discussi;n.' Again'this work was generally in keeping with the f?ame-
‘work of the 1971 program (Crowther, Per36na1 Interview, October 6,
1981). | | yo

However, 1977 would see néw forces set in~mo£ﬁon which would
bring signifiéant cHanges to the social studie; prdgram, and which \
woy]d set it in a directionfofkincreaSed specificity, This section
will examine the major forces aCting on the SSCCC t% brihg greater

specificity and structure to social studies in Alberta.

Influence of the Curriculum Po]icies Board

At the'December 16, 17, 1977 meeting of the Curriculum Policies
Board, Draft #4 of the revised social studies curriculum was presented

to the Curriculum Po]icies‘Board for formal approval. At that meeting,
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the members of the Curricu1ﬁm Policies Board deferred consideration of
the social studies proposal until a further date. The next time the
Curriculum Policies Board would consider the revised social studies
-program would be May 5; 6, 1977. For this period of five months,
there were no forma] directives given to the SSCCC‘as to how the
social studies curriculum revisions-should proceed.l

Yet, despite this lack of formal direction from the Curriculum

ot

Policies Board, many people c{ted the Curriculum Policies Paky
haviqg an impact on the deliberations of the SSCCC (Bur]ey: Ziggna1
Interview, December 3, 198i; Mueller, Personal Interview, November 25,
1981; Horvath, Personal Interview; Noyémber 24, 1981; Carter, Eérsonal‘
'Interview, February 18, 1982). Members of the SSCCC wefe aware that
the revisions to the social studies program had to obtain Curriculum
Policies BJard approyal. They were also éware of the po11cy decisions
being made in other subjéct area curriculum deliberations of the
Curriculum Policies Board. | N
Conno;s discussed the inf]uenc%'of the Curriculum Policies

Board on the SSCCC: -

In a way they were 1ike a spectre. They were out there and
somehow you had to go through the process of dealing with them.
Théere was a lot of concern about the Curriculum Policies Board.
~We were aware of them all the time. . . . We certainly gave them
a ‘lot of power. We phrased things to meet with their perceived
-~ expectations. . . . We heard of other curriculum groups sending.
their curriculum to the Curriculum Policies Board and getting
them sent back. . . . (Personal Interview, October 9, 1981)

Mullen held a similar view stating: "They did become a
reality as we worked. We would spend time wondering what they would

think" (Personal Interview, Janudry 28, 1982).



Van Manen discussed the influence of the Curriculum Policies
Board's decision regarding the language arts program revisions on the
SSCCC:

At the time we were getting the social studies package ready to
submit to the Curriculum Policies Board, we heard the English.
program was sent back. They were told it wasn't speci fic'.enough
and told to revise it. As a result, some of the stuff we came

" up with was more conservative than we would have wanted it to be.
(Personal Interview, October 22, 1981) .

Ledgerwood discussed how the Curriculum Policies Board ‘
influenced the SSCCC without providing tight guidelines. He stated?n

The Curricujum Policies Board didn't really establish the kind
of tight gujdelines that would make a strong impact on the SSCCC.
The SSCCC was conscious of what would gain approval of the
Curriculum Rolicies Board, but at the same time, they weren't
operating under strictures imposed by the Curriculum Policies
Board. We had a consciousness that this was a body we were
going to haye to satisfy wather than here are the dictates.

. Thesgurricu]um Policies Boagg was not an entirely indirect
influence but at no time did they come down and say you must
have sixty percent Canadian content. That kind of directive
never occurred. The regulatory or operational function of the
SSCCC was consistent with policies set down by the Curriculum
Policies/Board, and in that sense there was a direct relationship.
In terms of specifying any operational decision, there weren't

[direct jrelationships]. (Personal Interview, November 4, 1981)

It would appear that.the policy directions of the Curriculum

Po1icies Bgard for more specificity made their impact felt on the
deliberatipns of the SSCCC although no definitq directives were

provided fo the SSCCC for the period December, 1976 to May, 1977.

Influence of Teachers
/

The SSCCC made a conscious effort to involve teachers in
discussing the revisions that were being made to the social studies
program:  This "fishbowl" approach of gathering feedback from teachers

was seen as a means of avoiding many of the problems associated with
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Connors talked about the reaction meetings this way:

the 1971 program (Torgunrud, Personal Interview, February 2, 1982).

[ think they tried to get as wide a public as they could.
[t was an effort to try to involve more people than just
educatQrs. An effort was made. [ don't think it was made

before. It was seen as breaking new ground. (Personal Inte}view,
October 9, 1981)

Johnson (Personal Interview, December 16, 1981), Shortt

(Personal Interview, December 10, 1981), Badger (Personal Interview,

October 21; 1981) and Mueller (Personal Interview, November 25, 1981)

stafed that the members of the SSCCC took the reactions of teachers,

to the various dfafts of the curriéETbm, seriously although not all

teachers were satisfied with the process. Horvath stated:

The idea of taking the curriculum in its draft stage and

getting reactions was a good one. How else are you-going\to
involve the masses in curriculum development? But there'was
something terribly wrong with it all. One of the things that
disappointed me was what eventually happened to our input.

I recall Doug Ledgerwood coming to Calgary with a draft to get
our reactions. We felt good about providing him with our
criticisms and suggestions. He took down our ideas diligently,
but the next time we saw the draft, we didn't see any of our
ideas in there because what had happened was that he took that
draft up to Grande Prairie and got reactions from teachers there
and each time he met with a new group of teachers the draft
changed. . . . I have not met anygne else who was particularly
satisfied as a result of this prokess and it may be because they

through personal correspon-

never really saw the result ofthefhagnput in the draft. (Personal

Interview, November 24, 1981, revise
dence, August 13, 1982) X

There is also evidence to suggest that the members of the SSccce

resistéd the feedback that was coming to them from the field. The
members of the SSCCC were strong supporters of the 1971 program, but
the feedback from teachers was asking fof more direction and more

prescription—demands that ran contrary to the major thrusts of the

1971 social studies program.

Crowther discussed the feedback that teachers were giving to
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the SSCCC and the reaction of the SSCCC(to this feedback:

Bouy [Ledgerwood] in particular and with the help of the
regional office consultants went across the province and

- presented all these {rafts to various groups of teachers -
and in some cases to students, and it seemed to me that
always the reaction was the same: "Yes, there are things
in here that we like . . . but there's still not enough
content." Now Doug himself was fairly reluctant to impose
any major strand of content on what was there and he viewed
overly prescriptive content as something he disagreed with.
. [t was a hell of a problem [for the SScCCl. . . .
And T think that in some ways they rejected and they resisted

the feedback that was coming from teachers. (Personal Interview,
October 6, 1981)

Crowther's view is supported by a statement of the SSCCC
which put forward the position that although the SSCCC felt that
the views and reactions of the public were important, the SSCCC

must continue to lead and not follow (SSCCC Minutes, April 12, 13
1977).

}
However, the inifia] resistancé of the SSCCC to the feedback
it was receiving from tegchers began to erode as the pressure
increased. Carter stated: "The SSCCC members were getéing feedback
from their colleagues which resulted in a wearing down'process because
people wanted spcificity" (Personal Interview, February 18, 1982,

revised through personal correspondence, September 1, 1982).

Dever discussedgwhy the initial resolve of the SSCCC began to

erode and the compromise that the SSCCC made. He stated:

As we started to develop the curriculum, it became obvious that
“the people on the committee did not reflect what the people 1in
“the field wanted. Teachers were having a difficult time with

1971. Do you keep with ideals that weren't working in the

classroom, or do you try and reach the teacher to cope? We

made~ a conscious decision that would be least restrictive to a

competent social studies teacher, but the most help to a good

generalist. (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982)
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Van Manen talked about the contradictory pressures ;hat tHe
SSCCC faced and how the feedback that was being received from teachers
meshed with the policy directions being established by the Curriculum
Policies Board. He stated:

There was feedback from consultants, or Ledgerwood or Crowther
who would have dene workshops or spoken to teachers, and feed-
back would come to the SSCCC. The pressures were contradictory.
We felt that the thing to do was to leave teachers with lots of
autonomy, so there was lots of grass roots opportunity for
curriculum making. But much of the pressure was for more
materials, for more "tell us what to do." The complainers we
heard. The good teachers were not feed-backing to us. This
fits very well with the mandate that the Curriculum Policies
Board had for more prescriptiveness, materials and objectives
spelled out. (Personal Interview, October 22, 1981)

The result of this féédback was to increase the specificity

of the curriculum (Dever, Personal Interview, January 28, 1982;

Van Manen, Personal Interview, October 22, 1981) and to make

curriculum guides simpler (Mullen, Personal Intervigw, January 28,

1982). Another result was to establish a shorter list of learning /[
resources for teachers.

Up until January, 1977, the SSCCC had resisted pressure to
identify a 1imited number of resources at géch grade level. At their
meeting ‘of December 1, 2, 1976, they rejected the concept of.limited
resources because of\fhe tendency for them to dictate the program
(SSCCC Minutes, December 1, 2, 1976). However, by January, 1977, the
SSCCC had given in to this pressure. ‘At their meeting of January 12,
13, 1977, the SSCCC passed a motion recommending that the Curriculum
Policies Board approve a 1ist of discount resources which would

contain a maximum of. ten titles per grade and which would be consistent

with the social studies program. In doing this, they stressed that
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) ".Eociél studies was not to follow a textbook approach and that this
| motion did not ratify such an approach (SSCCC Minutes, January 12, 13,
14, 1977).
One of the forces exerting pressure for prescribed texts was
Alberta teachers. They wanted assistance in selecting suitable
resources because of f{nancial constraints and their need to purchase
proven material (SSCCC Minutes, Jawuary 12, 13, 14, 1977).
Carter talked about teachers' demands for limited resources.
He stated: "Our colleagues were asking for resources. We gave them
lists they could use" (Personal I;terview, February 18, 1982).
Caonnors déscribed the deliberations of the SSCCC over the
issug of textbooks:
One example we sent back and forth was over the issue of the
textbook. I think that we compromised on the textbook. I
think our compromise may have given people some anguish.

[ don® know. But we did come to the conclusion that there
did seem to be a demand for texts. People seemed to need

something to hang on to. . . . So we agreed. If it helps
them and the materials are available, then maybe we should
recommend a text. . . . Teachers were concerned because of

content so we did in a sense re-introduce the textbook but that
no book could remain on the list for more than a three year
period unless . . . the committee . . . could find nothing

to replace it. . . . (Personal Interview, Ogtober 9, 1981)

The influence of teachers was also seen in the number of
drafts of the curriculum that were written and revised. By the time
the Curriculum Policies Board considered the social studies proposal,
there had been nine drafts of the curriculum, and before the
curriculum was introduced into Alberta schools in late 1978,
there were sixteen drafts in all. Ledgerwood described the impact

of this teacher'input: “On the basis of that input, various drafts

were prepared and written" (Personal Interview, November 4, 1981).
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The impact of—teachefs‘on the curricdulum was substantial
~although it generally ran counter to the views of the members of °
the SSCCC. Connors talked about the impact of teachers on the SSCCC:

We tried to present interim drafts to groups of administrators,
teachers, parents, and high school students to get their
response. There was a large number of people who attended the
meetings. We tried to respond to some of the criticisms of
these people—that's the major reason why there are so many
interim editions. . . . The major concerns that teachers had
we tried to cater to. They had a direct influence on the
- curriculum that was produced. (Personal Interview, October q,
1981) '

Influence of Schoo] Boards

_Schoo1 boards had an influence on the SSCCC in terms of them

agréeihé to identify a limited number of resources for classroom use.
Their influence did not sing&lar]y influence the SSCCC, but their
pressure coupled wifh similar pressures from other forces made their

impact,on,the SSCCC. Connors described the process this way:
C .
I think you get pressures from all sorts of directions. .
Someone will bring up a point . . . that school boards are
concerned about this issue because a text gets a forty percent
discount. School boards are beginning-to say in some areas
that we have to approve material before it enters the classroom.
Those types of pressures don't seem very big as we sit here
talking, but they have a subtle type of pressure on you. .

~ The accumulation of these things finally makes you vote in -—

favour of a textbook., (Personal Interview, October 9, 1981)

Ledgerwood also noted in his submission to the Curriculum
Policies Board on February 2, 3, 1978 tHat the school boards were-
exe;tﬁng strong pressure and tha£ 1f‘chahges wére not madé, some of
the 1ar§er school systems might undertake thefr own re&isidns to

the social studies program (CPB Minutes, February 2, 3, 1978).

a
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Influence of the "Back to the Basics" Movement

As the SSCCC continued’their wofk on developing the.new social
stﬁdies‘curricu1um, the "back to the basics" moveéent was»beginning to
gain momentum in Alberta. This growing force weighed on the delibera-
tions of the SSCCC, and their initial resolve to maintain the major
tenets of the 1971 program began to erode. Crowther discussed how
the impact of the "back to the basics" movement had put pressures on
teacherg who, in furn, pressured the SSCCC:

:I think that by and 1$rge the "back to the basics" movement
had created such a threat to teachers at this time, and their
- jobs were so complicated because of not having resources to

work with that they probably had very legitimate demands.
That demand for more prescriptiveness was something that was

broadly based. . . . There were some others around who were
coping with the 1971 program, but there was a very large number
who were not. . . . Those people would have been such a

substantial number that the SSCCC would have had to go by their
~w1shes (Personal Interview, October 6, 1981)

Carter related how the educational pendulum was swinging back
with the growth bf the "back to the basics" movement. He stated:

The "back to the basics" movement had an impact. Generally

it was a movement from "do your own thing" to societal
expectations, from child-centred to subject-centred. Education
‘was following the time. . . . We had run the gamut of child-
centred, "do your own thing," teacher as curriculum-builder
philosophy, which never seemed to work back in the classroom.

The gendu1um was swinging back. (Personal Interview, February 18,
1982 '

»

Influence of the Media

Some sectors of the Alberta media picked up on the "back to the
basics" movement, giving it broad coverage or actively endé}ging its
. philosophy. This coverage by the media coupled with pressure exerted

by other forces in society influenced the SSCCC. Ledgerwood stated:
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The resolution [of the SSCCC] that existed in 1975 wears down.

- Input and media campaigns impacted on members of the committee.
It brought about a mellowing [where the SSCCC began to say],
"OK, if that's what they want, then let's give it to them."

. . The media was calling our attention . . . to the “back to
the basics" movement. A right wing political philosophy was
coming into dominance. Local manifestations were Alberta Report,
letters, editorials or articles in the Journal. . . . It was a
broad societal movement which had its local manifestations that
had an impact on committee members. (Personal Interview,
Navember 14, 1981) ' ‘ 4 .

Dever talked about the influence of the media as being
"unconscious. Bqt they were there and they had an influence—an .
inairect influence. The transition [that occurred in the SSCCC] has

to be an influence" (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982).

St. thn;s Edmonton Report was seen by sqme of the individuals
intervie@ed as having bofh an impact on the §SCCC,fand the public
(Badger, Personal Interview, October 21, 1981; Stiles, Personal
Interview, November 25, 1981; Dever, Peréona] Interview, January 28,

1982). -Parsons talked about the influence of St. John's Edmonton

ngggg_on public opinion'owing to its wide readersh%p.‘ He stated
that it wés ". . . a magazine that‘every dentist's officé; doctor's
| office, Volkswagon gafage has, so people sit the;e and read it.
Whether it's gbod or not, it's always there" (Persbna] Interview,'

January 20, 1982).

Influence of the Provincial Government

Member; of the provincial‘governmentwrespondéd to the “bagk to
the basics" movement by supporting some of its major components.
Shortt described it this way: -

The government has to respond to the people in its province.

The 1978 curriculum was a response to the public demand for
more Canadian content, more prescription, and less autonomy
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for teachers. The provincial government responded to this.
(Personal Interview, December 10, 1981)

The influence of the government was felt by the SSCCC
(Mueller, Personal Interview, November 25, 1981), a]though it was not
a direct influence in that the SSCCC did not receive any specific

)

directives from the politicians. Members of the SSCCC saw thdir

) inf]uence‘as being a more subtle or indirect one (Carter, Personal

Interview,'February 18, 1982). Mullen put it this way:

"One considers it [the politicians' view]. That's for sure.

‘One is aware of it. Those individuals [of the SSCCC] were
pretty strong willed. But they were pragmatists who knew that
you can't go right out on a 1imb that's going to be sawed off.
They [the politicians] played a role through the press. I didn't
feel it through a line of authority. Just an influence that
we're aware of. (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982)

Connors noted the influence 6f the government stating:

.Government always says it reflects the people. "Once they take
direction, the Department of Education, of which we [the

SSCCC] were a part, then had to cater to the directions in which
politicians were saying that education must go. You were always
aware of them though they were well away from us in a senpse.
(Personal Interv1ew October 9, 1981)

Van Manen a]so discussed the po]itica]linfluence. He stated:
On SSCCC, he [Lougheed] was often mentioned: "We all know
what Lougheed wants." It was seen as a challenge to us.
The message is never given straightforward, but you know
what your boss really wants. (Persona] Interview, October 22,
1981) o
Chamberlin saw the politicians exerting an influence through

their choice of appointments made to the Curriculum Policies Board.

He stated:

There was more of a role played by the politicians such as the
choice of appointments on the Curriculum Policies Board.

The Board was a politically appointed Board answerable to the
Minister. (Personal Interview, December 4, 1981)



Influence of’ The Downey Report

During this period when other forces were increasingly asking

for more specificity, the findings of The Downey Reggrt.ééntinued to
be used to support the hove in this direction (Van Manen, Personal
Interview, October 22, 1981; Johnson, Personal Interview,; December 16,
19813 Badger, Personal Interview, Octeber 21, 1981). Horvath stated:
"It did lend ifse]f toward providing more structure in the program“-

(Personal Inte;view, November 25, 1981).

Connors talked about how The Downey Report was interpreted by
some individuals and groups. He stated:

It seems to me that because of- the recommendations or the type
of criticism that Downey levelled that the position that was
taken was one interpretation or one way to solve . . . some of
the problems that Downey seemed to expose. There were many
alternative routes that could have been taken but they weren't
for a number of reasons. (Personal Interview, October 9, 1981)

Among those reasons would be the forces identifigd earlier who

exerted pressure for a more structured and specific curricuTUm}x\

Direction Taken by the SSCCC

The result of these pressures and theAsocietal cohtexf in
which the SSCCC was operating acted“to erode-the initial reso1Ve of
tﬁe SSCCC to maintain the 1971 program. Ledgerwood described the
process this way: '

If you Took at the 1971 curriculum there was an economic
buoyancy that gave rise to a permissiveness and a willingness

to provide a freedom to learn. By 1975 that was weakening.

By 1978, it had changed. In 1975, they could be quite resolute;
they could-do so because society was supportive. By 1978, the
society was swinging to the right. And members of the committee
were aware of this swing . . . so committee members changed.
They weren't out of step. It wasn't them that changed but the
society and the schools, and teachers, and government officials.

They were reactive not reactionary. (Personal Interview, November .

4, 1981)
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Both Connors and Dever characterized the members of the .SSCCC
as being "out of step" with the times. Dever stated:

Yes, we were out of step. But not out §¥ step with activist
members of the Social Studies Council, but certainly with
teachers in the field, especfa]]y the generalist who had to
teach social studies.> (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982)

Connors stated:

When 1 first went on the Committee, I' felt we were in a fairly
liberal type of environment, but as we moved on, it became
noticeable that there was a much more conservativé element A
appearing in education. So much so that we became out of touch
with the education mood of the time. . . . We were out of step
with the time. Many of our ideas that we believed in were not
believed in by other forces, e.g., society, accountability
movement, return of examinations, back to the basics movement.
Educationally, we weren't out of step, but forces around us, were
going in a different direction and we were no longer the vogue.
And they were much more powerful than we were. (Personal
Interview, October 9, 1981)

Van Manen discussed how the SSCCC attempted to go against the

forces that were demanding more structure without complete success.

Hé stated:

In order to be a pedagogically responsible committee, it had to

go against the grain. Trends to the basics, to clamping down,

to centralization—the committee had to see that this was a

trend and that we had to fight it. I think we were quite aware

of it. We were trying to hold back on those things as much as

we could, although the changes turned out to be much more than

we thought we could permit. (Personal Interview, October 22, 1981)

Johnsdn talked aboUt’the'SSCCC's reaction to the changes that
were occurring in the social studies program. He stated:
The SSCCC talked about bigger issues: How much prescription? How
much structure? With each edition more of the SSCCC members were

~ready to put on black arm bands. (Personal Interview, December 16,
1981, revised through personal correspondence, August 10, 1982)

One of the results of this situation of erosions to the 197]
program was the: resignation of Mari]yanhortt from the SSCCC. She

described the reasons for her resignation:

3
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I began to see that I had put in everything that I possibly
could. I felt that the erosions had reached such an extent
that I couldn't really contribute. It wasn!t worth the
frustration and the effort and that somebody else needed to
come in with new ideas. My resignation. is a\reflection of:
committees are better if you turn over people on a more
regular basis. Too much input by the same peaple—they have
too much at stake. You're not open to new ideas. I was
frustrated that the erosions from the original authenticity
of the program were getting to be far too many. I felt they
were getting more than I could legitimately support. (Personal
Interview, December 10, 1981) f

The Consideration of the Social Studies

Revisions by the Curriculum Policies

Board, May, 1977

Despite the changes that were made to the 197J curriculum, many
. aspects of the 1971 social studies curriculum were retainedf While

the SSCCC did bow to pressilire to make the social-studies curricul um
more §tru;tured, the curriculum révisions’that'@ere submitted to the
Curriculum Po]iciés Board‘contained manyvsignificant aspecfs of the \
1971 prégram. The traditions that had beeh estab]ished in Alberta
social studies by the 1967'Conference épd the commitment by the
membership of the SSCCC to the 1971 program made it possible for LY
’compohents of that curriculum to\continue on. This was reflected in
the program proposal that was submitted to the @urriculum Policies
Board on May’'5, 6, 1977.

Social Studies Submission to the Curriculum
Policies Board, May 5, 6, 1977 f

Ledgerwood, Associate Director of Curr#cu]um for Social
Studies, and Crowther, Chairman §f the SSCCC, atténded the meeting
to present the social studies submission. The submission of the
SSCCC to the Curriculum Policies Board was an interim ﬁ}oposél, and

sought interim approval by the Curriculum Policies Board. The reasons



201

. for this request for interim approval included the fo]]dWipg:

1. a few topics may have been inappropriate.

2. some value issues, topic descriptions, and themes needed
' more work. '

3. the skills component needed further streamlining.

4. some of the gehérq]izations'may have 1a§ked validity.

5. other incidental concerns such as a possible urban bias
might exist. (Memo, Crowther, Associate Director of
Curriculum Designate to Carter, Johnson, Schreiber,

Toews, January 20, 1978)
- The submissions from the SSCCC to the Curriculum Policies
Board cited two major reasons for the changes in the Alberta social

studies program. These were:

~ 1. The Downey Report

2. requests from teachers and the public for prescribed Canadian
content and more structured social studies curriculum.
(Minutes of the Curriculum Policies Board, May 5, 6, 1977)

_‘The submission noted that The Downey Report had recommended.

that ai] groups having an interestvin the Alberta social studies
curricu]um be invited to participate in the revising and reasséssing
of the curriculum, and that this fecommendation had guided the work.of
-the SSCCC (Ibid.). As drafts of the new curriculum were developed
by the SSCCC, they were submitted to various groups and individuals
fpr reactions. Based on the reéctions, revisions were undertaken by
~the SSéCC. These revisions were again submitted for reaction and
subsequent revisions occurred again. This cycle continued until the
point where Draft #9 was being submitted to the Curriculum Policies
Board‘for approVa] (Ibid.).

The major characteristics of the social studies program being



submitted to the Curriculum Policies Board for approval were as follows:

1.

a more even balance was struck~annhg‘knowledge, skills
and valuing objectives which.was to have the effect of
emphasizing the know]edge components of the program.
(Ibid.)

the new program would have greater structure than the 197]
program. Each grade had specified knowledge and skill
objectives, and prescribed topics and themes which were
more strictly defined. As well, the one-third unstructured
time was reduced to one—quarter time. (Ibid.)

detail was provided as to what was prescribed by the
Minister of Education and what was to be decided at the
Tocal level. The Minister would prescribe:

a. the goals and characteristics of the social studies
curriculum

b. expectations of both teachers and students
c. topics and themes for the three-quarters structured time

d. generalizations that students would learn at each grade
Tevel

e. the general categor1es of skills that students were to
- Tearn at each grade level

f. 1earn1ng resources that wou]d form a core for each grade
level. (Ibid.)

School boards, teachers, parents, and/or students would decide:
a. topics and themes for the one-quarter unstructured time

as well as case studies that could be used in studying
the prescribed topics

-b. specific facts and concepts that would be Tearned for

- each class
c. specific skills that would be learned in each class

d. learning resources that could be used to supplement the
list of core resources

e. the teaching and Iearning strafegies that would be used
in each class. (Ibid.)

Canadian content- and h1story and geography would receive greater
emphasis. (Ibid.)

202
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5. three to ten primary resources including single items -and

kits of print and non-print materials would be identified
- at each grade level and that these resources receive a

forty percent discoumt. (Ibid.) ‘

The submission noted that Draft #9 should bring some level of
satisfaction to all concerned individuals and groups since it retained
. the essence of the 1971 curriculum while making changes that increased -
the structure of the program, gave greater emphasis to knowledge
objectives, increased Canadian studies, as well as increasing studies

N

in history and-geography (Ibid.).

. -
The Reaction of the Curriculum Policies
Board to the Social Studies Submission

Prescription

Dr. J. Hrabi, member of the Curriculum Policies Board, noted
that the requests from the field asking for more diréction meant that
detailed prescripffon could hardly be argued against5(CPB Minutes,

May 5, 6, 1977). Mrs. L. Milner, member of the Curriculum Policies
Board, supported increased prescription, stating that'core Tearnings
should be learned at each grade level (Ibid.).

The reduction of the unstructured time from one-third to
one-quarter time was supported by the Curriculum Policies Board.

The Curriculum Policies Board requested that in the one-quarter .
unstructured time, materials related to the core program be made
~available, but that the optionishou1d exist for iosa1 areas to develop
méteria1s within the broad themes identified at eﬁ%h grade level (Ibid.).

Crowther, Chairman of the SSCCC, informed the Curriculum

Policies Board that the SSCCC had plans to develop materials that

would provide added structure. 'These included a series of monographs



which would outline specific strategies for implementation and resource

units which would be self-contained (Ibid.).

Resources

Dr. Hrabi, of the Curriculum Policies Board, felt that although
there was merit in narrowing the range of resources, the number of
resources prescribed should not be Timited to two orAthree as this
would run cqﬁnter to‘the program. As well, he raised the question of
the'types of problem the forty percent discount would create for the
Schodl Book Branch (Ibid.).

Several othér members of the Curriculum Policies Board raised
the point that school boards would find it important to have a forty
percent discount on prescribed resources (Ibid.)?

Ledgerwood replied that the School Book Branch supported the
idea of prescribing social studies resources, and discounting them’by
forty percent. Ledgerwood noted that the limiting of resources would
'decrease flexibility in teaching the social studies program, but that
in reaction meetings held throughout the province, there was almost
unanimous support for a 1fmiteg,§ange of resources and a forty percent

discount being applied to them&( He also noted that some people
. /

-

suppdrted the\]imiting of,?esthces because this might assure greater
implementation of fhe program (IBid.). ,
The Curriculum Po]icieé Board agreed that the range of
resources should be limited, but did not resolve the issue of tﬁe
forty. percent discount. The Chairman of the Curriculum Policies
Board requested that a report discussing thé issues of pédagogica]

desirability and the practical reality of the forty percent'discount»_

204



be brought to the Curriculum Policies Board (Ibid.).

Balance Among Knowledge, Skills,
and Values Objectives

The members of the Curriculum Policies Board gave broad
support to the continuation of the valuing orientation of the'sqcia1
studies curriculum. Several members of the board suggeéted that more
emphasis be placed on the va]Qing component in order éo widely promote
its implementation (Ibid.).

Some concern was expressed by members of the Curriculum .
Policies Board that the valuing component of the socié] studies
curriculum was not understood very well. Crowther reSponded to this
by outlining plans to communicate the intent of the program to teachers
and parents (Ibid.). N

There was some debate among members of the board over which
objectives sQou]d receive priority. In response to this, Ledgerwood
suggested that support documents for the social studies chrricu1um be
written to stress that valuing was ‘the uitimate objective of the social

o

studies program, but that knowledge and skills were crucial in the
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development of values. The board accepted Ledgerwood's proposal (Ibid.).

Canadian Content

Some differeﬁces among members of the Curriculum Policies
Board emerged ovér the amount of Canadian content proposed in the
social studies submission. There was general board support for the
view thatﬂpanadian content be compressed into blocs to assure a greater
degree of depth of study and continuity, rather than spreading it

across the grades (Ibid.).



Social Action

Ledgerwood outlined the SSCCC's definition of citizenship
which advocated active participation in community life. The members
of the Curriculum Policies Board gave qualified supgort to the idea
of students and teachers engaging in social action stating that the
social action component should not involve a large amount of school
time, and that the social action component\shou1d not be compulsory
(Ibid.).

From the Curriculum Policies Board's discussibn of the social
studies submission, nine tentative policy statements emerged. These
were:

1. Teachers shou]d not have to spend a great deal of time in
the role of curriculum developer; therefore, programs of
study and resources should provide adequate structure.

2. Prescription and structure are not to be equated.

3. Value issues, géneré]izations, and skilis at each grade
Tevel should be prescribed by the province.

4. Flexibility should exist in the provincial programs to
allow school systems, schools, and teachers to adapt the
program to the needs of the local area and the needs of
individual students.

5. Students need exper1enCes in resolving value dilemmas.
Valuing should be groundeﬂ in knowledge and skills.

6. Both pedagogical and pract1ca1 concerns should be considered
in formulating a policy on learning resources.

7. Canadian content shou]d not be spread piecemeal throughout
the grades, but should be organized in concentrated blocs.

8. There must be an equitable balance among h1$tor1ca1
contemporary, and futuristic studies, as we]T as 1oca1
Canadian, and global stud1es

9. As long as social action is optional and does not occupy too
much time, it should be encouraged. (CPB Minutes, May 5, 6,
1977)
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The Reaction of the SSCCC to the Deliberations
of the Curriculum Policies Board

At the May 11, 12, 13, 1977 meeting of the SSCCC, a report
was given outlining the policy directions provided. As outlined at
that meeting of the SSCCC, these policies were:

1. a structured approach would be used in social studies from
Grades K-1¢.

2. objectives would be outlined at each grade level.

3. a smaller list of resources would be provided without a
forty percent discount.

4. three-quarters time would be structured; one-quarter time
would be unstructured.

5. there would be a balancing of knowledge, skill, and value

ob3ect1ves with valuing perhaps still rece1v1ng priority.
The issues approach would be kept.
*
6. the one-quarter unstructured time wou]d reflect the topics
at each grade level. (SSCCC Minutes, May 11, 12, 13, 1977)

At this meeting of the SSCCC, concern was expressed about the
role of the SSCCC in determining policy. The question was raised
whether the SSCCC was a policy or working conmit:se or a combination
of both. Concern was expressed that although the SSCCC was basically
a policy committee, Department of EducaEion policy was being |
formulated without the knowledge or approval of the SSCCC. Again
the question was raised as to what thi§ all meant for the role of
the SSCCC (Ibid.).

The discussion of changes that should be made to the social
studies curriculum indicated the strong influence of the Curriculum
Policies Board on the SSCCC. It was noted at the meeting that

Curriculum Policies Board concerns and suggestions were to be referred

to in the revisions to the curriculum (Ibid.).
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Review by the Curriculum Policies Board
of the Policy Directions Established
for Social Studies - -

]

At its meeting of August 5, 1977, the Curriculum Policies
Board-reviewed the nine, tentative policy statements'that emerged
from the meeting of May 5, 6, 1977 (see page 206). The policy

statements (1 to 5) which dealt with structure, prescription and

IS

flexibirﬁty were discussed first. Cuwran questioned whether -the
‘f]éXibi]ity allowed to local areas would enable local boards to
.néglect the program's st;Lcture.- Wagner noted that there was con-
siderable flexibility within the structured program, but that what
was prescribed would influence the degree of flexibility. Curran
stated that he supported a program that outlined specific core learning
at each grade ]evé1. Torgunrud concluded that pQTicy statements 1-5
jhcfeased sfructure and prescription.in the social studies brbgram,
but stilt allowed for some f]ekibi1ity at the Tocal and classroom
1eve1 (CPB Minutes, August 5, 1977)}

| Policy #6 which dea]t“with learning resources summed up the
board's position. .Hawkesworth put forward the position that the\
present'resource policy in social studies had*caused intolerable
expéctations to be placed on the School Book Branch and that lists of ]
prfmary.and Secdndary reference 1ists should be made avajlable.
Ledgérwood responded by informing thé'Curricu1um Policies Board that
an ad hoc committee was to be formed which would select three to ten
primary resources for each grade‘1eve§. This Tist was to be made
avai]ane by May, 1978 (Ibid.). |

Policy #7 dea]fng with Canadian cantent ref}ected the suggestions

i

i
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by the Curriculum Policies Board that Canadian content in socia]
studies should appear in concentrated blocs instead of being distributed
in piecemeal fashion throughout the grades (Ibid.).

After this discuésion, a motion wés passed by the-Curricu]um
Policies Board to allow the nine policy statements to sérvé as the
~ framework under which subsequent social studies curriculum revisions
would occur. The motion put forward by Wagner and seconded by
Weiésenborn approved the nine policy statements with the understanding
that the Curricu]um)Po1icies Board would examine the revised program

in detail once it was completed (Ibid.).

Subsequent Deve]épments _

With the nine poTicy statements firmly established, the SSCCC
undertook to revise the social studies program to fit within the
‘framework established by the Curricuium Policies Board. Not everyone
was happy with tﬁe revisions. Atva meeting of major s;hooj‘board
supervisory personnel and Alberta Education, concern was expressed
about the whole phi1osophy~and rationale—that valuing had been down-
played and that.the curricutum was all knowledge. The accusation was
made  that the revisions were a "sell-out" of the 1971 program (SSCCC
Minutes, October 13, 14, 1977). |

The SSCCC also contiﬁued to grapple with the issuq of how
specific the curriculum should be. At 1t$ meeting of Decembef 8, 9,
1977,'a motion put forward by Connors and seconded by Deyerﬁwas
carried. The motion stated that the curriculum handbook could not
contafnla level of specificity that would provide a degreé‘of instruc-

tional detail that would outline what was to be taught in every social



studies class from grades one to twelve (SSCCC Minutes, December 8, 9,

-1977). -

Social Studies Proposal by the SSCCC
to the Curriculum Policies Board, _ ' N
February 2, 3, 1978 ’ '

By February,\\978; the SSCCC had revised the soc¢ial studies
program within the framework éstab]ished by the Curriculum Policies
Boa(d, and was ready to present jts program proposal to the Curriculum

Policies Board. Ledgerwood and Créwther attended this meeting of the

CPB. Ledgerwood presented the program proposal~and outlined the four--

fold purpose of the presentation:

1. to gain approval for this interim draft which outlined
the prescribed content and objectix;s-for Grades 1#12.

2. to obtain approval for a learning resources policy which
would accompany the new social studie§\program.

3. to obtain approval for the deve]opmentiof support —~

materials such as unit plans, monographs, and a parent guide.

4. to gain approval for the implementation plan for the social
studies curriculum. (CPB Minutes, February 2, 3, 1978)

Ledgerwood noted that the SSCCC had followed the nine poliey
statements developed by the Curriculum PoTicieS Board - in developing
jts program proposa1,,wi;h”one excebtion. Thaf exception was the
proposal dealing with Canadian Fontent.v'The SSCCC attempted to‘BTEEé
Canadian content Where‘it fit naturally into grade £hemes, and*thué
had pfaced somekpanadian content at each grade level (Ibid. ).

| The SSCCC sought approval from the Curriculum Policies Board

to allow it to make minor changes in the interim draft when learning

resources and unit plans were being prepared (Ibid.). The SSCCC also

AN
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recommended that approval be given for the development of unit plans
for each grade, monographs which would provide instruction on how to

teach the curriculum and a parents' guide (Ibid.).

&

Draft Motions

The social studies proposal put forward a motion that the
Curriculum Policies Board recommend to the Minister of Education that:

1. the refined version of the interim draft be available to
schools as an alternate program for 1978-79 and 1979-80.

2. teacher in-service, further revisions to the Master Plan,

and the development of support materials continue for an

additional e1ghteen months.@

3. a f1na11zed program receive mandatory 1mb1ementation in

Alberta Social Studies classrooms in September, 1980.

(Ib1d ) :

Ledgerwood motivated this motion because of the need to meet
the objectives of school boards and teachers and eSpecia11y those who
had been 1nv01ved in thé curr1cu1um revisions. He argued aga1nst
1mmed1ate 1mp1ementat1on because some revisions st111 needed to be

~made and resources for the program had not been selected yet. - However,
by making the program an alternate bne; schools with adequate resources
‘could begin the process of implementing some aspects of the new
program (Ibid.). ’
: / .

A second draft motion concerning resources was a]so put forward

in the social studies proposal. The motion recommended that:

1. three to ten print or non-print 1earning resources be
identified at each grade Tevel

2. primary resources receive a forty percent discount
3. the list of primary resources be revised each year. (Ibid.)

The motivation for this motion centred around the assistance
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that the‘reSources would provide in implementing the program. However,
it was stressed that it was important to provide a varietyjof”résaﬁ?ggs
so that soéia] studies would not become a textbook cburse (Ibid.).

A thihd draft motion‘was also presented which dealt with )
in-service (1bid.). According to the minutes of the Curriculum Policies
Board, the recommendation,for the in-service program was based on

Recommendation #9 from The Downey Report which recommended that Alberta
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Education initiate a program of in-servjce education for Alberta social

studies teachers.

Reaction of the Curriculum Policies Board
to the Social Studies Proposal

- The Curriculum Policies Board generally held the view that the
~ Master Plan had an appropriate ahount of'st}ucture, except in the area
7 qf the one-quarter unstructured time. The Curricu]um‘quicies Board
requested that ; stronger rationale for the uﬁstructured fime bev
provided (CPB Minutes, February 2, 3, 1978). .

The board agreed that thé balance among knowTedge, vaTues,.and
skills objectives was appropriate and suggested that the rationale -
contained 15 the Mastef Plan emphésize that a sound knbw]edge base -
must provide the context for valuing to také p]éce, The board also
accepted theygmount of Canadian content found in fhe‘néw éocia] stud{es

curriculum (Ibid.).

Implementation of the Program

Ledgerwood spokefon the need to implement the interim curriculum.:

He stated that expectations had been réised and that failure to provide
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the revised program wou}d be a disappointment to people in the field.
As well, if the new program was not made évai]ab]e, some of the larger
school systems might go their own way in making revisions to the

current social studies program (Ibid.). .

Motion #42: Approval of the Interim Program

The motion included the following:

1. an alternate program for the social studies would be made
available for 1978-79 and 1979-80, which would be a refined
version of the Master Plan (Interim Draft).

2. the Master P]an would receive further refinement, support
materials would be developed, and in-service would continue
for another e1ghteen months.

3. a finalized program subJect to approva1 by the Curriculum
?o]1c1es Board would become mandatory as of September, 1980.
Ibid.)

4//

. Motion #43: Learning Resourcesv
| " The motion put forward the fo11owing' ' !
-The Curr1cu1um Po]1c1es Board recommend to the Minister that:
1. three to ten resources. for each grade level be identified.
2; all primary resources would receive a forty percent discount.

(Ibid.)

Motion #44: . Learning Resources

The motidn included:

1. the 1ist of primary resources for the social stud1es currwcu]um
receive updat1ng annual]y

2. any title found on the 11st of pr1mary resources remain there
for a minimum of three years. (Ibid.)



_ Motion #45: In-service Education

A motion was put forward to the effect that the Curriculum
Policies Board recommend to the Minister of Education that the
proposal regarding in-service education Submitted to the Curriculum

Policies Board by the SSCCC be further developed and acted upon
(Ibid.).

A1l motions put forward.by Ledgefwood and the SSCCC in their
submission to the Curriculum Poiicies Board were approved with the
exceptfon of Motion #44. A change was made in the Tength of %ime a
title would remain on the list of primary resources. The -SSCCC had
propésed that the liét be revised each year; the‘motion passed by the
Curriculum Policies Board stated that the title of a’primary resource
would rémafn on the list for a hinimum of three years.

Crowther commented on the deliberations made by the SSCCC
regarding a policy on the listing of resoﬁrces,,and the change made

by‘the Curriculum Po]icies‘Board. He stated:

~-~

: Q -
The critical thing was that the committee had to come up
with a policy statement about resources. And that was
amongst the most bitter of all the meetings ever because
for many of the peopie on the committee, the idea of having .
prescribed resources was the antithesis of open and free
inquiry. . . . The SSCCC had to find some way of coming up
with a recommendation on textbooks even though they found
the word itself to be most abusive. They eventually passed
a motion to the effect that the social studies should have
~three to ten prescribed resources at each grade level and that
the Tist of resources should be changed every year. The
Curriculum Policies Board . . . took about thirty second to
figure out what was going on and accepted the motion with an

.amendment changing it from one year to three. (Personal
Interview, October 6, 1981) ’ '

Motion #42 which proposed approval of the interim program was
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péssed by a close vote by thé;burriculum Policies Board. Torgunrud
in a letter to Koziak stated that the close vote indicated the
Curriculum Palicies ﬁoard's concern about approving a curriculum
that was as yet not completely-finalized (Memo, Torgunrud to Koziak,
February 13, 1978).

Torgunrud in a memo to Crowther outlined the remaining concerns
of fhe Curriculum Policies Board and the changes that were required in
the Interim Edition. Among these were the following:

| u]. fluency had to be improved‘and jargon eliminated.

2. the criteria for the unstructured time had to be made more
clear and spelled out in more detail.

3. knowledge as a base for valuing had to be emphasized.
4. some topic descriptions, had to be revised as they appeared

too heavy especially in Grades 8, 9, and 11. -{(Memo,
Torgunrud to Crowther, February 10, 1978)

SumMarz

This sectibn of Chapter 4 focused on the forces that exerted
1nf1uence'and affected those:changes to the social studies curriculum
that resulted 5n increasedwprescriptidn and structure. It also outlined
the process of curriculum development that occurred and that resulted
in the approval of the SSCCC's’social studies program proposal by the
Curriculum Pq1ic1e$ Board in February, 1978.

Un]jke the period that gave rise to the 197) curriculum, the
societal context that existed at the time of the development of the
1978 curriculum was more conservative. This éonservative trend was
reflected in'éducation with one of its manifestations being the "back

¢

to the basics" movement.
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The media, parents, school boards, some segments of the univer-
sity community, superintendents, and the lay public all called for an.
emphasis on basic education to some degree. Teachers, in the majority,
pressed for increased prescription in the social studies program.

" During this period, the A]berta government undertook a policy
of reversing (at least to some degree) the early 1970's trend to
decentralization of education. As well, the government reflected the
concerns of Albertans who supported an emphasis on basic education.

The Curricu]dm Policies Boara, which scrutinized all curficu]a
being developed or revised, was responsible for approving all curricula
before they received Ministerial approva]. The types of policy
precedents that the Curriculum Policies Board had established in their
deliberations in considering the revisions to the language arts,
mathematics, and science programs influenced the changes made to the
social stddies progrém by the SSCCﬁ.

| Most of the membership of the SSCCC and the Associate Difector’

of Curricu]qmvfo} Social Studies, Ledgerwood, were strong supporters

of the 1971 program and resisted the pressure to move to greater

structure and prescription. Eventua]]y,,however, the SSCCC conceded

to some aspects of this pressure being exerted on them by those forcés

that favoured increased structure. This was reflected in the program

proposal they éubmitted to the Curriculum Policies Board for approval.
fn February,A1978, the Curriculum Policies Board gave formal

approval to the social stddies curriculum proposal presented by the

SSCCC. This was Ledgerwood's last act as Associate Director of

Curriculum for Social Studies before his resignation from this position.



The next section of Chapter 4 examines the process and outcomes
of curriculum development that occurred after the Curriculum Policies
Board gave formal approval to the revised socidl studies curriculum,
to the time when the social studieé program received formal Ministerial
approval. As well, it examines the change in leadership and leadership
style fhat occurred with Ledgerwooq's resignation and Crowther's
appointment to the position of Associate Director of Curriculum for
Social Studies, and the impact that this had on curriculum development.

The Curriculum Development Process After.the February, 1978

Approval of the Social Studies Program by the
.Curriculum Policies Board

The curriculum develogﬁgnt process continued after the .
Curriculum Policies Board gave forma] approval to the soc1a1 studies
program submi tted by the SSCCC. This section of Chapter 4 examines
this process.

Ledgerwood Resigns: Crowther Appointed
Associate Director

217

The submission of the SSCCC's proposal to the Curriculum-Policies

Board was one of the last formal acts by .Ledgerwood in his capacity as
Associate Director of Curriculum for Social Studies. In February,
1978, Ledgerwood resigned as Associate Director of Curriculum to take -

a post in St. Lucia. Crowther, who was Chairmén of the SSCCC, was

appointed as the new Associate Director of Curriculum for Social Studies.

Ministerial Decision Deferred -

In March, the Minister of Education made the decision to defer

approval of the interim social studies program. Three reasons were
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given for this deferral. They were:

1. The Curriculum Policies. Board had approved the social

studies program by a close vote. (CPB Minutes, May 4, 5,
1978) . '

2. Ministerial approval would not be forthcoming until the
Goals of Education debate occurred in the Legislature.
Because a component of the Goals of Education might include
an emphasis on history and geography, a subsequent revision
of the social studies curriculum might be necessary.
(SSCCC Minutes, March 6, 7, 1978; CPB Minutes, May 4, 5, 1978)

3. There was a high degree of public interest in the social
studies program. (CPB Minutes, May 4, 5, 1978)

Revisions Proceed

After the February meeting of the Curriculum Policies Board,
the SSCCC began the task of revising‘the interim social studies program
along the lines outlined by the Curriculum Policies Board. Crowther
was the Associate Director of Cufricu1um for Social Studies and Carter

became the Chairman of the Curriculum Committee (sscce).

Crowther brought a different style to the position of Associate
Director of Curriculum. Crowther discussed the differeﬁces between

himself and Ledgerwood. He stated:

I think that Doug made an attempt to be very democratic. He always
approached problems in an open ended way and allowed committees to
have a chance to form alternatives and decisions. . . . He gave

Tots of authority to the committee. In other ways #t bothered me
that no committee could do some of the things that they were
expected to do. Doug was attending public sessions where he was
being chastized . . . and I didn't like it so my feeling .
was that he should have been able to direct the situation to
avoid the controversy better than he did. I think my own
operation in the branch was different. I was much more structured
in how I organized committees and their operations. I was much
more demanding of them for taking responsibility for getting
things done. But at the same time I don't select committee
members. My position is that this is a professional thing and

tne ATA has to accept responzibility. Every member who comes in

here now is appointed by the ATA. (Personal Interview, October 6,
1981) - .
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Confrontations on the SSCCC began to occur (Langford, Personal
Interview, December 21, 1981). Dever described it this way: "The
committee became very confrontationist over personality. The frustra-
t%on occurred because we were losing” (Personal Interview, January 28,
1982). Confrontation between Crowther and some members of the. SSCCC
began to emerge. There were disagreements over the direction in which

the revisions should proceed. Crowther discussed the disagreements
stating:

I felt that meeting (March, 1978) was the low point 1n the
whole thing. . . . I could see that a lot of things had to be
done with the curriculum in order to feel that it would work

in schools. . . . It was clear to me in many respects just in
the way it was written, in terms of jargon, lack of consistency
between different areas of objectives, and so forth, [that there]
was such a lack of detail that it wasn't going to work. It was
on the right track, but more definitive statements had to be
included in it and the Curriculum Policy Board recommendations
had to be followed. (Personal Interview, October 6, 1981,
revised August 16, 1982)

Crowther took a position in opposition to the views“he1d by
many members of the SSCCC. Crowther stated:

I felt that . . . I was moving from one kind of position to
another [Chairman of the SSCCC to Associate Director of
Curriculum} and there was a certain kind of a challenge going

on to my personal authority and I had a job to do that was
different from the way they [members of the SSCCC] had expected
me to do it. . . . And that I had a responsibility other than

to them. . . . 1 think that . . . by this time, many members of
the committee were victims of history because the circumstances
had ‘changed. Whereas when they started their work, having a
lTiberal outlook on things was fine. . . . So they did their own
thing. Then all of a sudden all of these other ithings caught
up: back to the basics, Canadian studies, h1stdry politicians,
textbooks—it all got there. Now, when I first mook over this
thing in 1978, I felt we had to .start responding to all those
things. (Persona] Interv1ew October 6, 1981)

(2N

Crowfher felt that the program proposal adopted by the Curriculum

Policies Board ". . . wouldn't have got to first base in implementation,"
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and thus began to take steps to organize the revisions (Personal
Interview, July 14, 1982). The ideas of what the Curriculum Policies
Board wanted in terms of a social studies program meshed with
Crowther's. Crowther stated:

The Curriculum Policies Board was reflecting what teachers

were saying. They were right on in what they wanted and I
agreed. [ felt that the Curriculum Policies Board, if anything,
underestimated the situation. (Personal Interview, July 14,
1982) ‘

The ad hoc committees were comprised of regional office
consultants, individuals from the universities, school system super-
visors, teachers, some members of the SSCCC, and other educators.
Crowther discussed these ad hoc committees stating}

I structured committees to the best of my ability to streamline
the descriptions and various objectives and they included people
that I had done some work with before. They went ahead and

developed the set of core concepts and generalizations that
were in the 1978 program and the different areas of value

objectives . . . and the inquiry model. A1l of those types
of delineations came out of the work of those ad hoc committees
operating after the approval by the Board. . . . I had great

confidence in the ad hoc committees because I had structured
them myself. (Personal Interview, October 6, 1981)

Cfowther also stated that he had ébnfidence in the ad hoc committees
because the Curriculum Policies Board had given their approval to
proceed and their Work,was overlapping with the Kanata Kit project
(Personal Interview, Aqgust 16, 1982).

_Crowther also p1aced‘a gréat deal of confidenéé in the ability
of the regional consultants to handle the job of the revisions. Thus,
the regional consultants played a major role on the ad hoc committees.
Crowther stated: |

I have a]Ways made major reliance on our regional officers .

I always found them as the bread and butter of curriculum
development. . . . They are absolutely totally dependable,



competent people. That's been ny experience alwayg. And

they . . . refiected the views of teachers. They were in the

field every day. They could do the job in curriculum in a

whole number of ways and my approach was to use them to head

up all these things in a way that hadn't been done previously.

(Personal Interview, October 6, 1981)
Crowther also stated that the regional consultants were available to
do work for days at a time. Most members of the SSCCC were not in a
position to do so because of their commitments to their respective
school boards. Thus, the prime responsibility for completing the
curriculum revisions was undertaken by the regional consultants
(Personal Interview, August 16, 1982).

Other people who also served on the ad hoc committeeS had an
impact ;h the work of those committees (Parsons, Personal Interview,
January, 1982; Crowther, Personal Interviews, October 6, 1981 and
July 14, 1982). Major sections of the 1978 social studies program
were developed in the ad hoc committees (e.g., the social inquiry
model used in the 1978 program) (Carter, Personal Interview, February
18, 1982). Once the work of these committees was completed, their
material Qent to other committees for further work, evaluation, and
validation. Experts, who were university personnel, individual
coordinating committee members and school system supervisors, were
. used to validate the material (Crowther, Personal Interview, July 14,
1982).

The pace of the revisions was extremely hectic (Carter,
Personal Interview, February 18, 1982). Not only were the revisions
being undertaken, but work on the Heritage Project and teaching units

was also occurring at the same time. The fact that the Minister of J

Education might wish 'to formally approve the curriculum at any time
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meant that the revisions had to be done quickly. Crowther stated:
"We knew at any given. time the Minister was going to approve the
6urricu1um. We had to be prepared so it could go to print. We were
/under a lot of pressure” (Personal Interview, July 14, 1982).

The ad hoc committees were answerable to Crowther. He struc-
tured the tasks, scrutinized, and approved-all work of the ad hoc
commi ttees (Crdwther, Personal Interview, July 14, 1982). Chamberlin
discussed Crowther's role stating:

I was on a knowledge sub-committee and one of the issues that we
had difficulty in resolving was some ‘concern of how much detail
should go into them. Crowther then sat down and decided himself
that they should be put ‘into these three categories. . . . OQur
perception was that Frank had asked us to sit on the committee
and we reported back to him. I was also on the skills committee,
and that was my perception I had that we reported to Frank. He
convened the meetings, and identified the tasks. We were working
on Frank's tasks. (Personal Interview, December 4, 1982)

Crowther's stamp was on the curriculum. He described his
influence this way: -

[ gave approval- -and edited every word in the document [fof
Titeracy] with help from individuals 1ike Chamberlin, Parsons,
and Johnson. In the final analysis, my bias entered into it.

‘I would re-write it [the document]. I did everything in the
final editing state myself. (Personal Interview, July 14, 1982)

Throughout this process of revisioh, the members of the SSCCcC
had 1ittle impact on the revfsions that occurred. Dever stated:
"After the February approval by the Curriculum Policies Board, the
SSCCC didn't have a lot of input" (Personal Interview, January 28,
1982). Dever also saw the use of the regional consultants for this
work as a way of by-passing the members of the SSCCC. Dever stated:
"It was a way of running around the SSCCC’ by appointing the regional

consultants" (Personal Interview, January 28, 1982).



Another indication of the different direction that Crowther
was taking from the SSCCC was the steps he took to %hange the member-
ship of the éSCCC. Some members were told that "their time was up"
and they were replaced. Crowther'discussed why this occurred:

For one thing the committee should never have stayed intact
as long as it did. The committee according to' Department policy
should have changed in membership every year or at least every
two years. That committee had been held together as a total.
group throughout the total duration except a couple of people
resigned because of personal things they wanted to do. Now it
became apparent to me that some changes in the committee were
needed because nobody should be permitted to stay with the
committee that long. There was a new chairman and a couple of
new people, but apart from that they were all still there. And
that was wrong. It was inconsistent with policy. It just so
happéned that we needed some new members on there as well
because it seemed to me that if we were going to get on with
the job and from a purely selfish point of view, it would be
much easier if we had a number of new members. (Personal
Interview, October 6, 1981)

Crowther aiso-stated that the SSCCC needed broader representation and

so changes. were made (Personal Interview, August 16, 1982).

Even though Crowther respected the other members of the SSCCC,

their differences on social studies curriculum policy had diverged to

such a degree, that reconciliation over policy didAnot seem possible.

Crowther stated;

A1l of these people I've had.association with—I like them as
people and I have the greatest respect for them all as individuals.
And T think under different circumstances, the kinds of things
they wanted to do would have been wonderful. They're the most
enlightened and intelligent, and responsibl- people that you
-could get and are a credit to the profession. . . . On the other
hand, there was a point at which it seemed to me that their
outlook on what needed to be on the nature of the curriculum .

was at odds with what I thought it needed to be. (Personal
Interview, October 6, 1987)

Crowther also added that the SSCCC did not represent the fie]d ana;that

a broader view of teachers' perspectives was required on the SSCCC
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(Personal Interview, August 16, 1982). :

The last.meeting of the existing SSCCC was in August, 1978.
By October, 1978, the new SSCCC held its first meeting. There was
a new university representative and the other members of the SSCCC
had been nominated. - Three mémbers of “the previot; SSCCC continued

work on the SSCCC until the May 31, Juhe 1, 1979 heeting of the- SSCCC.

Those members were J. Langford, J. Mueller, and d. Morgan (Minutes of

the Social Studies Consultants' Meeting, May 30, 1979)

Connors talked about the decision to-release the individuals

from the SSCCC. Hé stated:

It came as a shock. Some committees were in existence a lot

longer than we had. . . . We were informed by the Chairmanp at
the Tast or second last meeting that our time was up and that
a .new committee would be taking over. . . . The reason given

was that curriculum committees are appointed for a specific
Tength of time so there was a need for new blood and new

experiences. I don't think it was the real reason. (Personal
Interview, October 9, 1981) :

Van Manen also talked about the decision stating:

Crowther found that the committee was hard to handle and they'd
rather have a clean slate. That's the feeling I had. The
committee was too vocal and too independent. 1 don't mean
anything bad by that. The committee was meant Lo be periodically
changed, but I was surprised by the massive change. Personally,
I was happy to be off it. (Personal Interview, October 22,

1981) ,

- A

Approval of the Social Studies Program

The Curriculum Policies Board d@§§not examine the revisions
made to the social studies pr&gram after the Curriculum Policies Board's
approval ofvthe program in February, ]978. The last meeting held by
the Curriculum Policjes Board in 1978 was on May 4, 5, 1978 where

the Board,was informed that Ministerial approval of the social studies



curriculum Had been deferréd. ‘The Curriculum Policies Board did not
meet again until March,h1979 (cpB Minutes, May 4, 5, 1978; CPB
Minutes, March 6, 7, 1979). | '

NIn»Jﬁne, 1978, the Social Planning Committee of Cabinet
discussed the new social studigs program (see-page 129 of this study).

k0n quly 24, 1978, Koziak wrote to-Lougheed outlining the major
features of.the révised social studies program (Memo, Koziak to
Lougheed, July 24, 1978).

| On September 6, the Cabinet Committee on Education approved

thé socié] studies program for a two year trié] basis (Letter, Crowther
to Skolrood, September 11, 1978). |

On October 18, 1978, the Ministér of Education, Julian Koziak
in a-news release, stated that the revised'socfal studies program

would be made available for optional “use starting January 1, 1979.
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Chapter 5

P

SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND IMPLICATIONS OF THE STUDY & ,
. | : L &

The purpose of this study was to conduct a historical survey

and documentary analysis of those processes and events that resulted

in the development of the 1978 Alberta Social StUdiés'Curriculum——_

Interim Edition. The study identified those individua]s and groups

‘who influenced the development of the social.studies curriculum.
As well, if examiried the curriculum development process and identified
the factors, events and decisions that affected the partitu]ar out-
comes of thé,process of curriculum develooment. The findings of this
study were presented in Chapter 4.

This chapter contains a summary of the findings of Chapter 4.
As well, it interprets those findings énd_gives suggeééioné for

further related research.

Summary

Thjs seétion of Chapter 5 describes the major actors, events,
decisiéns,aand trends  that were éignificant in the deve]opment of
the social &sydies curricuTum examined-i% this study.

In 1967 a conference organized by the Alberta Department of
Education changed th;-direction of Alberta social studies. As a result
of the conference new directions were set and the new'Albeffa social

studies curriculum included interdisciplinary studies, an inquiry-

oriented approach, an emphasis on va]uing,'teacher autonomy and
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flexibility. This new social s%u ies curriculum was introduced into
Alberta schools in 1971.

In 1967,“Canada celebrated its Cenpénnia]. Along With the
celebrations came a heightened awareness of Canada and its culture,

and a new burst of Canadian nationalism. These feelings of Canadian

nationalism were reflected in Canadian education. In 1968, A. B.

Hodgetts pub]isﬁed What Culture? What Heritagé? which outlined his
view of the deplorable state of affairs in the teaching of Canadian
studies. The great resbonse‘to Hodgetts' repbrt indicated the concern
- of people acrdss'Canada to the existing state of Canadian studies in
Canadian schools. In February, 1969, a conference attendedlby
deiegates across. Canada took steps to establish a commi ttee that

would coordfnate efforts to improve Canadian studies throughout Canada.
- The result of this conference was the formation of the.Canadian

Studies Fqundétion_in Feburary, 1970. In that same year, Project
Canada West Qas established to gather support for increased Canadian
studies 1in Western_Canada. By 1973, the issue of Canadian nationalism
had become a national movement with broad-based supﬁort: Prominent
Canadians, 11'ke.Me1 Hur(ig; campaigned a’c_tive]y?yfr jlncreased :
Canadian studies in the schools. . o | .
The Alberta Department of Eduqation respondéd to this pressufe
.for jncreased Canadian content in a number of ways. 1In 1973 and 1974,
curriculum committees undertook to identify learning resources that
were authored and/or published by Canadians. In 192§l‘Dr. RaTph

Sabqé was appointed, to the Department of Education to fill.the position

of consultant in Caradian studies. In that same year, the Cuﬁricu]um
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Branch undertook to establish curriculum development teams to deve]op
units in Cénadian studies for specific grade 1ev§1s. The trend across
Canada was to increase and improve Canadian studies in the educa-
tional sy;fem, and Alberta was no exception.

In 1975, The Downey Report was released. It praised the 1971

Alberta social studies curriculum for its basic orientation, but
strongly criticized the Tack of implementation of the program in

A]be%ta social studies classrooms. The Downey Report provided the

mandate for revisions of the 1971 social studies program to proceed.
Two bodies in parficular were to play a significant role in
the curriculum revisions, namely the Curriéu1um Policies Board and
the Soéia] Studies Curriculum Coordinating Committee (SSCCC). These
two bodies were established in 1975 whén major changes:were made to
the curriculum deve]opmeht structures that’existed in the Department
) of Education. As well, in 1975, Dr. C. D. Ledgerwood was appointed
Associate Director of Curriculum for Social Studies replacing Dr. H. GT
Sherk.
In early 1976, the SSCCC begaﬁ‘the task of revising tﬁe 1971

social studies program using the recommendations of The Downey Report.v

Most of the members of the SSCCC were strong supporters of the 1971
~social studies program and attempted to adhere to the major orienta-
tions of that program in the revisions that weré,undertaken.

A signi%icant movement began to make its influence felt in
Alberta education in 1976. This was a conservative moVement which
embraced a philosophy of "back to the basics." Strong preSsufés were

exerted on the Department of Education from a number of sources. These



sources included sections of the Alberta media such as St. John's

Edmonton Report, parents, and the lay public. The Alberta School

Trustees' Association urged the:government to exercise greater leader-
ship in the development, imp]ementation; and evaluation of core
curriculum in Alberta. As well, some segments of the university
community indicated their concern about ther]eve1 of literacy of
Alberta high school graduates. |

In 1976 and 1977, the SSCCC held meetings throughout Aiberta
with parents; students, teachers, and administrators to garner
vreactions to the revisions of the soeial studies program. Teachers
made up the bulk of the participants in these meetings, and in the
majoritonf caées they made strong representation for increased
structure and prescription in the soqia1lstudies curriculum.

The gévernment of Alberta began to give increasing attehtion
to educafion. In December, 1976, in a year-end interview, Premfer
Lougheed stated that Albertans were concerned that there was not enough
emphasis placed on the basics in education and that he would be turning
his personal attention to education to examine the quality of educa-?
tion, and to assess 1f new curricula were needed. In that same year,

government concern regarding student achievement was reflected in the

-

formation of the Minister's Advisory Committee oﬁ Student Achievement.

On February 24, 1977, the Speech from the Throne indicated the

" government's concern about .basic education, and in thét same year, the
Minister of Education spoke in the Legislature of the importance of
legislating objectives and priorities for education in Alberta. AS

well, the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund Learning Resoﬁrces
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Project was established in 1977.‘ The project was to produce Canadian
studies resource materials for Alberta schools and was funded with
$8.37 million dollars from the provincial government.

_In 1977, the Curriculum Policies Board established policy
trends as a result of its deliberations regarding the mathematics,
science, and langdage,arts curricula. These policy trends incorpofated
greater structure and prescription and established the parameteré
withfn which the social studies revisions occurred.

The SSCCC made coﬁcessions to the pressures being exerted on,
it by the forces favouring increaséd structure and prescription.
This resulted in the déve]opment of the program that Ledgerwood
submitted to the CurrfCUlum Po]iaiig Board on behalf of thé SSCCC
in February, 1978. The Cericu]um 1o1ic1es Board approved the program
proposaT by a narrow margin. The presentation of the program proposal
was Ledgerwood's last formaf act as Associate Director of Curriculum
fpr Social Studies. At that point he resigned and Frank Crowther

v

assumed this position. i

)
i

Further curriculum development continued aftef the Curriculum
Policies Board's approval of the social studies program. Crowther
assembled ad hoc committees to undertake further revisions to the
social studies curriculum. The ad hoc committees were separate from
the SSCCC and the SSCCC lost its inf]uénce over these subsequent
curriculum revisions. By the summer of 1978; most members of the
SSCCC had either resigned or been replaced.

The Social P]anning Committee of Cabinet examined the socié]

studies curriculum before it was officially adopted, and the Minister
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of Education, Julian Koziak, gave formal approval to the social studies

program of studies in October, 1978.

Conclusions and Implications

The previous section presentéd a summary of tHelmajor actors,
events, decisions, and trends of the social studies curriculum develop-
ment process. This next section will provide conclusions and implica-
tions of the findings of this study. |

In Chapter 2 numerous writers in the field of curriculum
development were cited as having 1dentified a multitude of factors
that can influence curriculum development (MacDonald, 1971; Zais, 1976;
- Firth and Kimpston, 1973). These factors may act’in concert with each
other in a common view of what curriculum policy and policy making
should be, or in conflict because of disconsonant views regardfng the
content of curriculum and the process by which curriculum should be
made. In Alberta during the peridd 1975 to 1978, many factors can
be identified that inf]uenceé the development of the 1978 Alberta
social studies program. These factors will be examined in 1{ght of
the influence they exerted on the development of the social studies

curriculum,

Government as an Influence "

The'review of the Titerature in Chapter 2 identifies goVernment
as a factor that can influence curriculum development. In.Canada
where the pfovinces have been grantéd control over education by the
British North America Act, the provincial governmehts have played and

will continue to play a major role in this area. In Alberta, the
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provincial government exerted a strong influence on social studies
curriculum deQe]opment during the period of this study. It is evident
that the provincial government was dissatisfied with some of the
existing trends in education. The Worth Report, which had established
general education policy in Alberta for a number of years, came under
criticism from the government. The policy of de-centralization which
was operating in some areas of education did not meet with favour by
the provincial government and began to be reversed. Memberé of the ﬁ
government also expressed concern about the lack of Canadian content

" in the schools, the level of basic skills taught, and the ;chievement
of Alberta students. .

The provincial gﬁvernment'was one that actively sought change
in the ex{sting education system. The influence. exerted by the
government on Alberta education was felt in the area of social
studies. Some of the.influences were informal or indirect. A number
of individuals discussed how this type of informal influence was
exerted. The Premier, thexMinister of Education, or some other
prominent political figure would make a public pronouncement or state-
ment on some matter relevant to the social studies program. fndividua]s
in the political and educational structures would be aware‘of these
stands,vwould pick up on these, and endeavour to make an impact on
"the changes occufring in education. Here the influence was a subtle
one; there were no dictates as to what changes had to be made. And yet,
in the subsequent chanées that did occur, there is evidence"of the
positions put forward by prominent political figures. An example of

this was that many prominent pelitical individuals felt that there was
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a need qu increased Canadian history in the social studies program.
In the curricu]u{ that was developed, there is evidence of increased
Canadian history in the program of studies.

Other government influences were more direct. In some cases
Ministerial directives were given, as to how the social studies
curriculum revisions should proceed. For example, the Minister of
Education indicated that Canadian content was to be emphasized in
the new social studies program. As well, the Social Planning

'Cohmittee of Cabinet was involved in perusing and discussing the
social studies curriculum before it was officially adopted.

The government's move away from dé—centra]ization resul ted

in the adoption in the Alberta LegisTature in May, 19785 of a new set

of Goals of Basic Education for Alberta which served to:

1. identify the distinctive role of the school and its
contribution to the total education of youth.

2. providé purpose and direction to curriculum planning and
evaluation. '

3. enable parents, teachers, and the community at large to
develop a common understanding of what the schools are
trying to achieve. (Alberta Education, Report 6f the
Curriculum Policies Board, 1976 to 1978, no date, p. 10)

Since these Goals of Basic Education were not adopted until

May, 1978, they would not have had any direct influence on the social
studies currieulum deVe]opment process up until that time. Their
influence asvgovernmeht policy or ]egis]afion would be exerted in the
curriculum deliberations and revisions that came after that date. By
this time, most of the revisions to the social studies program had
been completed. However, it should be noted that the Minister of

Education deferred approval of the social studies curriculum until
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after the "goals" had been adopted in the Legislature to ensure that
the revisions to the social studies program were consistent with the

statements found in the Goals of Basic Education. One can speculate

that the Social Planning Committee of Cabinet may have used the
"goals" as one of the criteria by which to determine if the revisions
to the social studies curriculum should be adopted. The Goals of

Basic Education would no doubt have had a greater influence on the

subsequeﬁt revisions that occurred to the 1978 interim edition.

A number of educationa]l writers cited in Chapter 2 have
identified fundingyfrom the government as having an influence on
curriculum development (Firth and Kimpston, 1973; Kirst and Wa1ker,'
19715 Doll, 1978b). In 1977, the provincial government of Alberta
approved the Alberta Heritage Savings Trust Fund Learning Resources
Project which allocated 8.37 million dollars to the production of
Canadian studies materials, many of which would be used in Alberta
social studies classrooms. The Targe amount of money é]lowed‘for more
people to be hired to undérfake curriculum work, and thus.more people
became involved in curriculum writing, pilotting, and so on. The
involvement of thesé people could tend to increase their commitment
to the program and thus might ensure greater success in implementation
as compared to the 1971 program. The widespread use of these curricu-
lar materials would he]p to insure that Canadian studies would be an
important part of the operational social studies curricuium in Alberta
classrooms, and would also provide for greater standardization of topics

and-materials throughout classrooms in Alberta.

Clearly the role of the Alberta government was an
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interventionist one which influenced the direction of social studies
curriculum development. The influence of the government was reflected
in a number of areas including increased Canadian studies, and
increased centralization and standardization throughout the province.
The policy trends of increased centralization and standardization
resulted in a loss of teacher autonomy over some aspects of curriculum

development and resource selection and evaluation.

Major Interest Groups as an Influence e

Interest groups have been identified as having an impact on

curriculum development. Very often uﬂ‘k are organ1zed around
"episodic 1ssues” and thp1r effect\vnnggi is usually dependent upon
their degree of organization, and t%ee to which they can strike
a responsive chord within sectors of tHe general public. Interest
groups may inc]udé parents, teachers, the local lay community, and the
med{a.

Major interest groups expressed dissatisfaction with education
in Alberta. This dissé&isfaction centred around three major issues:
the amount of Canadian studies, "basic" education, and the amount of
structure and prescription.

The campaign to increase Canadian studies was a strong, well
organized cross-country effor}. A. B. Hodgetts' report had a major
impact and led to the formation of the Canadian Studies Foundation
and Project Canada West which were successful in winning support in
both the educational and political arenas. Influential Canadians,
such as Mel Hurtig, effectively mobilized public opinion in this area.

Provincially, school bbards also exerted pressure on the provincial

-
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| government and Department of Education to increase Canadian studies.
There appéared to be aypépular‘groundswe11 of support for increasing
Canadian stgdies while any opponents' views remained relatively
muted. |
, Increased pressure was also being exerted on- the prévinci&]
government and Department of Education tb emphasize basic education.
The Alberta media pFEQTded extensjve coverage to this issue.: In
'S//

. particular, St. John's Edmonton Report campaigned actively.and

vigorously for a return to standards and basic education. Sociz’
- studies in particular bore a large brunt of the eriticism that

St. John's Edmonton Report levelled at education in Alberta. A i:-3e

number of the people interviewed indicated that St. John's Edmonton

Report appeared to be a powerful force shaping public opinion.
Parents, whose voices were heard, demanded a return to basic
education. School boards added their voice to the concerns being
expressed about student achievement, and sucporte:z the government
in the centfa]ization of curriculum decision making and evaluation at
a provincial level. Teachers in the majority were also strongly
demanding increased structure and 6rescription.
These major interest groups were voicing dissatisféction with
education in A]berta int]uding social studies, and were demanding that

_ o
changes be made. o

The Currigulum Development Process
The Department of Education was open to input from vario@@

in fhé

interest groups in the revisions that were being undertak&

social studies program. The Downey Report provided a formal evaluation
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)
of the 1971 social studies curriculum which demonstrated the lack of
fmp1eme tation of that program. O0liver {(1977) has cited requts on
education as being an influence on curriculum development. The Downey
‘Report provided the mandate to proceed with the revisions to the social
studies curriculum. As subsequent developments occurred in the
educational afena, some of the Downey recommendations were discarded
or by-passed. However, one recommendation in The Downey Report carried

\
great significance for the curriculum development process. The Downey

enggrg_reéommended that the revision and reassessment of the Master
Plan should iﬁvo]ve all stakeholder groups (Downey, 1975, p. 24).

The Curriculum Branch of the Department of Education made a
conscious decision to gain as much input as possible into the revisions
that were being undertaken 16 the social studies‘curriéu1um. This
decision to do things in a "fishbowl" was attributed to tHe large
amount of“controvérsy surrounding the social studies curriculum and
the desire ‘to avoid the pitfalls of the 1971 social studies curriculum
development process where teacher input and community input h&d not
been so]i;ited”to any large degrée. As a result of this decision,
the Asspciate Directorxbf Curriculum for Social Studies, Ledgerwood,
and members of the SSCCC‘travé]]ed'throughout Alberta garnering

reactions to the social studies revisions.

S
gt

- The provincial government also appeared to be open to input from
various interest groups; Statements made by the government reflected
fhe views of powerful Forces\who sought increased Canadian’studies,
prescription and structure? and an emphasis on basic education. 1It»is

difficult to ascertain the degree to which the government was reactiﬁ%FEJ
B . o n!fﬂ&\" *Q\\“/

“~ ~ar )
st
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and the degree‘to which it was proactive. Was the government simply
mirroring the demands of these 1nterest groups in 1ts pronouncements,
cor was the government itself an 1ndependent force that sought to
influence the direction of curr1cu1um development because of the views
of its members? Probably the answer 1s'a.combination of both—the
provincial gomernment was both reactive and proactive. The provinciaT
government did embrace certain sfands advocated by certain forces in
the province. For example, .many members of the government supported
increased Canadian studies in Alberta classrooms being advocated by .
many groups  and individuals. In this sense, they were reactive.
" On the other hand, there is evidence that the provincial government

has also played a proactive role. In a speecb made on September 10,
1982 Premier Lougheed indicated an eXfension of mandatory courses in '
history and geography. Since there does not appear to be a major
groundswell of subbort ét this time for increased history and geoéraphy,
this would indicate a proactive role be1ng p]ayed by the provincial
government in education. | '

The provincial government also appeared to be open to input ,
by the farmation of the Curriculum Policies Board whose stateq purpose
was to ". - . provide more public participation‘in basic turrieu]um
poiicy“‘(A1berta Educafion, Stetement of the Curriculum Policies Board—
1976-1978, p. 1). However’ the fact that the majority of members of
the board were appolnted by the Minister of Education, and the fact that
dec1swons of the Curr1cu1um Policies Board could be overru]ed by the
Minister sugSESE limitations on public participation”and‘input into
curriculum policy making. ? |

Y
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Curriculum Development as-a - A
Political Process

The very nature of curriculum development whiph resulfs in
some alternatives being chosen over others and in some factors exerting
more influence than others makes curriculum decision making a political
process. In this stﬁdy, "political process" is defined in the
following manner:
Political as it is used ip ﬁhtw section is not confined to
phenomena involving goverﬂ%en%@ TL refers more broadly to all
the processes by which conflicts among competting public
policies . . . are resolved. (Zais, 1976, p. 470)
Numerous education writers have discussed the political nature

of curriculum development (Tanner and Tanner, 1975; Wiles -and Bondi,

1979; Zais, 19765 McNeil, 1977). Kirst and Walker (1971) discuss

hgy the existence of competing values generates political conflict.
 éEause the conf]ict must be resolved .in some fashion, some groups or
, ﬁnterests lose and others win on various curricular issues. Kirst and
gf{ ‘Walker (1971) state: ‘
| The inevitability of conflicting- demands, wants, and needs

is responsible for the necessarily political character of - s

curriculum policy-making, a character which cannot be

~avoided. (p. 480)

- The process of curriculum deve]opmeht which resulted in the
development of the 1978 curriculum was a po]itiéa] process that
involved conflicting i¥eas over a number of curricular issues. The
SSCCC was responsible for undertaking the revisions to the 1971
program. As a group, they were strong supporters of the bésic
philosophy and orientation of the 1971 program. The SSCCC consciously

sought input to the curriculum revisions from various stakeholder

‘groups. However, the input they were receiving from government
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sources, parents, school eoards, teachers, and other interest groups
_ran counter to their vision of what social studies should be.' They
were generally opposed to demands that would 1nerease structure and
prescription, and reduce teacher autonomy. The membership of the
SSCCC initially resisted attempts to revise the curricu]um to make it
more steactured.
As the bressure on the SSCCC continued to mount from various

interest groups, pressure was also being exereed on the SSCCC by the
' CurricQ]um Po]icies Boafd The pressure exerted was an 1nd1rect one.
The SSCCC was well aware that the1r social studies program had to

receive. approval from the Curriculum Policies Board, and they were
aware of the policy trends being established as a result of the board's
cdneideration of other curricula. The CurricuTum Policies Board
mech more reflected the spirit uf the times than did the SSCCC.
The reviéjons to‘curricula-wefe occurring ih a time that saw some-
what of a reversal from the open, innovative period.of the late 1960%5
~and early 1970's. And the ‘Curriculum Policies Board as a group . \
‘favoured education po]ity which reflected this period and which \
included trends to increased structure and preécription’ The fact . N
that the Curriculum Policies Board held greater power over curriculum \\
.po11cy making than the SSCCC made it 1nev1tab1e that the SSCCC would
have to concede some aspects of the sociaT studies program.

The continued pressure from these numerous sources. for

inceeased structure and preseription finally caused the SSCCC to give

in to outside influences. They made concessions to many demands,

although they were also able to maintain important aspects of the
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1971 program such\as the commitment to maintaining social inquiry as
paft of the social studies curriculum. Their concessions indicated
that the SSCCC Qas forced to give in to the strong pressure being
exerted on it by powerful forces. However, they wgre aISo proactive
in that they maintained some central aspects of the 1971 brogram.

| As the social stud%es cﬁrriculum development process continued;
the SSCCC became a relatively isolated group. There_was.no organized
base of support for the position they were advocating; The fe]ative
iso]afion of the SSCCC was to increase with;the resignation of
Ledgerwood énd the appointment of Crowfher to the‘position of
Associate Director of Curriculum for Social Studies. -

The social stud%es curriculum development process that occurred
after Crowther assumed the position of Associate Director of Curriculum
in February, 1978, indicated that the work of an individual can make a
$1gnif1cant impact on curriculum deve]opmentferrochér's dissatis-
faction with the existing situation and his strong cdmmitment to
‘,change,were'important in initiating actioh‘to éontinﬁe wifh the
revisions to thg social studies cufricu]um. AHd he Was‘able td use .
his position as Associate Dfrector of Curriculum to bring about those
chénges; | | |

.ALedgerwood's departure from the Curriculum Branch of the
‘Department df Education éou1d be described,as indicating A symbolic
"death of the old order." Crowther by-passed the membership of. the
SSCCC in the curriculum revisions that were undertaken, and as a
committee they had little or no inpﬁt into the revisions that dccﬁ?red.

By the summer of 1978, moét members of the SSCCC‘had either resigned



or been replaced. A number of individuals discussed the feelings of
the SSCCC as being,one of defeat. Dever's comment perhéps sums it
up best. He stated: ’

There was a recognition of defeat on the part of the SSCCC

and we gave up. We said, "The hell with it." Curriculum

is political and I think that's one of the realities we had

to face. (Personal Interv1ew January 28, 1982)

Crowther structured ad hoc committees comprised of peopie he
hHad conf1dence in including the regional consultants, school system
superv1sors, teachers, some members of the SSCCC, and some members |
of the university community-. With the appointment of these individuals,
the conflict that had existed w1th the SSCCC subsided and the
commi ttees were able to get on w1th the task at hand Even though
the pace of curriculum deve]opment was extremely hectic, Crowther was
able toxgiv? firm direction to the committees so that a tremendous
amount was accomb]ishéd-in‘a.short time.

Crowthef’brought a different’leﬁdefship style to the develop-
~ment of the social studies curricu]ﬁm'as compafed to Ledgerwood.
LedgerwoodAhad oyefseen a process of soliciting opinions.on the sdcia1
studies revisions from diverse group;. From these solicited reactions,
“interim drafts of the ﬁrogram were put together. These drafts, in
turﬁ, would be submitted for further reacti?n. The process was slow
and contradictory. On the one hand,vLedgeFWood and thé SSCCC sought
broad input; but; on the other hand, they resisted some elements of
this feedback holding the view that they ©. be leaders and not
followers in the deve]ﬁement of the social s curriculum. Two

things acted in tension with each other. On ihe one hand, the SSCCC

sought broad input as a heans'of insuring implementation of the new

242
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social studies curriculum. On the other hand, counterbalancing
this input was the SSCCC's commitment to the 1971 program which
often ran counter fo the demands being placed on the curriculum
committee and the input that was being received by the SSCCC.

Crowther, on the other hand, provided definite direction
and structure to the curricu]ﬁm development process. Crowther felt
that the demands from teachers, government, qnd the public were clear,
and he saw his task as Associate Director of Curriculum as being one
of satisfying those demands. In this way, he was much more supportive
of the vfews béing put forward by these interest groups than Ledgerwood
had been.

Individuais, such as the“university curriculum experts who
worked on the ﬁomhittees, did have an’inf1uence on the material that
was developed. However, fheir'inffuence was exerted within the
parameters of curriculum development established by Crowther.

Crowther, by using the resources vested in his office, exerted a
powerful influence on the development of the‘1978 curricu]hm. His
inf1uenceiénsured the development of a curriculum that wou]d be
implemented in Alberta social studies classrooms while at the same
time gaining support from some sectors of the academic community who
worked on the rgvisioné and gained a commitménf to the program. In
this way, bothlpub1ié'and pfofessiona] support could bevelicitéd.

Indivjdua]s possessing certain resources can greatly influence
thé curriculum development process. Standard\proceduresiﬁ?r
appointment to the SSCCC were followed by Ledgerwood but mgst

of the membership of the SSCCC was supportive of the 1971
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social studies program which no doubt influenced the direction of

thé development of the social studies curriculum. Crowther's
‘influence was also central to setting certain directions in curricu]um
development. However, one cannot isolate these individuals from the
broader4socia1, political, and economicAcontext in which they wefe
operating. In a societal context of openness and innovation, it is
unlikely that the SSCCC would have been required to make.concessions
to a more conservdtive direction in curriculum development. The
demands from various interest groups might well have been very differ-
ent. ‘Thus individuals can have significant influence on curricular
decisions, but an understanding bf the societal context is é]so
crucial for providing greater understanding of the role of individual

influence in curriculum policy making.

Suggestions for Further Study

There are several topics that are suggested for further
research. A study of some of these topicé could provide additional
ins%ghtﬁ into the development of curriculum, and the influences exerted
on it. Others could ex§mine the relationship between certain
approaches to’curricu]uﬁ deve]dpment and the extent of implementation
of the.brograms in classrooms. The following topics aré suggested as
possible areas of investigation:

1. the curricylum deve]opment‘process that resulted in the
development of the 1981 social studies curriculum, and the curricular
trends that were established in the 1978 curriculum that were either

3
continued or discontinued in the 1981 curriculum.
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2. a comparison of the development of othgqr subject area
curricula that were being developed at the same time as the 1978
social studies program to compare similarities and differences in
the process of development and the influences on those processes.
Other subject areas were also experiehcing some controversy such
as language arts, mathematics, and scien;es.

3. the study of the curricuium development process that led
to the development of the Heritage Trust Fund Learning Resources
material. |

4. the study of the development of the in-service package
thaf was developed as part of the implementation strategy of the 1978
program

5. a comparison of other curriculum development projécts
occurring in different pérts of Canada, and the influences brought
to bear on those projects.

6. a study of the role of government in the curriculum

development process. . -
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April 12, 13, 1977
-~ May 11, 12, 13, 1977

October 6, 1978
November 30, 1978
December 19, 1978
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What the Minister said. Alberta School Trustee, December 1976, pp. 9-13.

Resolutions . .v. and how they fared. Alberta School Trustee;
December 1976, pp. 17-22.

Edmonton Journal

Adams, Sharon. ATA has mixed reaction to Lougheed's 0011cy on education.

EdmontOn Journal, January 11, 1977, p. 16.

Cohen, Bob. Ontario to ask more from students: The three R's Wi]] be
in evidence. Edmonton Journal, October 20, 1976, p. 33.

Francis, Lesley. Trustee loaded for bear in Canadian history trek.
Edmonton Journal, March 24, 1975, p. 14.

Hills, Nicho]as. B.C.‘joihs Ontario's back-to-basics school.
Edmonton Journal, November 5, 1976, p. 35.

Hurtig, Mel. Scholarly betrayal: Ignorance of Canada is'a classroom
Tegacy. Edmonton Journal, March 22, 1975, p. 5.

Imlach, Andy. Parents plead for return to three R's. Edmonton Journal,
March 28, 1977, p. 1.

Imlach, Andy. MLA's differ bn basic goals of education. Edmonton
Journal, May 17, 1977, p. 29.

Sinclair, Gordon. Educafionvreview planned. Edmonton Journal,
December 29, 1976, p. 1. N

Basic education concern of St. Edmund parents. Edmonton Journatl,
January 11, 1977, p. 18. ,

Bas1c skill tests set for students. Edmonton Journal, March 19, 1977,
p. 15.

Classes go:back to the basics. Edmonton Journal, June 22, 1977, p. 106.

Grade 3 students to tackle tests first given students in 1956.
Edmonton Journal, April 9, 1977, p. 24.

More Canadian history in schools. Edmonton Journal, March 26, 1975,
p. 45. |

New school program praised. cdmonton Jdurna], October 19, 1978, p. B6.
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Still essential. Edmonton Journal, August 23, 1976, p. 4.

Stress on three R's "bad for schools." Edmonton Journal, October 29,
1977, p. 26.

Teach Canada. Edmonton Journal, March 26, 1975, p. 4.

Trustees to submit plans for Heritage Fund projects. Edmonton Journal,
. December 16, 1976, p. 26.

St. John's Edmonton Report

Alberta's universities take aim at student illiteracy, after 55% of
Calgary freshmen flunk a new writing test. St. John's Edmonton
Report, October 18, 1976 pp. 22-25.

ASTA pushes province-wide test1ng, but there is no lack of res1stance
to the idea. St John's Edmonton Regprt March 21, 1977, pp. 34-36.

Educators disagree on ways to teach students basic values. - St. John's
Edmontori Report, June 21, 1976, p. 20.

Five public trustees moving in on educat1on S power structure,
teachers protest board's "drastic" crackdown on incompetence.
St. John's Edmonton Report, March 29, 1976, pp. 22-24.

Former social stud1es supervisor incisively rips the course apart.
St. John's Edmonton Report, February 9,.1976, pp. 16-17.

_ Free enterprise's reputation under attack. St. John's Edmonton Report,

August 23, 1976, pp. 26-27. //

Funny thing about progness1ve education: ‘After all these years, the ;/
kids can't read. St. John's Edmonton Report, February 16, 1976, = .-
pp. 22-23. . :

Fury over the frills: Mr. Koziak faces the ire even of party loyals
over education. St. John's Edmonton Report, April 4, 1977,
pp. 28-29. C : :

The issue: Required Canadian history. St. John's Edmonton Report,
December 13, 1976, pp. 28-29. ] , .

Job seekers can't read or add, c1ty business people complain.
St. John's Edmonton Report, September 13, 1976, p. 16.

"Mr. Education" quits government post: Or did . the Department help
ease him out? .St. John's Edmonton Report, May 3, 1976, p. 22.

A nudge to return 'old' history to. high schools from g
with the graduates. St. John's Edmuﬁton Report,w
p. 29. 3

who has to deal
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Once again, the question arises: Will it be 'old' history or more
‘values clarification.' St. John's Edmonton Report, January 31,
1977, p. 29.

Schools graduat1ngﬁg]11terates, beefed up courses recomnnnded
St. John's Edmdnton Report, October 11, 1976, pp. 24-25.

Social studiés: Many unloving,critics. St. John's Edmonton Report,
Merch 1, 1976, p. 12.

Sociai studies flunk in Alberta schools: Downey Report blasts
puzzled teachers. St. John's Edmonton Report, January 5, 1976,
pp. 16-19.

«

A trustee and a supervisor clash over the social studies course.
St. John's Edmonton Report, May 10, 1976, p. 24.

Wild ideas for newftype school: Be strict, and teach academics.
‘St. John's Edmonton Report, February 16, 1976, p. 24.

Will the schools outlast progressivism? Hints from the premier;
cries from the ATA. St. John's Edmonton Report, March 14, 1977,
pp. 19-22. ’ ’ :

. .
Miscellaneous Material

Royal Canadian Legion. Submission to the Department of Education.
1976. f

Summary of meetings held to garner reactions to Draft #7 of the
revised social studies curr1cu1um-—1977 1977.

Summary of meetings held to garner reactions to var}ous drafts of
. the revised social studies curriculum. 1976, 1977, 1978.

Summary of reaction meetings—Calgary. October 21, 1976.

Women of Un1farm Submission to the Provincial Cabinet. December 1,
1976.
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LIST OF PERSONS INTERVIEWED

This 1list provides the names of the persons interviewed, the

date(s) of the interview(s), and the position held by the person

during the course of the curriculum development process examined in

this study.‘

Badger, W.
October 21, 1981

Boo%, L.
February 15, 1982

Burley, T.
"~ December 3, 198]

Carter, R.
February 18, 1982

Chamberlin, C.
December 4, 198)

Connors, B. .
October 9, 1981

Crowther, F.
April 23, 198]
October 6, 1981
July 14, 1982
August 16, ]982

Dever, W.
January 28, 1982

Horvath, F.

November 24, 1981

Johnson,” R,
December 16, 1981

Kamra, Ardis
December 30, 1981

Supervisor, Social Studies,
Edmonton Public School Board

Teacher, Edmonton Public Schoo] Board;
Assistant Coordinator, Kanata Kit
Project

Member, Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee

Consultant, Lethbridge Regional
Office of Education; Chairman, Social
Studies Curriculum Coordinating

Committee, February, 1973.

Professor, Department of Elementary
Education, University of Alberta;
Member, Ad Hoc Committees

Member, Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee

Chairman, Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee; Associate
Director of Curriculum for Social
Studies, February, 1978

Member, Social Studies Curriculum
Coordinating Committee

Consultant, Calgary Public School
Board ,

Consultant, Calgary Regional Office
of Education

Learning Resources Officer,
Department of Education
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Langford, J. , Member, Social Studies Curriculum
December 21, 1981 Coordinating Committee

Ledgerwood, C. D. Associate Director of Curriculum for
November 4, 198] Social Studies

Mueller, J. Member, Social Studies Curriculum
November 25, 1981 Coordinating Committee

Mullen, L. Member, Social Studies Curriculum
January 28, 1982 Coordinating Committee

Parsons, J. Professor, Department of Secondary
January 20, 1982 Education, University of Alberta

Sabey, R. . Consultant, Canadian Studies,
January 7, 1982 Department of Education

Schreiber, F. v Consultant, Edmonton Regional 0ffice
December 14, 1981 of Education

Shortt, M. v Member, Social Studies Curriculum

~ December 10, 1981 : Coordinating Committee

Stiles, S. Member, Social Studies Curriculum
November 25, 1981 Coordinating Committee, Fall, 1978
December 2, 1981 .

Torgunrud, E. “Director of Curriculum, Department
February 2, 1982 { of Education

Van Manen, M..~ Member, Social Studfes Curriculum
October 22, 1981 ' Coordinating Committee

PERSONAL CORRESPONDENCE

Morgan, D. Member, Social Studies Curriculum
February, 1982 Coordinating Committee

Smolak, W. : . Executive Member, Social Studies
January 27, 1982 Council of the Alberta Teachers'

Association
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THE INTERVIEW FORMAT v

The object of my study is to conduct a historical survey and
documentary analysis of those processes that résulted‘in the develop-
ment of the 1978 Alberta social studies curriculum for use in Alberta
schools as recommended to and approved by the Minister of Education of
Alberta.

My researEh is directed at an examination of the following
related problems:

1. What individua]s,.groups and factors can be identified as havina
an influence on the curriculum development process?

2. What decisions and factors were crucial and had an important bearing
on the development of the 1978 Alberta social studies curriculum?

3. How did these decisions and factors affect the outcome of the
process of curriculum development in Alberta social studies?

In order to investigate these problems, guide questions are
provided as a framework :«r discussion.

1. What individuals and groups were instrumental in the initiation and
development of the new soc1a1 studies?

2. What ph11osophy or educational ‘beliefs and ideas do you associate
with these people?

3.  What issues arose re]at1ve to curriculum that were d1scussed at
great length?

4. What positions were taken by what persons relative to certain
' issues?

5. What currriculum development structures existed to facilitate the
process of curriculum policy-making?



10.
11.
12.

13.

14.
15.

16.

L

What role was played in currjculum developmimt by the following
bodies and individuals? '

a. Social Studies Curriculum Coordinating Committee (Ad Hoc
Commi ttees) )

Curriculum Polié%es Board

Associate Director of Curriculum

Director of Curriculum

Deputy Minister of Education

Minister of Education

Social Plarhing Committee of Cabinet (Cabinet Caucus on
Education)

.* Others

T w0 QAo o

What structural and functional changes at the Department of
Education from 1975 (?) to the present do you perceive to have
had an important bearing on curriculum development in general and
on the development of social studies in particular? What formal
and informal linkages are important?

What particular strengths and weaknesses did you perceive to
exist in the structure and process of curriculum development in
the Department of E90cation? ‘

‘Nhat were the antecedents to the new soc}al studies curriculum

-

development?

What were the main reasons for initiating action?

What factors led to this initiative?

What factors ih the wider environment appeared to have had an
influence on the decisions that were reached? What societal
trends in Alberta, Canada, North America, or the rest of the
world do you perceive to have had an impact on the social studies

curriculum development?

Which forces and circumstances in the social and political
environment have

‘a. faci]itatéd'your work in curriculum development?

b. hindered and frustrated your work at that time?
How did the Department of Education seek input? Who gave input?

How did the 1971 and 1978 social studies curricula differ? In
what ways were they similar?

What were the contributing factors that led to changes in
general curricular policy-making? What were the contributing
factors that led to the changes in policy-making relative to
social studies?



17.

18.

19.

20.

g 264

: ]

In what respects does curriculum deve]opment in the early 1970's

differ from. curr1cu1uq development in the late 1970's and early
1980's? :

What trend, if any, is apparent‘in the development of curriculum
in general and social Studies in particular?

What are the 1mp11cat1ons for the future of curr1cu1um develop-
ment in the province of A]berta, in the 1ight of the events of
the recent past7

Which decision pownts, in retrospect, do you see as being major
dec1s1ons that affected the type of curr1cu1um that was developed?
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THE INTERACTION PROCESS

ENVIRONMENT CAUSALITY

—~ Time -~ > — Goals

— Space — Norms

— Culture — Technology
System — Power

-

»

2 CTION

CTION

INTE

INTER

’ éﬁ : INTERDEPENDENCE
— Co-operation
— Conflict
— Stability
Change

i
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Grade Themes

12. World
Problems
And [ssucs

11. World
Problems
And Issues

10. Canadian
Problems

9. Man,
Technology
And Culture .
fn Western
Societies

.

Aad Culture
In Afro-

Asian .
Sacicties

7. Man,
Technology
And Culture
In Pre-
Industrial
Societies

Space

6. Historical
Roots of
Man

S. People In
Canada

4. People In
Alberta

3. Comparing
People’s
Comnunities

2. Neighbours 4

I. Familes

K. All About Me

THE SPIRAL OF CONCEPT DEVELOPMENT

THE INTERACTION PROCESS

Concepts for Values Clarfication: Dignity of Man,

Freedom, Lquality, Loyalty, Justice, Empathy, etc.

£ Causality Intecdcpend
'
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3 ~a
‘\
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—————— "“~\\
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Comnphlex
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Abstract

Simplke
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Concrete

[
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%

ORGANIZleG CONCEPTS OF THE 1978 ALBERTA SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULUM

THE HUMAN BEING AS
INDIVIDUAL

HUMAN NEEDS

Human nature geves rise to certan
needs — physical, socul and .
psvcholqg;cal. The satislaction of human
needs is possibie in 3 varicty ot ways with
the result that cuttures differ.

Relaud‘and Sub-Concepts

Survivai Recreation
Food Securnty
Shelter Beliefs
Clothing Attectuon

Social Orderliness Self-Esteem
Communication  Self-Actualization

w M W
B
» .

¥
IDENTITY

Identity is the perception that human
beings have of themselves. it reflects
betiefs, attitudes and traditions. and
influences the social and potitical
behaviaur of individuals, groups and
nations.

Related and Sub-Concepts

Perception Sé|f~Concem

Socialization Pluralism
Individualism Peer Group
Culture Sense of

Nationalism
Internationalism
Locality

Community
Regionalism
Differences

VALUES

Values are basic ideas about what is
importantin hife: they are standards of
conduct which cause inaividuals, groups
and nations to think and act in certain
ways. Values held in and among socicties
vary. Value conflict results when
individuals and groups rake choices
between actions'representing diffcrent
values. The processcs for making vaiue
choices help individusls shape, reflect and
claborate their unique value systems.

HUMAN PROCESSES

INQUIRY

methods by yehich inquiry § human
problems urs. The methodd of
established beliefs. the method of
seif-evidence, and the method of science
have been the predominant approaches
used throughout history to address
problems. The inquiry methods that are
most appropnate to the resolution of
social concerns today are those of the
human behavioural sciences. These -
involve skills of scientific inquiry, skills of
value inquiry, skills of decision-making
and the skills for implementing a plan of
action.

There exdgts an «:nmnswﬁ variety of «

Related and Sub-Concepts

Invention Scientific Method
Faith Myth
Intuition

INTERACTION

Human beings live collectively as well
as individually. Individuals, groups and
nations may co-operate to achieve goals
and rewards or compete againstone "
another. Rules are established in and
between societies to iend meaning and
predictability to the interaction between
people and to the interaction between
people and their social and physical
environments,

Related and Sub-Concepts

Dependence Independence
Interdependence '~ Domination
Co-operation Conflict
Exploitation Competition
Conformity Rights and

Co-ordination Responsibilities

INFLUENCE

The ability to exert influence in public
aHairs is a basic civic competency.
Influence can be achieved through the
exercise of etlective communication,
knowledge of political legat

deoision-making processes. abiity to work

with others and the demanstrauon of
consistency of prooosed actions ang
accented values.

HUMAN SYSTEMS
ENVIRONMENT

Environment consists o all the
clements and conditions that acton a
living thing of group af living 1hirgs. Any
human society, INorder to survive, must
form aworkable relationship with the

.earth’s resaurces. The sequence of human

activities and cultural patierns 15 related to
geographic location, accessibility, and to

the particular time 1n which human beings
live, i

Related and Subd-Concepts

- Swace Location
‘- Region Climate

Resources Demography
Topography Cartography

4 Geography Habitat
Ecosystem Conservation
Consumption Culture
Society

INSTITUTION

Y

An institution is an or e way of
achieving human goals —a' I
recognized, established and std¥lized way

of pursuing some major social activity.
Institutions within a social system are
interrelated and changes in one create
changes in the others. :

Related and $ub—Concopts

Education Famity
Government Economy
State

Rehigion 2
Community ’

POWER

Power is a relationship by which
people in a social system can control orin
some way affect the behaviour of others in
the social system. The origins of power are
groups, beliefs, knowledge, wealth, and
authority. How pedpie use power
determines the degree to which they can
control the behaviour of others

270



Related and Sub-Concepts

Standari ol . Attstudes
Behaviour Beliels
{naorms) Morality

Hicrarchy of Choiwce
Vatues Ethics

PERSPECTIVE

Perspectiva is 1ha “‘frame of
reference”’ from which anindividual views
what the worid is like, what it should be
like and how desired changes are to be
achieved. Although each perspective is
unique and hagparts tHat are not always
consistenht with one another, " frames of
reference’ tend 1o determine how

individuals, groups and nations think and
act.

Related and Sub-Concepts

Perception World View
Global View Interpretation
Viewpoint Stereatyping
Historical Bias Ethno-centrism
Ego-centrism Evidence
Subjectivity Objectivity

FINE PRINT

Related and Sub-Concepts

2N

Relaced ancd Sub Concepts

Lobly
Persuaswon

Status {position)

Vole

Interest Groups

Media

Freedom of
Expression

Social Canliol Aulhoray
Wealth Knowicuge
Religion Property
Leguimacy Social

Egalitanamism

Stratitication

SOCIAL CHANGE

Societies do not remain static. The
speed, the impornance and the context of
change {economic, polrtical, social and
technological) vary greatly within and
between societies, No one factor operating
by itseif can be considered as the sole
cause of any one single change.
Combinations of factors, such as
communication between people, mobility,
and technological and scientific advances
usually result in a social change.
Depending on the parception of the
observer, change may signity “progress’”
or "decline”.

Releted and Sub-Concepts

Tradition Admitation
Mobility Stability
Pragress Revolution
Evotution Transience

ADJUSTMENT

Human beings strive to reach the best
possible equilibrium between themselves
and the physical and social environment.

-Such a process necessitates compromise

and adjustmentto the forces inf .encing
human life. Culture aids in the -

rhnent
process by providing a sociz & and
a process of sociat inventicr

Related and Sub-Concep!:

4 Assimilation Discrirr: ~ation
Ascribed fole Achieved Role
Rdie Conflict Rewards and
Socialization Punishment
Sanction Rules and Laws
Compromise Conscience
Status Frustration

Muitinationals

RESOURCES

The allocation and use of natural and
human resources is a determining factar in
the davelopment of human culture and
society. Human conflicts ohten result from
aninequitable distaibution of resources
and from differences in technological
capacities to utilize resources.

Related and Sub-C:mcepts

Economizing * Science
Industrialization Productivity
{abour Speciatization
Urbadization Technology
Goods and Division of Labour
Services Market Economy
Command Traditional
Economy Economy
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INCORPORATION OF INQUIRY SKILLS AND PARTICIPATI
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. SOCIAL STUDIEN SKUES A Godde Fa Aiolyas And Conde Placemen

Wode TP Carly pranaey 08 i ooy 41, sy stcemn e 44

J— - -

St
— e . i ———— | e e ¢ e
I Locatmg intonmanion  Connmecd

I, Know huw 10 (ind materal i 4 hibrary, both
school and public - Continucd
3. A book s histed an three ways - by sub-
ject, by author, and by utle
Al cards are areanged alphabeticalis.
c. Cards have calt numbers wy upper et
hand comer which indicate the Tocatun
ontheshelf
Some author cards give more information
" than the title ot subject card..........__..
e Information such as publhisher, djic of
publication, number of pages ind of
illustrations, and wsually some smnota-
tion are provided ...
f. The Dewey Decimal Systemis akev 1o
finding books.._._......... ..
4. Use the Canadian Periodical [ndex, and
other indexes

F. Gather facts from field trips and interviews
l. ldenufy the purpose of the field trip
or hiterview, -
2. Plan procedures, rules of behavior, ques.
hrons to be asked, things to took tor. .
3. Take increasingly greater imnative in the
actual conduct of the fieid (np
or intervicw.

4. Evaluate the planning and exccution of the

field trip of interview
Find acceptable ways o open and clote
©aninterview ST
6. Express appreciation for courtesies e\ tend-
ed during the ficld tnp or mterview.

1. Record, summarize. and evaluate
informa‘ion gained,

W

Introduce thraush
planned readine

CApCrivi ey

G, Be selective in using audiovicual materiyls

- (See Acquiring information through
listening and observing: and Inteepreting
pictures, charts, graphe tables: Purt One,
Sections V Vi)

H. Use maps and globes in developing geographic
skillg
(See Lnterpreting maps and globes, Part
. Two, Section 111.) .

l‘ Orgamizing information
¥ ol i,

)3 Make an outline of topies 1o be wvestigated and
sech materud abowt cach major ot nang
more tham one source

B Select the main wea and supparting facts

C. Comtpose atse Yar o oy pagtore, graph,

v Sapor chart

|k'v\'|n|\
wWatcan iy

N
]

ot

LT A T R B P Ty PO TN

PART ONI - Shalts which aie aadetinte bt shoaed 1o ol ol the ool stintics
! t

Conttonecd

et
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ANALYSIS OF CANADIAN CONTENT IN THE

ALBERTA SOCIAL STUDIES CURRICULA

Y

Division I
(gr. 1-3)

Division II
(gr. 4-6)
Division III
(gr. 7-9)

Division 1V
(gr. 10-12)

TWELVE GRADE TOTAL

b

1964/65, 1971 and 1978

el

279.

|- 1964/65 1971 1978
60% -+ 65% 83%
: ’ Ty
42 . 63% 62% :
£ 48y 17% 45% -
18% 37% 47%
431 _47% 60%
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CANADIAN HISTORY AND GEOGRAPHY—1978 SOCIAL
STUDIES CURRICULUM
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Canadian Studies are sequentially structured through the
" curriculum as follows: ‘

Grades 1-3:‘

Grades 4-6:

Grades 7-9:

Students are introduced to the broad features of -
Canadian culture, to urban and rural lifestyles,

and to the concepts of “'passtge of time" and
““change’’ in their own bta%ﬂnities
Students develop x‘;}?‘b\\?rﬁim‘ﬁ ofthe '
following connnp‘? A
— Lifestyles m@nujmﬁ P i ;

— Alberta’s physical features and natural
resources;

— Events surrounding the creatlon of Alberta
as a province;

— Alberta’s place in Canada;

— Canadian history to the settlement of
Western Canada;

— Canada’s demographic and economic
regions;

— Political processes and institutions at the
local, provincial-and national levels.

R

‘Students develop an in-depth understanding of
_ the following content areas: .

— Canada as a multicultural society; .

— The development of Canadian political
institutions in the pre- and
post-Confederation eras;

— Basic Canadian instm, ions and the ways in
which they. havg evolVed ta. reflect the needs
and |dent|ty of Canadians;.

— The influence of geography on Canadlan
culture and on major industries such as
agriculture, manufacturing, transportation \
~and communications.

Grades 10-12: Students develop an in-depth under%tanding of

the followmg content areas:

- — The economlc geographic, hlstoncal
cultural and political factors influencing
national unity; :

— The political and civil aspects of human
rights today and in Canada’s past;

— Canada'’s political and economic systems;

— Canada’s economic, political and cultural
reiatlons with other nations.
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