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Foreword

This pub]icatien is a slightly modified version of the 'Handbook
_ for the.Analysis of Curriculum Materials', which resu]ted from a two
year research project funded by the Volkswagen Foundat1on The project
has been based at ‘the Centre for Educational Technology, the Un1vers1ty
of Sussex,;but throughout we have benefited from the advice of many
colleagues in other ipstitutions. In particular we should like to thank
the following:

In Germanz . . .
Professor Dohmen and Dr. W.H. Anders of the Deutsches Institut fir
fernstudien at Tiibingen who were our close collaborators in the
first year of our projeft. e

Professor W. Zifreund and Dr. H.J. Kkumm of Zentrum flr neue
Lernverfahren der Universitdt Tﬂb1ngen who were on our project-
Steering Committee. ..

. Frau B. Ulrich-Naendrup, our research fellow' from 1972-3.°

Professor K. Frey and Dr. P. Hiussler, Institut flir die Padagog1k
der Naturwissenschaften, University.of Kiel.

Professor D. Knab and Dr. R. Baumann, Deutsches Institut fﬂr
Wissenschaftliche Padagog1k Minster, N 5 v

and four v1s1t1ng Volkswagen scholars, Hans Brlige1mann,
Monika Meinhold, Karin Sitte and Wo]fgang Herrlitz !

In Sweden

-

Dr. A. Nystrbm of the National Board of Education in Stockholm,
Professor E. Wallin, mow at the Un1vers1ty of Uppsala

In the U.S.
Professor R.E. Stake, University of I11linois

Professor 1. Morrissett, Director, Social Sciences Education
Consortium, Boulder, Colorado.

In the U.K.

e Mr. Douglas Barnes, Institute of Education, Leeds University.

v

Mr. Hugh Sockett, Cambridge Institute of Education.
Dr. Geoffrey Squ1res, Nuff1e1d Foundat1on

Mr. C.V. James, Deputy Director, Centre for Informat1on ‘on Language
Teaching,

and our colleagues at the University of Sussex, espec1a11y our
former Director, Professor Norman MacKenzie. .

. . _ Dr. Michael Eraut
Y . Mr. Len Goad
O April 1975 : Mr. George Smith
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION “ - . ,

The International Intemest

For the last two years, with the'generous support of the Volkswagen
Foundat1on we have been investigating and developing techn1ques for the -
ana1ys1s of curriculum materia}s. Although baseg at the University of
Sussex and working primarily in the English context, we were concerned
from the outset to explore possible roles and goals- for curriculum
analysis in other-countries, especially Germany, Sweden and the United
States. During the first year we collaborated closely with the Deutsches
Institut fiir Fernstudien at Ttbingen; and throughout ‘the project we have
had regu]ar consultations w1th German colleagues. In the second year we

~ visited Sweden to discuss s1m11ar work at the National Board of Education

{cf. Nystrém, 1974); and we have also great]y benefited from the advice
of many experts who have visited us at_ Sussex

Qur redasons for the international focus were- twofo]d FifStly, we
wished to draw on the efaer1ence of other countr1es in the field of
curriculum and to consult with experts cutside. the U.K.; and secondly
we believed that curriculum analysis could play a fundameﬁta] role in the
communication of curriculum ideas at the international Jevel. Curriculum
materials which are not themselves transferable often contain ideas of

considerable potential for other curricula and other contexts; and an

analysis could serve as a vehicle for the transmissipn‘of those ideas.
Analyses could also pmovide important evidence in those situations where
transferror even translation was being seriously contemplated. We therefore
‘hoped that it would prove possible to devise an approach which would be
1nternat1ona11y usable and acceptable, capab]e of aralysing context --
specific and culture - specific curriculum materials w1thout 1mpos1ng
nationally - biased evaluation criteria.

We already believe that the decision to consult at an.internatﬁénal
Tevel was fully justified. We have beeh able to use and benefit from the
work -of German, Swedish, Swiss and American colleagues; and to submit our
(OWn early work to their criticism. But the role of curricuium analysis

- at an 1nternat1ona1 level has yet to be investigated. We have not

embarked on any international dissemination activities in ‘order tn test
hypotheses about the potential of curriculum ana]ys1s, nor do we believe
that we shou]d attempt to do so without further consuTtat1on and

3 T
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. coopera%ion‘With international. agencies. However, we hope..that this
‘report  has prepared the‘ground for further work of tn%s kind. Our
consultations h1therto, wh1ch have included Asia and Australasia as
well as North America and Europe, have led us to take an optimistic

_ view. Because, alfhoughfthene will a]ways be different views on the
most appropriate approach to curricufum analysis, we see 1ittle
evidence that these are likely to be related to national differences.

The Project's Methodology . ..
The project's methodology has been essentially practical; and
we have relied throughout on the continual 1nterp1ay between four

v

main types of activity.

1. Reading, Consultation and'Reflection - aimed at deciding what kind

"of activity curriculum analysis should be. What should be its

purpose? What should an analysis Took 1ike? What guideiines could

we offer intending analysts?

2. Producing Analyses of q{ffefent types of curriculum material,
selected both for their variety of form and content and for their
interest to teachers. Ne‘havé analysed traditional textbooks,

some with only pupil materials, some with only teacher materials
and some with both. These practical tryouts of our. ideas have led .
_to many modifications in our approach to curriculum analysis; and,
at. the same time, have provided us with sample analyses which we have
used both as a form of guidance to intending analysts and as a method
of communicating our approach-to colleagues in education.
3. Teaching Curriculum Analysis to a group of experienced teachers,

‘packaged science curricula, reading schemes and humanities packs; -;\‘J;///

_Tecturers and advisers on an M.A. course, who were also required to
submit an analysis for assessnent. This challenged our assumptions,
tested the communicability of our ideas and provided further

- sample analyses. ‘

4. Conduct1nggj Neek Norkshops for teachers, teacher-centre wardens,
Jecturers and adv1sers These workshops have been run in several
parts of the U.K., mainly for people without any background in
curriculum study. The part1c1pants were allocated to smail groups on

- the basis of their interests, and each:gnoup was -required to analyse
a particular set of curricu]uh;ma@eria}ét Most “of the time was spent
in discussing and writing rather thgn'listening, with the project
team acting as tutors. These w?;kghops were a; further test of our

ERIC . 00006
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.ideas, and also led to man& modifications in our approach
They also gave us gn opportunity to assess the worth of

curriculum analysis ‘as an in-service activity.

A1l four typee of activity were concurrent rather than consecutive

and they influenced each other in several ways, sometimes consciously '

* and sometimes, we suspect,.untonsciously. What we were erigaged in was
‘partly research and partly development, but we were following neither a
hypothesis-testing model of research nor an objectives-first mode 1 of‘
development. The exper1ence was more 1ike that of mapping a new .-
terr1tory with a few sketchy charts; and we soon found that the charts .
-of *curriculum theory gave us very 11tt1e gu1dance for: nav1gat10n on the

(N

ground.

In hetrospect the most fascinating aspect was the interplay
“ between quest1ons of va11d1ty, which tended to be emphas1zed in the
' consu]tat1on and the preparat1on of sample anatyses, and quest1ons
of pedagqu, which became crucial in the M.A. course and the 1nvserviée
- workshops.  Consider for example, the problem of evaluation criteria.

*Qur reading soon indicated that it was impossible to be prescriptive
about evaluation criteria, because Titerally hundreds of criteria can
be derived from the education Titerature*; and to reduce them to a

N © list'of manageabie Tength would involve both controversy and distor-

" tion. Then our sample analyses showed that most published criteria
were too general tp .be appiied in practice without making several
intervening assumptions; and that these assumptiohs tended to vary
from ohe curriculum to another, even if the criteria remained”the
same, Finally, we .ere becoming increasingly aware that a fixed 1ist . -
of evaluation cr1ter1P was pedagogically d1sastrous, because on the
one hand 'expert' analysts felt insulted, wh11st on the other tra1nee
analysts tended to accept advice without understanqing it.; So, at the
dame time as we were discovering that the idea of an agreed list of
evaluation criteria was an illusion, we were finding that, in practice
an evaluative issue developed and internalised by the analyst himself
would be woven into the fabric gf an analysis whilst issues mposed upon
“him from w1thout were appended¢?
theorist's not1on of 'token adoption' has its exact counterpart in

s uncomfortable extras. The innovation

Y. curriculum analysis - token evaluation. R

* QOne book, Goodman (1966), lists 218 criteria for evaluating reading
[Z l(:“ schemes, and none of them are, trivials.

ERIC " 06007
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P Before proceeding to discuss the detailed work of the project, it .
- is 1mportant to expiain some of the initial decisions which influenced
the course of our work. These were made at the proposal stage and
were not, therefore, treated as problematic. But we have had no reason
to regret them and shall therefore engage in post-hoc as~well as pre-
"hoc justification. Each of the following will be discussed in a separate
section below. ‘ 4 .
The focus on decision-making.at the part-curricuium level.
" The decision to restrict ourselves to the analysis of materials.
. The.décision to work within the framework of an analysis scheme.
The ‘decision to develop a’single general scheme for all subjects -
and all ages. ° “ - ' ] o

s '

The Focus on Decision-Makingvat the Part-Curriculum Level

We use the term 'part-curricplum' to refer to any significant segment
of the whole curriculum, such as 4th and 5th Year History, Years 1 to 3 of
Iritegrated Science, Initial Reading or Middle School Social Studies; and
we have concentrated our ana1y51s at this level because it is where most
curr1cu1um decisions are taken. Although the pattern of the who]e—turr1cu1um
can be important, especially where there is some form of subJect 1ntegrat1on,
* most curriculum materials are pub11shed to service a part curriculum; and '
“curriculum development projects usually take a particular part -curriculum
as their sphere of influence'. Whether one approves of this segmented
approach to schoo]1ng or not, it is impossible to ignore it; and all other
’ workers in this f1e1d have also chosen the part-curriculum as the most
useful level of analysis (though in the case of Hdussler and Pittman, 1973,
this is combined with an analysis of lesson units). We have, however, kept
the 'whole curriculum' context in the forefront of our minds; and think it
likely that our approach will promote rather than deter attempts to consider
the patté?n of the curriculum as a whole and the coﬁtributioh of each part-
curriculum to the broader aims of education.

For similar reasons, within the constrdints. of our origigal decisions
. )
to restrict ourselves to the analysis of materials, we chose to concentrate

on curriculum materials, which we define as:

Materials for either pupil or teacher or both which have a

significant influence on ‘decision- mak1ng at the part- curr1cu1um Tevel.
This ‘deliberately excludes those materials of relatively small scope and
coverage (e.g. the odd filmstrip, booklet or set of work-cards), whose

Rl oooo8 ,
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. use could only be said to influence decision-making at the level of the’ \
single lesson. But it does not, of course, excljde the consideration of
‘typical lessons' as an important aspect of curriculum analysis.

-The Decision to Restrict Ourselves to the Analysis of Materials

Our decision to concentrate on materials has been often criticized
<on the grounds that materials are virtuai]y irrelevant to the curriculum
‘ fn action, A1l the issues that matter are embedded in the teaching and

any attempt to find them in the materidls would be purely speculative.

The traditional distinction between curriculum and instruction (cf.
Johnson, 1967) is avoided by simply denying that there is' such a thing

as a curriculum. This view is irresponsibie, if'not dangerous, because

it treats the value assumptions and pedagogic aésumptions which are

built into so many curriculum materials as either non-probiematic or insig-
nificant. Moreover, it Pegards the teacher as -totally isolated from the
context of his school, his profession and his community.

Not unrelated to this viewboint is the criticism which suggests that
~focussing on mpteria]s.must'inevitably lead to an overemphasis on the
‘curricutum’.at-the expense of 'instruction', with the result that the |
. - reglity of the classroom is either ignored or forgottén.t This is-certainly

not the case when'the analysts are practising teachers; and even when
someone outside the classroom is .conducting an ana1y51s it is often as
part of a-larger evaluation project in which observational studies are

N : -also- 1nc1uded The ana1y51s of materials is only one.kind of curriculum

' eva1uat1on and though we would argue/fhat it is much neglected, we would

never expect it to dom1nate other évaluation activities, merely to -

complement them. If it led to a decrease-in observational'stuoies of

the curriculum in action we would be among the first to.raise fhe_a]qrm.

Then finally there are”those who find us guilty by assoc$étion with
‘teacher proof' curricula, and are'bbviously unaware of the variety of L
curriculum materials currently available. These range from highly ) ‘
structured pupil materials, soffie of which have elaborate and prescr1pt1ve
teachers manuals, through support mater1a15 with advice on poss1b1e patterns

- of use, to a few Toosely connected suggest1ons for the teacher. We are
prepared to'examine all of them and do not necessarily favour those curricuia

-
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latér we hope to

which assign important roles to materials. Indeed
extend our research to include part-curricula in which materials play

Why then did we choose to concentrate on the analysis of materials?

/

only 3 minor role or evén no role at all
Firstly we wanted to extend the existing methodo]ogy of intrinsic
evaluation (cf. Scriven, 1967); and secondly we ant1c1pated that some
of the techn1ques we developed for the organ1sat1on and presentation of
-t argument ‘and evidence would prove equally usefu] in analysing the results X
of 0bservat1ona1 studies. We were .concerned not just to provide evidence {
.. but to relate 1t to a.range of values, assumpt1ons and options. In practical ﬁ
terms we felt that developing. techniques for-materials analysis was as much 3
Their eventual extens1on to jf
i
. 4
" ¢
7

as cotd be handled in a single project
other areas of curriculum evaluation would have to wait
Then thirdly we had strong interests in the use of.materials analysis

-

in teacher education, where we thought it had considerable potential as
an activity for developing. some understanding of curriculum problems and for
Here again the convenience of using

Finally we found one special advantage in evaluating materials.

This can then, in appropriately supportive
//

linking theory with practice.
readily available materials as a.vehicle for discussion was a special

for teachers to analyse those materials which they themse]ves are using’ ) ,/(
lead on to an evialuation of their curriculum and teaching which ///////

advarntage.
Since materjals can be treated as essent1a11y neutral, it is acceptable.
would not have been possible with a more direct approach - an 1mportant,//
K4
. Fa

without feeling threateried

contexts,

point to which we will return again in Chapters 2 and 5

The Dec1s1on to Nork within the Framework of an Analysis Scheme
621;515'Stheme‘~;~~———-—

Before embark1ng on this project we had considerable experiénce of
S and Morrissett,

of the U.S. Social Sciences Education Consortium (Stevens
scheme of some kind.

conducting analyses accord1ng to the Currjcu]um Materials
1968); and, although not entirely happy with this particular scheme, we
provide a»framework for

were convinced of the advantages of using a gener
So we set out to develop a scheme of our own t
But what did we see ‘as the main

approach1ng curriculum analysis.
advantages and limitations of analysis sshemes7
- c S

.

This scheme is outlined on pagesf55 58 and discussed in Chapter 3

O
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The most .obvious advantage of a good scheme is that,.provided an
analystAunderstands it, it ensureg'that most Of the major issues are
covered. Nithout'a scheme, analysts tend to concentrate 'on their own
areas of expertise and interest and to ignore the needs and perspectives
of different groups of decision-makers. This broader coverage also
helps to bring olt positive aspects of materials and to counteract the

 tenden;y of many critiés to emphasise the negative aspects alone.
- This is especially important in the field of curriculum where many
decisions are based on compromise, and the positive and negative aspects
are often interrelated.

’A second advantage of a scheme is.that it he]ﬁs when twovor more
competing materials have been analysed in the same way; and, by clearly
v stating the questions as well as the answérs, it also assists comparison
! with materials which have not been anaﬁyséd but for which the feader:can
readily supply the relevant information. -

] . Then, thirdly, a scheme can’he]p by providing a structure which
AN exposes the logic of an analyst's argument, shows the evidence on which
it is based and elucidates the nature of his assumptions. This might
on first acquaintance seem unnecessary, but in our experiénce.it is the
mosf important advantaée of all. We have had far greater difficulty in
arriving at an appropriaté structure for presenting analyses than with

checklists of analytic points and issues.

S

The disadvantages of using a scheme are less easy to discuss,:because
many of them are. specific to particular schemes rather than characteristic
of schemes in general. We discuss limitations of indiVidua]‘schqmes later
in Chapter 3, 50 here we will focus only on criticisms that"are'aomﬂon.

‘Two of these are diametrically opposed: some critics find schemes too
restrictive, while others find them too open. The latter group expect °

a scneme to anticipate possible’ deficiencies jg_}hg‘khowledge and skill

of the analyst by being highly prescriptive and very detailed. ATT its
- questions must be capable of being answérqg by aill potentia]vanalysts{

even though it reduces the level of analysis to that of the "lowest common®
denominator". . We had little sympathy with this view as we were particularly
anxious not to restrict the scope of a perceptiyé_and penetratiﬁg ana]ysf*.

* The question of who might be the aﬁa]yst will be explored in Chapter 2.
There are a number of situations, including some »in which the 'analyst’
will in fact be-a group of people. ) )

[RIC o001 .
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Moreover, Since we were concerned with the training of analysts, pedagogic
factors also had to be tgken into account. The scheme had to be Sufficiently
f1ex1b1e for intending analysts to accommodate 1t.and to 'make it their own'.

) 0therw1se there was a danger .that it would either be accepted or reJected

. without any proper understanding of the thinking behind it. So we tried
to make the scheme itself a framework for anaiysis rather_than a conglom-
eration of techniques and criteria; apd relegated much of the gu1dance we

~ had to.offer to an ‘Introduction and Guide'#*, where it could be presented

" in a muchy Jess prescriptive manner. We therefore rely on the analyst at ‘
least as mdch as any curriculum Strategy relies on the teacher, possibly
even more so. To do otherwise would be neither desirable, in view of the
1imited knowledge we possess on curriculum matters, nor feasible, in view
of the likelihood of token adopt1on of the scheme. An 'analyst-proof’

scheme would be as unsat1sfactory as a 'teacher-proof' curriculum.

~

A more substantial criticism might focus on the danger of overkill,
of mak1ng a mountain out of a melehill. We have certainly encountered
this problem and one has to rely on the analyst's ability to use detail

to substantiate 1mportant points rather than for its own sake. Thg worst
o offenders are those who would probably wallow in unnecessary deta11 anyways

and at least our scheme forces them to cons1der stryctural, strateg1c

and evaluative issues to some extent. Theg problem can also be countered

by the experienced reader who knows the scheme and can therefore use:ah b

appropr1ate skimming strdtegy to extract :Se information he needs ?

in a relatively short time. This would be much more d1ff1cuﬂt for .

. ana]yses which were not based on known schemes. J

Lastly, there is the communication problem. Analyses organised
according to sehemes may be very convenient for the experienced reader
but can easily dissuade the inexperienced or reluctant reader. Moreover
some readers may be impatient with anything more than a short and simple
document, while others demand soph1st1cat1on and complexity. For each
separate group there is a balance to be sought between the issues the

T group is prepared to cons1der and the issues the analyst or the authors
of the scheme believe it ought to consider; and there are acceptable
and unacceptab]e ways of presenting these issues. So we strongly
recommend that, without removing any obligation from the ana]yst to be
clear and, succinct, the commun1cat1on problem is treated separately from
the analysis problem. Only when the analysis has been completed can one

* This 'Introduction and Guide' is reproduced later in Chapter 4.
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s how best to communicate its results and whether or not abBreviated .

Cdeersions are recessary. To let the communication problem become. paramdunt L.
' Mriag e grovess of analys1s 1tse1f could be inhibiting and Timit the )

- N
L Tertniof the anslysis. : . S

1
[ - ‘ Tra fegisign B0 deveiop 3 SI_QQe general scheme for all subJecthEnd atl ages
{

F

We o of whgkier 3 slngle general scheme t6 cover all subJec
‘ ' ertwr feasi blv Or desirable. Some would advocate subJeot-spec1f1c
10D *nﬁtead eﬂut we thbse to concentrate 6n a general scheme for both
and rract1car tEasons We wanted to improve 9 unication
iett baundor1es and’ thus fac111tate curr1cu1um‘d c1s1onamak1ng

DA \ foce the ‘dea Qf a scheme has been accepted, there remaifs/the further
and all agesr

f) &gt 93 n :nterdxsc1p11hary curr1cu1a we thought it v1tal not'to exc]ude
* “ < Sudh tonovations fromgur field of - -study. MOre practically, any attempt to
stk g Jubjecta necvac schemes would have diversified ouf work and’
‘%ht?y raduced xtﬁ quai1ty I't could also have<led to further segmen-
"%‘*”ﬂ within each subject field, i.e. not Just to-a scheme.for Social

rarhr.“‘ﬂ‘ Level Econom1cs etc. .

«

-y

“wnan we Hegan the proaect, w& had already extended the scheme
tanioped by the U.S, 50c161 Sciences Education Consortium (Stevens and
mrrtQ*?tt, 1368) to cover other subjects and age-levels without exper-
TN GG tou mucé d1f‘1cu1ty "So We were falrly confident that a single
ereral cheme was feasible, in spite of the fact that most published
Leremes were subjectrspecific in dr1g1n, the Berke]ey Scheme being "
Y :'. J“Vti”!?d for Elementary Science, the St. Ga]ﬂen Scheme for Elementary -
' Harhergtics, the Haussler—P1ttman Scheme fpr Science’ afid the SWed1sh Scheme
for Secondary Mathemat1cs Moreover, closer-examination of .these other
_V“rrmﬁ gonflrmed our position, because their subject-specific nature -
onpegr&d to'be 11mrted to some of the finer detail and had v1rtua11y no
¢ effert on their major.character1s ics.”

o

Ihere are, ahowever a number{of subJect spec1f1c issues of cons1derab1e

. ' .*rwcrtance; many of which have be n neglected even by. the subject- spec1f1c
‘Lh&ﬂES‘ and we believe that thesk need to bé brought-to the attention of.
© dn&lystsa So our §ntention at Sussex has been to encourage the deve]opment

. iy . -

o R - : a
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- of subject-specific gu1des as supp]ements to our general scheme and.
general guide. We havr dong some pre11m1nary work in one or two subject

_yet réady for publication.
7/

areas, but this is not!

The Purpose of th1s Book
This book has two main aims. Firstly, to set our work in the
w1der context of curriculum.study and to present and discuss the

/,,”>/’ contr1but1ons of others who_have itluminated the probiems of analysing
T

currwcuTum materials. Then, secondly, to -help 1nterested co]]eagues

to understand and use our analysis scheme .

After this introductory chapter on the proaect s 1n1t1a1
assumptions, Chapter 2 d}scusses roles and goals for currjcu1um analysis
without any specia1>re?erence to ana]ysis schemes. aItS purpose is to

‘present some of the relevant 1iterature, to estab11sh the value of
curriculum ana]ys1s as an act1v1ty and to indicate the great variety
of uses to which it mwght be put. Four main fields of education are-
d1scussed curr1cu1um eva]uat1on, curr1cu1um criticism, pre- serv1ce

“,'teacher education and in- serv1ce teacher education.

Then-Chapter 3 is a comparative review of seven published schemes

.for the analysis of curriculum materials, taken from Germany, Sweden,
- Switzerland,. the United K1ngdom and the United States. Though some

were originally deve]oped as subject- specific schemes, all seven are
" capable. of use as general schemes. The chapter also explains and attempts
to justify the theoretical and practwcal assumptions on which our own work
has been based, many of which evolved during the course of the project as
we discussed and experimented with various approgches. The seven schemes -
are reproduced at the end of the chapter, three of the longer ‘ones in

abbrev1ated form. . o
‘. St -

The 1ast two. chapters of fer specific help to those w1sh1ng xo use our
own Schefre. Chapter 4 g1ves guidance on how ‘to conduct an ana]ys1s within
'the frggg\grktof the Sussex Scheme, includes’ check11sts of evaluation
paints, and incorporates the fu11 verswgg?of the Scheme itself. 'Then

Chapter 5 sumnar1ses our exper1ence in runn1ng tra1n1ng.workshops for
tq§k might best be ‘approached and

\_potent1a1 ana]ysts, suggesting how th1fu
’ 1nd1cat1ng what outcomes might rea11st1ca1ﬂy be expected.

The book then. concludes, with a B1b11ography and a G1ossary
1 . e ‘7‘:’ A . .

&) : —
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CHAPTER 2: ROLE& AND GOALS FOR CURRICULUM ANALYSIS

Y

This chapter sets out both to define curriculum analysis and_to
explore its potential in a variety of contexts. Though our initial
definition will be somewhat imprecise, it is- hoped that the chapter
as a whdje will progressive]y‘tlarify what we mean by.the term :
‘currichium ana]yéis'. In particular, we wji] attempt to answer - -

) three questions? What kinds of activity should cur?icu]um analysis
inciude. What goals should an ana]yéis try to a;hieve? And what
¥ rgles can a curriculum analvsis have?

Curritu]um analysis is difficult to define because the term
‘curriculum’ is itself problematic. One can plan, dqve1ob, change or
evaluate a curriculum, but it is difficult to say what it is. Perhaps
it is best characterised as the set of broad decisions about what is
to be tauéﬁt and how it is to be taught, that determine the generail
framewofk within which lessons are plaﬁned and learning takes place.
These decisions are often undocumented; and even when they are documented
there may be divergences, -between the curriculum as planned and the
curricuium-as taught. So which version is the true curriculum, and
how does one analyse it? The issue is only resolvable if we regard

- the curriculum jtself as indefinable. We can come close to describing
it by collecting evidence about it, but there.is no true version, no
exact description. Strictly speaking it is never the curriculum itself ..
that ‘we analyse but the evidence about it. ‘There are two kinds of
evidence: documentary evidence in the form of plans or curricuium
materials, which is usually readily available; and empirical evidence

: in the form of observations, opinions, etc., which requires special
" collection. Curriculum analysis can be based on either documentary
evidence a]one or empirical evidence atone or both. ‘

The most obvious field of app11cat1on for curr1cu1um ana]ys1s
1s that of curriculum eva]uat1on, because it can “contribute to an

1mportant evaluative function - the provision of evidence to guide
‘decisjon-makers. One comnon eva]uat1on model involves analysis at both
the f1rst and last stages, the first involving mainly documentary ev1dence

5

and the last involving empirical evidence as well.

].. Analysing exiSting.evidence.(mainly documentary)

2. Planning the collection. of further evidence

3. Collecting further evidende‘(hainly empirical)

_ }. Analysing both existing and newly'ﬁathered evidence °
ERIC ' |
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S
This suggests that curr1cu1um analysis can either be an independent
'eva]uat1ve;act1v1ty (Stage 1 above).or form part of a Targer evaluation
study (Stages 1 or 4 or both). In either case the goal is to gu1de
specific curriculum decisions, although the roles may differ as we

discuss below . B . .

An alternative poss1b111ty is to consider curriculum analysis as
a research activity rather than an evaluation activity, j.e. as curriculum
criticism.’ In this context jts goal might 'to disclose meaning'
(Mann,. 1969) or to extend knowledge about the curricuium; and there
would be no obligation to relate to specific dec1s1ons or -to present
a well ba]anced dossier. There would, however, still be a strong
en;hasis on results and tReir d1ssem1nat1on, and the role of the
analyst would st111 be that of the 'expert'.

In the f1e1d of teacher education,-on the other hand, the focus

can be quite d1fferent Curriculum apalysis is a possible learning

act1v1 ty, whose success might depend t;]y to the extent on which the

participants had gained understanding, e1ther of a particular curricuium -
" or of curriculum problems in general. The 'process' of curriculum analysis

can be educationally valuable irrespective of whether or not the - 'products’
i.e. completed analyses, are used or distributed. In pre- service teacher

education the role of the analyst would undoubtedliy be that of learner

and this process aim would ‘have priority. But in in- service educat1on'
some combination of the roles of learner and expert is desirable SO both

process and product aims will often be emphasised. As we have argued
elsewhere (Eraut, 1972b) , in-service education is at its most oroductive

“when it can both meet an immediate need (i.e. evidence to guide an
impending curriculum decision or information on material a]ready in use)
and contribute ‘to the longer term professional deve]opment of teachers
(i.e. improved understand1ng of curriculum probliems).

Thus there are four fields in which we believe curricuium ana]ys1s
»  has, someth1ng worthwhile to offer — curriculum evaluation, curriculum
criticism, pre-service teacher education and in-service educat1on ATl
four have different aims and different characteristics. So we propose
to examine poss1b1e roles and goals for curriculum analysis seharate]y
for egach field of app11cat1on :

Curr1cu1um Analysis as a Component of Curriculum Eva]uat1on -

Scriven (1967) has clajmed that, a]though evaluation can play many
= different ro1es, it has only one goa]' ‘I'tg ascertain the worth of someth1ng f
Qo . Moreover he expects curriculum evaluation to involve comparison between
[EIQ\L(: alternatives and to lead to definite conclusions. But other authorities,

. RS Ty K . ) |
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notably Gronbach (i963), Stake (1967a) Stufflebeam (1971) and Cooper (1975),
have maintained that an evaluator should stop short qf passing final
judgement. In their view Scriven's goal is too ambitious because it
assumes that conclusions can be based on ag}eed criteria. Different

people in different contexts have djffefent standards and different
values, and these need to be respected by the evaluator. The .goal of . -
evaluation should be the provision of evidence to guide decision-

makers and the eva]udibr should not attempt to preemﬁtifheir decisions.

_ We also_subsecribe to this viewpoint {(cf. Eraut, 1970), .and prefer to use

Cooper's (1975) formuiation of this approach to evaluation.

*Curriculum evafuation is the collection and provision of evidence
on the basis of which decisiors can be taken dbout the feas1b111ty,
effectiveness and educational value of curricula’

Moreover we take seriously the problem of providing a basis on which _
decisions can be taken. The presentation of raw empirical evidence

is insufficient; and lack of agreement is no excuse for ignoring value
issues altogether. - That is why curriculum analysis-is so vital..

Both documentary and empirical evidence have to be aha]yséd and related

. to the standards and values of decision~makers of different persuasions,

a difficult task-but not oneé which shquld be avoided.

Together with Scriven (1967) we find the distinction between formative
and summative evaluation helpful, as it enables us to discern three possible
roles for curriculum analysis. Eachlserves a different audience. In
formative evaluation, thg audience -is the developmént feam and the purpose.

is to guide further development work. In the initial stage of summative

evaluation its purpose is to guide the subsequeﬁt stages-of the evaluation,

so the audience is the. evaluator himself. ~ Whereas in ' the final stage of

‘summative evaluatioii the audience is the decision-makers and the purpose

is to guide theiﬁ:decisions. In all three cases we would argue that the

‘goal should be the same - to analyse all the avai1ab1£ evidence and relate’

it to d1fferent educational perspect1ves - but in each case the role is
different*. .

What, then, has the curriculum.evaluation ]iteratdre to offe} in the
way of guidance on’curriculum analysis? Scriven ( (1967) was one of- the.
first to recognise the prob]em when the chose the term ‘'intrinsic

o
-

* A1l three s1tuat1ons will be discussed in. greater detail be]ow, but

meanwhile it is worth po1nt1ng out that we are tsing the term 'goal’
to describe what the analyst is trying to:achieve within the analysis

l(:« itself; and the term 'role' to refer to the context and. purpose of the

B

analytic activity. i . ..
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evaluation'* to describe the ana]y%és of documentary evidence. Although
he warned us that it would be ‘megsy' and suffer from 'lack of charm’,
he gavé little advice ori how ta Zonduct such an evaluation. But he did

" make some suggestions as to wqét it might include. Fiﬁstly, it should

include an evaluation of goa}% - goal analysis. Then, secondly, since

'the verbally espoused‘gqaléf of a curriculum-maker are often not the

jmplicit goals of his curn§gu1um‘ the evaluator should also emphasise
consistency ana]ys{s in y%ich divergencies between (a) espoused (b) implicit -
and (c) tested-for goa1§3%ne disclosed. Thirdly, it should include content

analysis using criteriﬁisuch as accuracj, coverage,ssignificance and
modernity; and fina]]xgthere is.a hint fhat it might be judged for
elegance, a point weééhall return to later. ) N '.‘

Further possibgﬁities for curriculum énalysis emzrge if we use
Stake's (1967a) model for organiiing'eVa1Uation data (Figure 1).

7 /7" DATA FOR THE EVALUATION OF AN EDUCATIONAL PROGRAM N

PROGRAM s
RATIONALE| - v

; . Intents Observations - Standards Judgements
ANTECEDENTS |
. 5 X
TRANSACTI03S
OUTCOMES

¢
3 .
S

Figure 1: Matrix for Organising Eva]uatioh Data. (Adapted from Ctake 1967a)

Elsewhere (1967b) Stake has elaborated on what he considers to be the
_important subdivisions when ene is evaluating curriculum materials. Under
- antecedents he includes student types, teacher typés, type of school, type
. of community and curriéuﬁar context; under transactions he inclydes teacfiing
strategies, student-teacher interactions, student-student interaction,
.incentives and grades, and under outcgmes he inciudes gains in student
. competence, changes in student attitudes, effects on staff, and institutional
'} R
and community effects. ‘
* The term intrinsic evaluation does not refer specifically to curricula.
It could equaliy well apply to historical or 1iterary documents.
" Moreover, it is normally used to refer to the analysis: of documentary
evidence alone, and not to the combined analysis of both documentary

and empirical evidence. Hence though 'intrinsic evaluation' overlaps
with 'curriculum analysis' the two terms are not synonymous. Some

[:I{:i intrinsic evaluation activities have nothing to do with the curricuium;
_ S 00018, -

l(: and some curricuium analysis.activities are not intrinsic evaluation.
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Stake ‘also boints out, in his more complicated version of this
model, that different saurces will contribute different data. to each
of the twelve boxes. The intents of pupils, teachers and head will
not necessarily coincide with those of the author whose materials they
use, nor'even with each other. Teacher observations of a pupil's
learning may differ from those of the pupil himself, his parents, or
his exeminer. Different peopie use different standards, sometimes
because they rely or different authorities and §Emetimes even because
they use totally different categories for processing the information.
Then -finally different people make different Jjudgements when presented
with the same information, partly because their standards differ and '
party because their goals differ.

In the context of this model an analysis based onvdocumentary
evidence alone would concentrate or three main activities:
1. Deducing what information should be ingluded in nine of the twelve
boxes, those relating to Intents; Standards and Judgements.
2. Analysing horizontal relationships, e.g. relating intended outcomes
to various standards for evaluat1ng outcomes and 11ke1y Judgements
about outcomes.
3. Ana1ys1ng vertical relationships, in this case what Stake calils
; 'logical confingencies'* between antecedents, transactions and
outcomes . ’
This requires the analyst to use his own knowledge of educational
research and of the standards and judgements of different groups of educators
in addition to the procedures of goal analys1s, cons1stency analysis and
:Acontent analysis advocated by Scriven.. Moreover, where Scriven concentrated-
on consfstency analysis between materials and intended outcomes, Stake
raises the possibility of contingency analysis in which relationships

between antecedents, transactions and outcomes are examined for their
ynderlying assumptions. -

7

* The word 'contingency' is perhaps best understood in terms of 'if.. X
then...' statements.. So saying that B is contingent on A is say1ng
that if A happens then B will"-follow. In the more sophisticated
framework of Stake's Model a teacher might make a cont1ngency
assumption of the form

Given these cond1t16ns (antecedents), if I do A (transactions)i
then B will result ({outcomes). r

« Wi
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'For as long as there has been schooling, curriculum planning

has rested upon faith in certain contingencies. Day to day,
every teacher arranges his presentation and the learning ~
environment in a way that - according to his logic - leads

to the attaimment of his “instructional goals. His contingencies,
in the main, are logical, intuitive, supported by a history

of satisfactions and endorsements. To various degrees teachers
test out these contingencies. ,Even the master teacher and
certainly less experienced teachers need to examine -the Togical
and empirical bases for their 'believed-in' contingencies. -
Do colleagues agree that their plans are logical? Have experts
found such arrangements and teaching methods to 'pay off!' in
that way?' (Stake, 1969)

PR

When the analysis includes empirical evidence it still consists of
the same three activities, but each is modified to incorporate the
additional range of evidence. Although eva]uatbrs have tended to
emphasise the 'Observations’ coiumn when collecting empirical evidence
it is possible to gather empirical evidence in all twelve boxes. Whether,
however, it is worth allocating significant effort to data-gathering
outside the area of 'Observations', is one of those difficult strategic
decisions which evaluators have to make. Among other factors it may
depend on the quality and reliability of the original analysis of '
documentary evidence. On the one hand it is desirable to avoid gathering
data to 'prove the: obvious', while on the other it.is easy to misunder-
stand one's observations if one is mistaken about the Intentions of the
participants or the Standards by which they judge the outcomes.

The analysis of the horizontal relationships is significantly changed
by the introduction of what Stake has called Congruency Analysis, which
is concerned with investigating the congruency between Intents and
Observations and the disc]psure of any'significant mismatch*, . But this
.should not lead to the negﬁect‘of the other horizontal relationships, the
links with standards and Judgements, thch are often much more difficult
to analyse. Stake also distinguishes between the analysis of vertical
relationships in the Intents coiumn and that in the Observations colum,
claiming that the former is primarify concerned with 'logical contingencies'

and the latter with 'empirical-contingencies'. But here we would disagree.

A
o

* The term 'Congruency Analysis' is here used to refer to the comparison

of Intents with Observations aQq4thprefore invo]ves'empirigal eviderice.
Scriven's term 'Consistency Analysis', on the other hand, ‘is an
intrinsic evaluation activity which does not involve empirical evidence.




-

The distinction betwekn logical and empirical contingencies is usefu],_but
both are involved in both columns. The analysis of contingencies among
Intents can legitimately refer to empirical research; and the analysis.

of contingencies among Observations is unlikely to lead to'significant
conclusions about empirical contingencies. Evaluation is decision-
oriented rather than conclusion-oriented inquiry (cf. Cronbach and
Suppes, 1969); and evaluation studies have to cope with far too

many variables for empirical evidence to be conclusive'on - its own.
However,Asome convincing. interpretations can be offered by combining
empirical evidence with logical argunent and relating it to commonly

'he!ﬂ_contingency'assumptions. These -are never 1ikely to be empirically

proved, but when the goal is guiding decision-making, any information
which decrease$ the element of pure chance is potentially useful, even
if it is not statistically Significant.

How important then, is the curriculum analysis component of an
evaluation study? What proportion of the resources available for
evaluation activities should be directed to analysis rathér than data
collection? As we have suggEsted'elsewhere (Eraut, 1972a), three factors
have to be taken into account in distributing resources between 'competing’
evaluation activities:

1. The scale on which each activity is planned B

2. The degree of rigour with which it is pursued (which is presumably
related to the manpower costs); and

3. The anticipated value of the evidence gained for guiding decision-making.

So Tet us now return .to' the three roles for curriculum analysis outlined

earlier - those in formative evaluation, and in the initial and final

stages of summative evaluation - and discuss their significance in terms

of these three factors, and in the-1ight of our more detailed discussion

of the methodology of curricu]gm analysis.

Two tasks have been described for evaluators in the early stages of . -
curriculum development projects: the c]arificatinnzof objectives and
preparation of instruments to measure their achievement (Harlen, 1975},
which refetesvprimanily to the collection of empirical evidence;'and the
independent criticism of draft proposals and embryonic ideas (Tawney, 1975),
which relates more closely ‘'to curriculum-analysis. They appear distinct

‘but can in practice overlap. Independent criticism is boynd to touch on

BT 00021 -
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intended outcomes, whether or not the language of 'objectives' is -
be1ng used; -and the preparation of test instruments is bound to
involve at least some curriculum analysis. But at the beg1nn1ng of

a project, these activities can only be undertaken at an informal
personal level, by an evaluator or by a consultant who has close

" and regular contact with the development team. There is es yet
1ittle documentary evidence on which to base a forma]icurriculum
analysis. However, as the project“begins to produce documents and
to conduct trials, there comes a stage when there is sufficient

" documentary evidence to warrant a forma] analysis. The audience .
would.be the deve1opment team and its consultancy committee, and the
analyst could be either the evaluator or an independent agent. The
purpose would be the disciosure of major assumptions about feasibility,
desirability and educational value and their retationship to the
standards and values of various groups of educators; and it would
involve goal ‘analysis, consistency analysis, and contingency analysis.
Content analysis can also be important, though it may well be under-
taken by a subject expert independently of the main analysis. Although
in practice it is not unknown for documents to be sent out for comment,
it is rare for this form of analysis to be conducted at more than a
superficial level (cf however Eraut, 1972a). So there is Tittle
evidence on which to base a cost-benefit analysis ‘of curriculum
analysis in formative evaluation. We suspect, however, that the
natural reluctance of projects to be evaluated and the lack of an
:aecepted methodology for curriculum analysis have been more important
causes of its neglect than a strong conviction thAat “an independent
anelysis involving two or three weeks work would not yield sufficient

pay-off.

The second role.is in the initial stage of summative evaluation,
when the audience is the evaluator. Accord1ng to his degree of independence
it may or may not be appropriate for the ana]yst to carry out the analysis
himself. In this role the analysis is essent1a11y hypothesis-forming

and its purposg is to guide any subsequent empirical investigation.

‘, | . 00022 -
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‘An independent analyst with a good knowledge of schools will be able

to predict the likely treatment-of the materials and hence suggest
variables to which the evaluator might profitably attend. He might
also be ab]ekto anticipate possible incongruencies between the intended.
antecedents, transactions and outcomes, and those which are actually
observed. Then finally, by reference to standards, he can suggest which
kinds of evaluative information are most Tikely to be wanted by various
possible qser’éfuups.‘ Without such an analysis, it can be argued, .
the evaluator's daia-gathefing efforts could conceivably be misdirected.
Moreover, . the effort required is Tikely to be very small in comparison
with the resources involved on most data-gathering activities. The
planning of an empirical evaluation aiways involvas difficult resource-
allocation decisions, and a prior curficu]Umﬂgnalysis can he]p‘to
identify the areas where information is most needed. West's (1974)
evaluation of the Nuffield '0' Level Ghemiser*Curriculum Project is

an excellent example of the use of curriculum aﬁé]ysis to guide

o

subsequent data-collecting activitiess and he has subsequently
generalised this experienéé (West, 1975) to suggest a three-pronged
approach to summative evaluation with curriculum analysis as a major
component. o '

The. third role of curriculum analysis is in the final stage of

surmative evaluation, where its purpose is td combine both documentary and -
empirical evidence into a final.report which seeks to brief all those who may

participate in decisions about the adoption or jmplementation of the
project’s proposals. Traditionally the evaluator has concentrated on
_summarising the empirical evidence he has collected rather than on the
kind of curriculum analysis we have beeﬁ proposing. But if one accepts
the goal of providing guidance for decision-makers this narrow view of.

his reporting responsibilities cannot easily be jystified. The decision-

maker who operates rationally according to Stufflebeam's_(1971) model

(Figure 2) may be essentially an 'ideal type', but nevertheless he is the
customer. Without him evaluation can only be regarded as a costly waste
of time. ’ .

ERIC - e '
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Fi%ure 2. Decisjon-Making Model (Adapted from Stufflebeam, 1971)
{ ) :

|

[

Options o _ B

" Information =—3 %ife"'?“ €& Values

CHOICE * -

The ‘rational tonsumer will not only want to ‘know about effects,
but also about:the assumptions, values and arguments which support the
proaect s curriculum strategys and where the project stands on each of

tthe issues which he, the consumer, copsiders important. He w111 wish to
be 1nformed of the main arguments that might be raised against the '
project and how far the project might seek tgd.answer them, and of the
significant d1fferences between the project's strategy and alternative

strategies. As Scriven (1967) argues:

‘when we come to evaluate the curriculum, as opposed to mere]y

describing its. pe erformance, then we inevitably confront the
question of its superiority or 1nfer1or1ty to the competition'.

Direct empirical comparison of effects is v1rtua11y never poss1ble, SO

‘decisions have to be based either on differences in goals or on differences
In both

in contingency assumptions as 111um]nated by empirical evidence.

ERIC
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cases, a proper curriculum analysis is vital.

This raises a further issue, that of the “independence’ of the

evaluator or, as some would prefer to-describe it, his 'poiitical role'
(cf. Macdonald 1975). To some extent the dangers of propagénda can be
avoided if the evaluator sees his role as focussing evidence on decision
issues, and providing a backcloth of possible options against which the
project can be judged. But nobody can be totally independent oF even
expect to pérceive all the issues. Will our rational consumer not be
‘better served if there is hore than one analysis? Should not other
people besides the evaluator undertake analyses of the same evidence?
Should not all the analyses be subjecte& to public debate? It probably

\\\ " isn't necessary to go to the extreme of a formal ‘mock-trial' with

N, defending and prosecutﬁng counsel (cf. C.S.E., 1973); but the
commissioning of additiona]lanalgées by ‘the sponsoring agency would not
seem unreasonable.

Finally we have to Eonsider the situatidn where there are no
resources for empirical work (or when it is still incomplete). An
analy;is could then be the only practicab]e form of summative evaluation;
and,.even if done on a small scale by a group of potential use adopters;

it could stild offer good value for money. Where curriculum mateﬁia]s are .-

involved it is not just -their cost which is involved; for curriculum
decisions affect the use to which all the school's resources are put.

The decision to use a particular set of materials or adopt the proposals
of a particular project may be on]y‘the visible t{p of an icebefg of
implicit curriculum decisionsy and the analyst should always seek to
increase awareness of this wider decision-making conteﬁt. AlternatiVely,
these could be mere ‘token adoption' and no real change at aill, ahother
situation which the analyst should seek to prevent by trying to ensure
that implications for implementation are properly understood.

The sceptics among us will dismiss all this discussion about
evaluation as irrelevant, on the -grounds that.no decision-maker ever-reads
an evaluation report anyway; and that this would still be the case if
reports were made more readable. Few users spend much time on the protess
of decision-making and the Stufflebeam Model (Figure 2) is an ideal which
is uniikely. to be adopted. But does this alter the .responsibility of the

_educational community as a whole for the often perfunctory nature of
. ;urricu]um Hecision-making fﬁ schools? After all we seem prepared to
Q ~ommit a much larger propdrtion of our resources to the selection and
FRIC -
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classification decisions involved in examining. Although there are moré
sinister explanations for this allocation of priorities, it could just
be because curriculum decisions are so easi1y rushed or even avoided
f/ ’ B (Eraut 1970). Or is.it that people feel more accountable for norm-
.. referenced decisions than for criterion-referenced decisions? Both
these attitudes are-at least susceptible to change; and it could be o .
.argued that it wis our duty to attempt just this.

_“ At a recent conference (SSEC, 1973) Scriven declared that it was

time we developed a normative model of dissemination. Years of empirical- -
study of the dissemination process have shown how haphazard it usually is,
and how few.of the original intentions of an 1nnovator ever survive; but
there is little guidance on what we might do to 1mprove it. Scriven )
suggested that a normative model could be based on the concept of the e
rational consumer who makes decisjons in his own “interests and accord}ng
to his own values, taking into account the pressures and constraints to

which he is subjected and using as much relevant evidence as poss1b1e
_Essentially he is someone who operates according to the Stufflebeam
Model (F1gure 2). Scriven then went on to define the rational producer

' as someone who serves the rational consumer. The most notable feature
of this model is that the rational producer is not seen as-workfng

. primarily in his own. interests but in the interests of the rational
consumers. So a rational producer cannot even exist unt11 there are
rational consumers for h1m to serve. Even if this argument does not
immediately lead. us. to the ‘extreme policy conclusion that all production
activity should cease until we have more rational consumers, it certainly
casts doubts on the present allocatJon of resources between production

and 'consumer educ¢ation'. - ) . e

In the context of this normative model of dissemination, curriculum
' analysis has two important roles: as a form of communication between
" rational praducers and rational consumers; and as a method for training
o rational consumers.- The first is essentially the role we have just been
discussing: serving the potential user by analysing documentary and
emp1r1ca1 evidence and relating it to standards. The second is one of the

roles of curriculum ana1ys1s in pre-service and in-service education

"which we will be discussing later.

te <@
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Curriculum Criticism . . .

.lf curri&u]um evaluation is defined in terms of 'decis?bn-oriented'”
}nqu1ry (cf. €ronbach and suppe5,1969) then we have to recognise that it .
i is poss1b1e to ana]yse curr1cu1a for other purpbse. Such an analysis '
s is unlikely to be 'conclusion- or1ented' in the sense;that emp1r1ca11y
. based research is’ conclus1on -oriented, but it nevertheless conforms to
' Cronbach and Suppes (1969) def1n4t1on of d1sc1p11ned enqu1ry
‘ﬁ1sc1p11ned inquiry has a qua11ty that distinguishes it from . .-
. othgéisources of opinion and belief. The disc¢tplined inquiry is

- ) condfcted and reported in such a way that the argument can be >
v pain ak1ng]y examined':

We prefer to use the term 'curriculum criticism' to describe a curr1cu1um

analysis which, s not specifically decision-oriented; and see the main

purpds@ of such criticism as the disclosure of meaning and the extension

of knowledge about the curriculum. Tﬁe critﬁc, unlike the evaluator,

is free to choose his own standards and values and to focus on partjcular T

issues rather- than attempt to cover a wide range MoreUVer, it is he,

V © ., together with other,éducationaﬂ-reséarchgrs; who‘shgy]d provide the
basic knowledge on which the evaldator can draw. Tﬁegeva]uator is

. essentially a technologist and his‘service role depends on the state of

+ % educational knowledge. B S {

When, in the course of dur proagct we attempted to ana]yse varieus
kinds of. curr1cu?um ‘materials we often felt that we were mapping out new
terr1tory, and this was a constant/sburce of surprise to us. Analysing
mater1als is an obvious and conveﬁ%ent form of educational enquiry; and
we expected. to f1nd considerable support in the Titerature. However,'
whenever we Tooked for guidance, whether it was to philosophy, psycho]ogy,
L to currtcu]um theory, to sociology, or even to practical books on
"the methodo]egy of part1cu1ar subjects, we seemed to, find a large gap
between what was written and what was needed for our ana1y51s We found -
o ‘ plenty of theorising about wﬁat qught to be done and plenty of pract1ca1 e
advice on what to do: but there were no Tinks between the’ two and there '
was 11tt1e or no cr1t1ca1 examination of the assumptions underlying
~ practice We had to conclude that, with.a few notable exceptions,
- pub11cat1ons that might be appropriately labelled 'curyiculum cniticjém’
do not exist. What would the field of Q1terature be Tike if it was '
confined to the history of literature, ¢he,psycho]ogy'ofglitérature, the

o -~ociology of 1iteraﬁurg, aesthetic theory, audience research and 'Teach
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yourself to write' courées, without any textual critfcism for these
& activities to feed on? No wonder Schwab (1969) said that the field of

curriculum was moribund:

“Mann (1969). pursues this 1iterar§'anaiogy éti]] further when he
argues that the curriculum should not only be Tooked upon as Technology,
i.e. in terms of means and ends, but also as Arty '

‘Surely a curriculum, which cannot be Art, can be artful in some

degree, and can be, considered not only in terms of how it
conditions and is conditioned by man, but also in terms of how

. it answers man's listening and seeking.' ) ’ T

'As with the literary critique’, he continues, 'the function of the
curricular critique is to disclose its meanings, to illuminate its
an§Wers'. Moreover, as with literature, fthe refinement and application
of Jformal procedures of measurement, analysis and interpretation without

any messy turning inward' is inadequate.

"Critical discoveries im education, as in the physical .sciences,

. depend, along with good formal procedure, upon the critic's
ability td draw upon knowledge-that is uniquely his and is not
part of any formal discipline, and to use that knowledge in a
disciplined. and imaginative way. While the phrase "turning inward'
may be guilty, by association, of confusion, the sort of use
suggested here of intuitively held unformalized knowledge is not
messy, nor can formal knowledge progress unless it is considered.
New understanding of what is involved in curriculum will come.
from those scholars who can make the heuristic leap from the data -
they must know well tol}he ethical roots of their concern.’

If, as our work in curricuTum analysis'has led us to believe, many

decisions in the field of curriculum are based on intuitively held

unformalised knowledge, then the importance of curriculum criticism

is hard to deny. It is needed both to i]]uminate'éxisting knowledge
- and as a springboard for the heuristichleaps of the future.

Mann's second main argument for curriculum criticism is based on
' L4

the assertion that:

* 'Education is propef]y-concernedrﬁith the ethical aspects of
. jts product; that exceedingly 1ittle is known and is 1ikely
- to be known (people being as complex as they are} about
. controlling this-aspect of education's product; that the
very best the educator can do, therefore, is to rely on the
general tendency for good to produce good, and pay very
careful attention to the ethical,qualities of the process
of education.' ‘ R
. Sk B i
= Then thirdly, Mann argues that 'the world the educator creates
= . through the cﬁrﬁicu]um is a world inhabited by acjhé] children as well
o as»by potential adults'” 'The curriculum is to be thought of not only
]E l(:'as«phdduéiﬁg'but also. as meaning -and as lived-in'. .This suggests the
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metaphor of a curriculum a%re building*. It is designed for a specific
purpose-®but needs subsequent furnishing; and it has many effects on
its users .which are quite, unre]ated to-its purpose. User research will
no doubt make arch1tects wiser but it will not necessarily make them
better. The arch1tect is both techno]og1st** and artist; and archi-
tectural cr1t1c1sm is concerned with both functional criticiss and
aesthetic cr1t1c1sm In curr1cu1um ana]ys:s we have hitherto. concentrated
on the former though the boundaiy is impossible to draw. But the need for

r both forms of criticism has become increasingly apparent to. us. _The

'decision-makers brief' can be extraordinarily useful, but it has 1itt1e.
Tife; and education, after all, is for 1ivtng people. -

Curriculum Analysis in Pre-Service Education

) ) One of the main problems in suggesting possible roles for curriculum
analysis in teacher training courses is its Tocation within the course
structure. A content analysis approach might be most ‘appropriately
Tocated in the main subject course, where it could be used to correct
common errors, to provoke discussion about oversimpiification or biated
treatment of controversy; or as a means of elucidating Tinkages between
different areas of the subject as part of a search for ‘basic principles and
“unifying ideas. A comparative analysis of the relative merits and demerits
of rival materials might be a valuable part of a professional course and
 could be directed at a number of goals: more intelligent use of materials-
" on teaching practice or as a serving teacher; greater awareness of
~.alternative approeches'to the curricu]om'area concerned; and/or jmproved
ability to select curriculum materials, and to read and understand analyses,
should they become more generally available. Consistency analysis and goal
analysis might be an importapt part of a philosophy course. Contingency
analysis might well form the basis of a psychology course. A search for
imp]icit values and assumptions in_the'textBooks of the past and present
could well bring additional relevance to a history or sociology course;
JEno a sociology of knowledge course would have a field-day.

* Surprisingly, the obvious Tink with Jenkfns (1972) extremely fruitful
metaphor of the curricu]um as landscape only came to us subsequently.

*x Cons1derat1ons of e1egance, impact and affective response,.for exampie,
are both functional and. aesthetic.

- A

v
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not mutually exc]us1ve
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In all these cases, however, one would be fragmenting not only the
study of the whole curriculum but also the study of the part-curriculum;
and treating the critical issues in isolation from one another. Whereas
even-a part~curriculum is the result of a unique synthesis of decisions.
and assumpt1ons whose interrelations are crucial to its understanding.

'

The a1ternat1ve approach is to create a separate course in curr1cu1um

'studies which seeks to avoid this fragmentation. But this too has its

probiems, .especially a marked tendency either to degenerate to superficiality
or else to ‘elevate' to meaningiess metatheory In our view this results

~from it be1ng cut off from the kinds of curr1cu1um cr1t1c1sm which might

have peen inciuded in main subject, professional or education courses.

In order to realise its potent1a1, curriculum study has to have-an
1ntegrat1ve rather than an isolated role in the teacher-education curr1cu1um
What integrative roles are possible for curriculum analysis in the context
of pre-service education? So far we have thought of three, and they are

F1rst1y it cou]d serve a question-raising functaon Tﬂis could be
espec1a71y valuable near the beginning of a course ‘perhaps immediately
after a per1od of observation or teaching practice. It can certainly
fulfil this role in in-service educafion,‘and we believe that with
careful handling it could also do so in pre- service education. The
purpose woyld be to identify assumpt1ons about subject matfer, cont1ngenc1es
and gbals, which would subsequently be discussed in main subject and
education courses. It could proviae a practical base on which some of
these courses could be bu11t thus adding a new dimension of relevance
and commitment to the more theoret1ca1 aspects of a student's work.

In an exactly compiementary fashion curriculum analysis could serve
a un1fy1ng function towards the end of a“course. If the earlier,courses
had dealt with the main forms of ana]ys1s, 1t could then concentrate on
integrating the previous work and relating, 1t to prdctical decision-~ mak1ng
To be successful, much more coordination of the curriculum would be needed
than.is commonly found at present; ard it might need to be built into the
assessment pattern if it was to be taken seriously at a late stage in
the course. Th1s could cause probléms because we-have: found it an
advantage to treat curriculum analysis as a small-group. act1v1ty, and
to use the resultant analyses as a basis. for inter-group discussions.
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In both these roles curr1cu1um analysis_has been an integrative
focus in an essent1a11y mu1t1d1sc1p11nary approach to curriculum study;
iy whereas in its third, and possibly most attract1ve, role it is a Tonger
interdisciplinary course which, by use of team teaching, combines all
the ‘separate analytic approaches discussed above. This would certainly’
avoid superficiality, but would not necessarily avoid metatheory.
The remedy in our view is to concentrate on curﬁﬁculum criticism and - e
to include its aesthetic as well as its-functional aspects. Curriculum
criticism is a much more appropriate activity at this stage than
curriculum development*, because uncr1t1ca1 approaches to the latter
lead to superficiality and a fa11ure to apprec1ate the potentially
controversial nature of so many of the curriculum decisions which are ' .
commonly taken for granted.

Curriculum Analysis and In—Serv1ce Education o

Most of our exper1ence in using curriculum analysis has been with
téachers in serv1ce, ejther on long award-bearing courses or at short ..
one-week workshops Indeed it was through teaching the Sussex M.A.
Course in Curriculum Development and Educational Technology that our
1nterest in curriculum analysis first began. A major function of this
cou?se is to prepare people for work in curriculum development,usually in
the Tocal rather than the national context. Naturally we wanted to -
emphasisé theypractical nature of the task and to includé cufticﬂ]um
development work as an important part of "the course. But we found that

_using curriculum development as a vehicle for curriculum study had
disadvantages as well as advantages.‘ There is an innate tension in
v curriculum deve]opment; or indeed any other form of creative work,
between the ahalytic and thg heuristic-approaches; and usihg'it as a
vehicle for curriculum studf\tends to bias it towards the analytic.
° (There is perhaps a parallel Hé e with Mann's distinction (1969) between
the curriculum as technology anz\tﬁe curriculum as art: certainly no
novelist would attempt to write a critique of his own novel, subsequent]y
let alone simu]taneously ) This problem Ted us to introduce curriculum
~analysis as the main veh1c1e for curriculum study and as d,major focus
for the first term's work, so it could prepare the ground for curriéuium
development in the second and third terms.

. *  Curriculum deve]opment is here being used to 1mp1y making major
curriculum -decisions. It does-not include preparing materials
within dn already defined curriculum strategy, wh1ch relates to
[E l(:(' a different goal altogether
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One patterﬁ we have evolved has much in common with some of our
suggestions for pre-service education. We begin with a ohe week
workshop* in which groups of students analyse- materials specifically
chosen for their significance and issue- ra1s1ng potential (th1s year
it was three Schools Counc11 projects, Env1ronmenta1 Studies 5 - 13, -
Keele Integrated Humanities and SC!SP) This is followed by a series
of interdiscipiinary -seminars during the term and concludes with each
students producing an individual analysis for assessment Throughout
the ‘course our goa] in using curriculum analysis 1s more than just the
' preparation of future analysts or the 1mpn9vement of' the selection of
;curr1cu1um matertals. It is to open up'the whole field of curriculum
criticism, to,link curriculum theory with curr1cu1um practice and,
above all to 1ink educational theory with education practice, rather
in the way we described above for pre-service education.

Now, however, we are exper1ment1ng with a new pattern in which
an initial. two-week workshop on the ana]ys1s of materials Teads on
to .an exploration of a part-curriculum in action. One seminar concen-

2

trates on curriculum issues in general while another seeks to provide
methodological support for a brief .empirical study. Two weeks are.

set aside for fieldwork, and the final analysis for assessment is expected
to include both documentary -and &hpirical evidence. There will be

no attempt to engage in any formal measurement, and the empirical work
will concentrate on observations and interviews. The durpdse is to

avo1d an undue concentrat1on on curriculum materials, to acquire a

fee1 for non- quant1tat1ve emp1r1ca1 work and to encounter some of the
problems of comb1n1ng documentary with empirical evidence.

A1l these goals are still relevant to shorter'in-service courses,
but more 1mmed1ate nideds are also very pressing and time is usua]]y
in short supply. We have found 1 week workshops on the analysis of
curriculum materials particulariy useful, and 'describe them in some
- detail in Chapter 5. In our experience it takes at least two weeks to
produce an analysis for circulation, but'1 Week is suff1c1ent.t1me

* This also has an important social and psychalogicai, function at the
beginning of the course, and is conducted along the 11nes descr1bed
in Chapter 5.
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for people to get used to.the idea of curr%cu]um analysis and to make

a relatively penetrating appra1sa1 of some materials*. Product-
oriented goals are not necessar11y as important as process~ or1ented
goals, and significant progress can be made on the Tatter within a
.single week. Four possibie short-term process goals for gurriculum
.analysis workshops are discussed below. On the whole they are mutually
supporting rather than exclusive. )

1. To improve the implementation of new curriculum materials

Here. it is assumed that the decision to adoptnnew materials has
already been taken; and that workshop~parficipants will want to
understand ‘the rétﬁonafe, turriculum strategy and implications,

$5or imp]ementation A typ1ca1 case m1ght be where several schools,
“who were about to use certain newly published materials, each sent
a representative to a workshop. Not all the groups at the workshop
would need to be analysing the same materials; and it could be
especially fruitful if groups Were examining competing or closely
related materials. If there was an agreedyneed for supplementary
materials the schbols might be able to tackle the task cooperatively
on the basis of the mutual understandingachieved by a week of
working together.

2. To improving existing curricula

Here the aim is to arr1ve at a-better understanding of ‘materials

already in use and to review ex1st1ng_pract1ge, This .could be
partibu]ar]x‘valuable if groups could be composedﬁof teachers who

used the same materials-in different ways. The analysis could result
in.a decision to 'improve' the material by adaptation or supp]ementétion
as well as in 1mproved 1mp1ementat1on through better understandipg. -

‘3. To guide the se]ect1on of curriculum mater1a15

Here it is assumed that the workshop part1g1pants are involved in
the decision-making process; and the burpose 6f their acquiring skills
in curriculum analysis is to enable them to make decisions which are
more rational, better informed and more 1ikely to take into account

a full range of relevant criteria. It is hoped that this experience

* It usually takes them about 3 days to get properly 'duag in' and it :
. is vitally 1mportant that they have at least read the materials before
the workshop.

i. .. 400033




30.

Y

w T

will prevent the hasty adoption of new mater1a15 on the bagis
of a 'fixation' on a single well-published feature or an
) inadequate exam1nat1on of its underlying rationale or practical
v . implications. The clarification of criteria, arguments and
'Judgements should also make it easier to democratise the decision-
making process. Some participants might have specific materials
in mind, others might.just be scouting around. There-is also
- - the possibility that different groups might analyse rival
‘ materials on a comparative basis. 4 )
4. As a preliminary to curriculum development -
- This role for curriculum analysis has aiready been discus§ed in
the context of advanced courses but takes a rather different form

when we-are considering cooperat1ve school based or teachers centre-

"based curriculum development. The dominant concern is not so much

with the possibility of us1pg the_mater1a15 as it is with learning

from the materials. -Even when the materials themselves are '

uniikely to prove acceptable it is possib]g‘that’some of the

~approache§ used will be relevant to the curriculum probiem being A
tackled. Sub-groups might analyse materials specifically selected’

for the1r variety of approach; and ‘the group as a whole might use

the exper1ence as d practical way of learning to commun1cate and

work with each other, as well as for formu1at1ng 1ts own initial
approach to the curriculum area concerned»

Qur experience Has suggestEH that workshops can be rémarkab]y
successfu1 in achieving the first three of these, short-term goals.. -
We have not tried the fourth though it- séems a promising possibility.
But we would also hope that we made some progress towards Tonger-term
goa]s, such as deepening the understand1ng of curriculum problems and
forg1ng Tinks between educational-practice and educational theory.
To these goals, which have already been discussed, we wou1d now like
to add a third: the encouragement and facilitation of self- e{a]uat1on.
For it is in this direction, we believe, that our decision to concentrate
the workshops on the ana1y51s of materials has ‘had beneficial side-effects.
It is very threatening to review one's curriculum or one's teach1ng, but

> much less so to review the materials one uses; because they have usually

%
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been produced by someone else. -Yet through the analysis of materials

it is possible to raise a large number of questions about the curriculum
in general and one's own teaching in particular. We have often noticed
a remarkable tendency towards self-evaluation Huring the course of our
workshops; and it could be argued that this was the most important

goal of all. '

p
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- CHAPTER 3: A REVIEW OF PUBLISHED SCHEMES‘FOR THE ANALYSIS - .
OF CURRICULUM MATERTALS , o )

o

Whereas Chapter 2 explored poss1b1e,poies and goals for curriculum
analysis in four main fields of applfcat1on {curriculum evaluation,
curriculum criticism, pre-service teacher education and in-service
education) this chapter. concentrates on a singie role - provision of
guidance to potential purchasers and users of curriculum materials - and
a single goal - evaluation of the materials against a range of criteria.
Though much of our work is relevant also to other goals ﬁnd roles, its.-
primary purpose has been to deve]op and explore schemes and techniques for
the analysis of curriculum mater1als 1n order to support and improve.

curriculum decision-making.

Our initial proposal to develop and test a range -of analytic’
) techn1ques within the broad framework of a general scheme was explained™
in Chapter 1. So this chapter serves two further functions: it provides
a comparative and critical survey of seven published schemes for the

"analysis of curriculum materials; and it sets out the rationale for the
particular approach we have developed at Sussex. ‘Thé main ‘schemes
compared are reproduced at:the end of the chapter and come from the
following sources: ' ‘

1. Social Sciences Education Consortium, University of Co]orado, =
Boulder, U.S.A. (Stevens and Morrissett, 1968) - SSEC Scheme.

2. Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development,
Berkeley, Ca]ifornia, U.S.A. (Hutchins, 1970) - Berkeley Scheme

3. Maurice J. Eash University of ITlinois, Chicago, U:S.A. (1972)

4. FEducational Resource Centre, St. Gallen Canton, Sw1tzer1and
(Hengartner and Weinrebe, 1972) - St. Gallen Scheme

5. Peter Hiussler and June Pittman, Institut fﬂr die Padagog1k der
Naturwissenschaften, University of Kiel, Germany (1973)

6. National Board of Education, Stockho]m,VSweden (Nystrbm, 1Q74)

y

- Swedish Scheme.
7. JCentre for Educatignal Techno]ogy, University of Sussex, Br1ghton, U.K.
(Chapter 4 of this handbook) - Sussex Scheme.

A1l these schemes fit our definition of a curriculum analysis scheme
as "an organ1sed set of questions and/or techn1qﬂes designed for general

1

application to given types of curriculum materials with the aim of
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elucidating and evaluating their most impor;ant characterispics".
Important work by Frey (1969) on Lehrp]an.Analysﬁs (syllabus analysis),
Tyler andvxlein (1971) on Standards for Curriculum Materials and the
Americaﬁ Institutes for Research (1971-2) on Curriculum Project Case
Histories has been referred to when relevant, but is not specifically
included in the comparison'becausevit has not resulted in a scheme

for analysing materials. !

Since many of the -schemes were des1gned for different purposes it
is useful to d1st1ngu1sh three possible functions for an ana1y51s

1. A Descriptive - Ana]ytic Function in which the materials are described
and analysed according to some curr1cu1um model, either the ana]yst s
or the author's. The purpose is not only to describe the mater1a1
but . also to elucidate its rationale and its structure.

2. An Eva]uat1ve Function in ‘which the materials are Judged against a

range of criteria.

A Decision Making Function 1n~wh1ch the purpose is to provide ar’br1ef'
for those responsible for making decisions about the materials.

i These may be either selection decisions or imp]emen;ation decisions.

The distinction between the Tast two functions is that the Evaluative
Function is to provide information of general interest and relevance to
a variety of possible contexts, whereas the Decision-Making Function is to
assist people to make definite decisigns in a specific context. Some
ana]yt1c act1v1t1es are difficult to allocate to a particular function:
the search for 1mp11c1t values, for example, could be regarded both as
descriptive-analytic and as evaluative. But we shall maihtain the
distinctiony as it enables us to compare analysis schemes without- 1os1ng
sight of the different purposes for which they were des1gned:

Approaches to the Descriptive - Analytic Function

A1l the schemes under review inciude a descriptive element, but in
two it is very l1imited indeed: the Swedish Scheme has a short checklist
of about 12 items in addition to the usual publisher's information; and
Eash includes a partly descr1pt1ve section on obJect1ves as well as three
'brief' descriptive sumnar1es :

IIF .. Briefly outline the scope and sequence “ )

IIID In a brief statement describe the recommended methodology

IVE Briefly state what evaluation procedures are included.

Q If possibie give examples. :

ERIC ..
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Both.these schemes are primarily concerned with the evaluation function;

whereas the‘two earliest schemes to be published, the SSEC Scheme and

the Berke]ey Scheme were both concerned almost entirely with the

- descriptive - analytic function. The SSEC Scheme was' originally des1gned
for providing analyses for the consortium's 1nformat1on bank, but soon
began to be used for in-service training as well. This demonstrated that
it could be used by teachers other than those-employed by the consortium.
This would probably also be true for the Berkeley Scheme if the audio-visual.
component was omitted; although the scheme has hitherto been used only by
the laboratory's own staff. Both schemes can be applied to a11 subject
areas and age-groups in sp1te of the fact that the SSEC Scheme was based
on Secondary Social Science and the Berkeley Scheme on Elementary Science
Curr1cuﬂa There the resemblance ends. The Bérkeley Scheme is less
theoret1ca11y oriented and much more concerned with presenting the

i - materials in simple language’ in’the author's own terms. Though the lengthy
“jﬁ? quotations from the author which characterised the 1968 versions (Far West

Lab. 1968) have been omitted from the 1970 version, the questions do not.

presuppose any particuiar curriculum model. The SSEC Scheme on the other .

hand is de11berate1y based on the Tyler-Bloom model and is- more concerned

with br1ng1ng out theoretical 1nterpretat1ons of the author s decisions.

Those parts of the two schemies which relate to Rat1ona1e' ObJECt1VES,

Content and Teaching-Learning Strategy are given below:

g

$.S.E.C. (1968 version) . Berkeley (1970 version)
Rationale and 0bJect1ves ) . Goals and Objectives
ﬁ%t1ona1e . : ‘What is the rationale for the
General Objectives ~ curriculum develepment?
Specific Objectives : : What are the goals?.
Behavioural Objectives : :

Content ) , . Content

Cognitive Structure . What is to be learned? -
Affective Content . What relationship is there to

* other fields of learning?
How are the content and materials
organised?

Instructional Theory and Teac ing Classroom Strategy and Activities
Strategies , ’ : -
Author's orientation " What is the: pattern of act1v1t1es
Elements of instructional theory in a lesson?
and their use in teaching. ' What is the teacher's role?
Strategies . What teacher preparation is
Teaching forms, or modes or : required? .
h‘ansactwns Mhat do the students do?

;e of teach1ng forms. . ‘How are the students tested and
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| The SSEC Scheme 1nC|udes supplementary questions under each subheading
_ but the Berkeley Scheme does not, possibly because further guidance was
j unnecessary within the scheme 1tse]f;¥hen only their own staff were -
required to use it. In this respect”the Berkeley Scheme resembles that e
used by the American Institutes for Research in the 'product descr1pt1op
sections of their case histories of development projects (see Appendix A).
These 'product deve]opment studies' were alse written by their own research
_staff, and the questions are at a similar level of detail. But our -
1'experien¢e at Sussex with various versions of the SSEC Scheme has shown
that supplementary questions are essential, unless the analyst has had
substantial training; and even then they are desirable. .

A further poiht of controversy -is the use of quantitative informatjon.
Both the schemes above are purely qualitative and the only figures demanded,
are thosé relating to cost or to time required. One useful form of
quantitative analysis was developed by Easley (1967f: also working with
elementary science materials. He prepared four profiles relating to
student task, method of presentation, knowledge mode and image of science.

Each profile is based on a 1ist of descriptors dnd a count of the number :f%w“ -
of ‘assignable units' asscciated with each descriptor. We have found ’
this technique and variations of it extremely useful at Sussex and not
at. all demanding on the theoretical knowledge of the analyst. (An ethp]e
is shown in Appendix B). The close atténtioh to detail required also”
forces the analyst into a much greater fam111ar1ty with the mater1a1 than
he tends to acquire when pursuing a pure]y qualitative schenme . But the
technique is time consuming and needs to be used sparingly. - ' MoreoVer,
while some features such as balance of émphésis are highlighted by
approximate quantitative methods, others such as quality and style are
merely obscured. At ‘Sussex, therefore, we have kept the scheme itself
“ qualitative; but given additional advice to the analyst on how to supplement
it with carefully selected semi-quantitative tables and-pr6fi1es (cf. Chapter 4).

* -
Recent work by Hutchins (1971) at Berkeley and by Hiussler and Pittman
@19?3) at Kiel has aimed at producing easily codable information for use in G

" punched-card or computerised information systems.  Both these systems are
primarily designed for locating materials; and the Hdussler-Pittman Scheme
even goes down to thé* lesson upitllgvel, where its extensive list of key ,
content words (c.f. Appendix C) could be-very useful to curriculum, developers

in tracking down ideas about experiments, applications and forms of
presentation. But the machine-codable format, which enhances their value
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for locating maferia]s, reduces their. value as analysis instruments.
The conflict betWween these two functions is well-illustrated by the
H4yussler-Pittman Scheme: its initial framework of questions (reproduced

N as Scheme 5). is eXtremely interesting; but its attempts to elaborate hem
in machine-codable form (cf. Appendix D)_afe inevitably disappointing.
H4ussler and Pittman were able to get fairly consistent results for the
analysis of lesson units at this mainly descriptive level; but were
less successful at the Tevel of the part-curriculum. Nor did they
attempt to capitalise on their lesson unit analyses by combining the
data on individual units into profiles’ wh1ch might show the ba]ance of
the materials as a whole.

Another problem is the extent to whith it is considered desirable
to rely on the author's own views. The Eerkeley Scheme remains very
close to.them in its section on rationale and goa]srand avoids the
need for them elsewhe e by keeping the description et a purely factual
Tevel. The SSEC Scheme is also author-oriented in that many of its
sections start with questions about the author’'s views (cf." sections
2.1,;4.1, 4.2 ahh.5~17; but, by asking such a wide fhnge,pf,theoretical
questions, it often necessitates a rep]y such as:

Theories of sequencing of 1earn1ngA The author does not explicitly

state that his material is based on any specific theory of learning.

However, the materials reflect an understanding of developmental

stages. The activities start with exper1ences of children and move
" toward abstract concepts. .

We shall return to this issue when we come to consider the evaluation
] function, but meanwhile it is worth noting that author-or1entat1on is only
C feasible for the products of 1arge -scale curriculum projects or for
. tgxtbooks accompan1ed by extensive teacher manuals.> The kind of textbook
in which the on1y evidence of the author's rat1ona1e and strategy is a 1-page
‘preface Has not been analysed-by e1ther scheme, and in such a situation the
use of the SSEC Scheme with its reliance on the author's statements become
d1st1nct1y specuTit1ve

o
Textbooks are still the dominant forf¥of curriculum material in a11

countries except possibly the U.S.; and the problem of ana1y51ng them
highlights the distinction between an analysis of curr1cu1um mater1a15 and
an analysis of ‘the part curr1cu1um to which they contwibute. Nhereas
curriculum projects aﬁd }he more sophisticated American publiishers tend to
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produce é]aborate teachers"ﬁaﬁuals which'effectively pre-determine

all possibie character1stﬂcs of the part curriculum (or at least the

author s, 1ntent1ons about themq, W1th textbooka the exact nature of

the curr1cu1um in action can be very uncertain. The mater1als themselves

may pre- empt on]y a few of the necessary curriculum degisions and the ' .
author's intentions for the rest may be not at all clear. The so]ut1on

to this prob]em adopted at Sussex has been to develop a separate section

on Materials in Use to come after ‘the Descr1pt1on and Ana]ySIS of the ¥
Hater1als This allows us to note which decisions wou]d be pre- empted
« by the adopt1on dec1s/pn and which wou]d still be left open; what -
mod1f1cat1ons and additions are poss1b1e within the terms of the
b .overall curriculum strategy, and how the mater1als would praobably
be used in variaus contexts. . .- . .-

. .

Part 3.‘ The Materia]s in Use (Sussex Scheme)

3.1 Main Features . .

- Summarise the ma1n features of the materials and the

. recommended pattern of-<use, indicating which curriculum -
decisions would be pre-empted by the decision to adopt
the materials and which would still. be the responsibility’

« of the user group . s

3.2 Possible Modifications and Additions . .

Describe ways in which the materials or the recommended
patterns of use may be modified or supplemented when
1mp1ement1ng a curriculum based on them. Indicate where
there is no scope for alteration within the terms of the
overall curriculum strategy, and note how much further
@urriculum planning is Tikely to be necessary.

3.3 Patterns of Use =

Describe some possibie patterns of use in the context of.
the overall school gurriculum. Mhich pupils are involved .
and when?’ How does Tt relate to areas of the curriculum.’ 4
which come before it and after it? What, if any, modifications
. and additions are to be 1ncorporated7 What, if any, .form of
- . assessment is intended? e

- 3.4 lggjrca*‘ons for -Implemertation e : N
8 subsections: (for deta1ls see Chapter 4) oo

?1ttman) cover impiementation problems, none of ‘them’mention adaptat10n,
“alterpative patterns ofs use. Qr the néed for further curriculum decisions.

Only Hengartner and Weinrebe {St. Ga]]en) seem tc have thought seriously ‘
about the® respective roles of textbook andrt]assroom teacher; and they :
uggest that textq/gks provide one or-more of the f0110w1ng e :

y“ Thouqh fou~"of the other schemes (SSEC Berke]ey, St. Gallen and H&uss]er-
|

w ~
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(a) a co]]ect1on of games and exercises; -

(b) a rationale, and advice on the planning and arganisation of teaching;

{(c) guidance for the learning process in tfie classroom; and

(d) information for the teacher and pupil. i
~ Their own scheme was designed for modern mathematics textbooks in the
elementary school, and concentrated on functions (a), (b) and (d); because
they cons1dered all three of these functions *to be essential for supporting
teachers in an innovative area of the curricuTum.. They did not, “however,
expect textbooks to have more than"a 11m1ted influence on the~gu1dance of
the 1earn1ng process in the classroom; and even built some protect1on
aga1nst "teacher -proof curricula" into ‘their scheme with the quest1on

" ‘Where is the maferial described and is it recogn1sed as a hypothesis?'

But this secognition of the 11m1tat1ons of mextbooks is accompanied by a
special concern for the nature and qua11ty of the support offered to
teachers, and this is @ particularly valuable feature of the St. Gallen
Scheme Unlike many other schemes, they avoid the danger of analysing

a teachers' manua] for information about the.curr1cu1um without also ¥
cons1der1ng it as a p1ece of comnun1cat1on in its own right, whose content
and style might not always be appropriate for its intended audience.

~

Most. of the schemés head their major sections with: titles 1ike Content, -

Aims, Objectives, Methods, and Evaluation which approx1mate]y correspond
to ‘the elements of the descriptive curricuium models proposed by Kerr
“=af,1968) (Objectives, Know]edge, School Learn1ng Experiences and Evaluation),
Schulz (1970) (Intentions, Themes, Exper;ences and Media), and a number of
other writers (Giles, 1942) (Taylor, 1967) (N1cho]1s, 1972). Only the
Swed1sh Scheme, whose descr1pt1ve,sect1on is very short, and the Sussex o
Scheme have departed from this relatively non- controver51al practice.
But the SSET, Eash and Hiussler-Pittman Schemes have gone beyond it to o
endorse a prescriptive curricuTum model, the curriculum model based on
behavioural objectives which was first advocated by Tyler (1949).
one difficulty in this apprpach is that, according to Bloom (1971), statements
. of objectives subsume statements about content, since an obJett1ve has both
a content and a behavioural component But at’ the same ‘time Such statements
are unab]e to convey much information about the struttur1ng or organ1sat1on
of the content. So the SSEC Scheme adds an pdditional: sect1on on content,

s ses
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which in our experience often causes repetition; and analysts are
confused as to what to include under fobjectives' and what under
‘content'. The risk of overlap is much less in Eash' s second part

on 'organisation of the materials'’ , but his lack of concern for
subJect matter and emphasis on 'task analysis' puts him even further _
in the behaviourist camp. While this may well be a feasible approach

to curriculum development, it is surely not appropriate for a gerferal
curriculum. ana1y51s scheme . For many authors work-in a totally
different manner, and not always without success. A further d1fficu1ty,
_noted by H4us§ler and Pittman (1973)xjs that:
'because of the 1ack of formally stated behavioural objectives
in most curricula, the behaviours analysed in the Curriculum . - »

Materials Analysis Scheme must be inferred as "intended" by
the developers as expressed in their written material’.

_ At Sussex we have tried to avoid both these difficulties by deferring
the issue of objectives until we consider the Materials in Use. v
The descriptiVe sections on pupil and teacher materials are confined . ':
to factual questions about content, presentation, pupil fasks,
assessment etc. and include two sub-sections on aims and objectives:

2.1.5 L1st, summarise or describe any statements of purpose, -
aim or objectives included 1n the pupi¥ mater1a1

2.2.5 L1st, summarise or describe any statements of purpose,
aim or objectives that are included in the teacher's
mater1a1 and indicate whether they refer to learning

y (a) the pupil or (b} the teacher. . -

Then, in sect1on 2.3 on the Structure of the.Materials, the quest1ons
become more analytic. - But, although we have asked the analyst to
assemble all the relevant evidence, we have nét required him to take'
the additional step of 1nferr1ng~ the objectives of the materials’. CoL
) We beljeve that this would be forcing him beyond the bounds of .
" reasonable inference, Moreover the problem of inferring obJect1ves
is much more compiex than many of the gther analysis schemes: seem to
imply. Settion 2.3, of the Sussex Scheme»1s given below and in spite of
the clear differentiation of the qdestions, aimost every sub~-section P

could be related to the question of objectives in some manner.

Many of these quest1ons are hand]ed by the St. Gallen Scheme in a
sim11ar kind of way, though some are subsumed under 'subject specific

for example, sections 2.2 and 4.2) but the most noticeable d1fference
Q is the absence of any prior descr1pt1ve section. RS

',[ | . .
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2.3 Structure of the Materials (Sussex Scheme)

2.3.1 . How do pupil materials and teacher matepials fit :
together and are thére any obvious points.of. conflict?

2.3.2 Describe the covarage of the subject matter in terms .
7 —otknowltedge, skiT1s and attitudes. To what extent
i is the material explicitly concerned with the presentation
of values or the development of attitudes? . o .

2.3.3 Indicate the generality and the level of abstraction of
' the subject matter. Does it'mainly consist of factual .
- material or does it try to communicate specific concepts, -
general concepts or principles? What are the roles of
j1lustrations, applications and examples? What kinds of
argument are used and how much supporting evidence is
given? Does it develop specific techniques or general
patteras of behaviour?

s

2.3.4 - What pre-requisite kndw]edge and skills are-needed~by the °
pupil? o . : : -

2.3.5 How is the subject matter organised in terms of structu;e,
sequence or cumulative build-up; and how do the pupil =~
tasks change? . 6

2:3.6 What image of the subject matter is most likely to be
. communicated? What are its boundaries and what are its
chief concerns? What fmplicit values-can be detected in
the selection or interpretation of information?

2.3.7 How do pupil tasks and teacher activities relate to each
other and how do they vary with the subject matter?

2.3.8 How is the assessment related to pupil tasks (congruency?)
and to the subject matter (uniformity of emphasis?) . e i

s 2.3.9. Where and if there are stated objectives how do these
relate to pupil tasks and to the assessment pattern?

"Although the Materials in Use paft of the Sussex §cheme does not
demand any inferred statement of objectives, the Introduction and Guide
to the Scheme re;ommends a curriculum model which includes "Objectives : ¢
*~ and Outcomes" as an element. Unlike the Tyler model, however, dur ‘
model doeS'nBt concern itself with the order in which decisions may
or may not have been taken, Apart from according’some priority to

general aims, the other'four elements are taken, together as a
"Curriculum Strategy" without any presumptions about priority.

ERIC Y 000an
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Figure.3. The Curriculum Model Used at Sussex
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Though indtvidual curricu]um theorists have their views as to which
of these four elements ought to take precedence we find in practice . -
. that it is possible t find curricula in wh1ch each of the four is )

' dom1napt Whereas man curriculum theories and ‘projects “have emphasised
objectives, trad1t10na] curricula probably emphasise subject matter.
The progressive movement tends to start with the teaching, 1earn1ng and

‘communication methods; and where public examinations exist it is the
The model does ‘however -

—

. assessment pattern that has the upper hand.
indicate that _making an initial choicé”in any one of the four areas is
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11ke1y to 1imit the range .of chowce in the other fhree That is why
the four elements are shown in dynam1c 1nterre1at1onsh1p

The part1cu1ar terms we have chosen for the four ‘elements a¥so
need some exp1anat1on SubJect matter is chosen in preference to 'Content'
because we believe the term 1nc1udes the organ1satwon and structuring of
the content as well as its selection. Then in using the term*Teaching,
Learning and Communication Methods we have deliberately amalgamated two
of Schulz's elements - methods and med1a - with Kerr's schoo1 learning
experiences'. We also wish to draw attent1on to cons1deratwons of
design, sty1e and language. :, : : .

Apart from-a briéf SSEC question'about 1iterary style, only the
Sussex and St. Gallen Schemes appear to be concerned with 1anguage;
the Sussex Scheme concentrates on the language in the pup11 mater1a1s,
while the St. Ga11en Scheme asks _about the advice ngen to the teacher B
.on-ckassroom 1anguage h

Our-reason for using the term Assessment rather than the broader
and more popular term ‘Evaluation’ is to emphasise the descriptive
nature of our model. The manner, either explicit or’implicit, by which
a pupil is assessed is an "essential part of a curriculim description.
But curricu1um'eva1uation is a sebarate activity which properly belongs
in a development model rather than a descr1pt1ve model._ Moreover, it is
the act1v1ty in which the analyst h1mse1f is engaged. ¥

) further difference from the Tyler, Kerr and’thu]z models- is the
use of the‘term Objectives and Outcomes rather than just ‘Objectives' or’
" ‘Intentions'. This heTps to avoid confusion between>exp11cit and -
‘imo1icit author objectives, and between author objectives and teacher
vobjectives; because we can use the term ‘objectives' to"refer to explicit
statements by the author and the term ‘outcomes' to describe inferences
made by the analyst. Any teacher using the materials, who accepted the
ana1yst s. inferences and proposed no modifications to the materials, would
then be endors1ng both stated objectives and inferred outcomes as his own
' teacher objectives'. This approach is important becadse often there are
"o stated objectives. Even when they do exist, dt {s not . uncommon for
many 1mp11c1t intentions to be omwtted and there also may be’ conf11ct
’ between the explicit and 1mp11c1t/1ntent1ons Moreover, since unantended,
outcomes are fam111ar in curr1cu1um 1mp1ementat1on it is 1mportant that
Q *he analyst does not 1gnore them. Though the-opposite danger, that of
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“t"r'yi"nﬁj“'Ed/a'ttf.*{b’uté'?{xédkb'u"tcidmg;tdWcﬁ'r’-fry-fi'cﬁ'fawﬁﬁc"h are deliberately
‘designed to be 'open’, should also be avoided.

~ general aims is often

5,
N
. . .

In many areas of the

arts and humanities close attention to outcomes could be inappropriate.

Qur reason fdr»retonnnnding a model at all is the strength Which.
It helps the
analyst to focus on the key decisionsbwhiph might be said to constitute
a 'curriculam strategy’, to see whicﬁ‘decisions have aiready been taken
and wpfch are left open, where there is scope for modification and

we find it gives to Part 3 on the Materials in~Usg.4

where there is none. This is why we have recommended the analyst to
infer the main kinds of objectives and outcomes that wouid be endorsed
suggestion that objectives inferred in this

by adoption There is no

- way shou]d be used prescriptively for lesson p1ann1ng uniess the author

clearly indicates that that was his 1ntent1on But, with the reservations
about specifying obJect1ves.a1ready ‘discussed aboves wepstd]] maintain that
some attempt to describe intended behaviours at a more precise Tevel than
eSsential for conmdnicating what adoption is

likely to involve. However, since some people prefer not to use a model
or to use'a different model, we have not built our model into the §tructure
of the scheme itself; and, given the present state of debate over ‘

curriculum models, this flexibility is a considerablie advantage.

In summary, thén, most schemes approach the Descriptive-Ana]ytic
Function by using, Section headings derived from a curficutum model, the .
exceptions being the Swedish and Sussex Schemes. Two schemes (Berkeley,
Sweden) remain at the descriptive level with very 11ttle analysis, 'and
one scheme (St. Gallen) concentrates on analysis with very little -
description. Three (SSEC, Eash,,Haussler-Pittman) combine description
with analysis by using the Tyler-Bloom model. But the Sussex Scheme .
avoids endorsing any curriculum development model by adopting a more
cautibds four-stage approach - Description (2.1, 2.2), Inferred Strugtura"
{2.3), Curriculum Strategy (3.1) ahd’finally.Patterns of Use (3.2, 3.3) -
in which the re]ationship between authof, analyst and user is explicit
rather than impiicit and rea11st1c rather than idealistic. The approach
to inference over the first two stages 1s not dissimilar to ‘that advocated
by Frey (1969); though we would perhaps be more hesitant than he is in
c1a1m1ng that obJect1v1ty was our ultimate goal. Even structures can be:
perce1ved d1fferent1y by dlfferent peopley and strateg1es and patterns of

o
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| yse-are-even-more problematic (Cf..Brﬂgthann g]g]ﬂ)vfggrgrfegeht
discussion of problems of objectivity in curriculum research).
Our: modest goal'is to see the analyst's roles as.those of 'disclosing
. _ meaning' and 'informing decision-makers’; and to hope that.he can

find perceptual and conceptual frameworks which fit those of his

readers. . ’ "

Approaches to the Eva]uat1ve Funct1on

= In 1nterpret1ng the various ana1y51s schemes under consideration,
it is useful to regard the evaluative function as sandwiched between
. the de§criptive-ana1ytic.function and the decision-making fgnetion.
.1t is heavily influenced by the presence or absence of these ether
“functions as it can take the form of either a critical commentary on =
a descriptive ana1y51s or a preparation for decision-making or both
Left on its own without either of the other funct1ons it becomes
1ike many.book reviews, a mere vehicle for the reviewer's v1rtﬂos1ty
and of 1ittle use to anyone who is not prepared to accept the reviewer's

opinions without questiontng A,sandwich with one” side missing is
‘ ¥

viable but. sandw1ch f1111ng on its own is not - 5
AN Of the seven schemes under review, only the BerkeTey Scheme 0m1ts
the evaluative function altogether.  Three of them (Eash, St. Gallen, 4

*  Hdussler- Pittman) have merged evaluation with descrjiption; and three
(SSEC, Sweden, Sussex) thave separate evaluation sections. But e
when there is a separate evaluation section the total separatiéﬁx of
the-evaluative and descriptive-analytic fyhctions is impossible.
Thhee~kinds,of de§criptive-ana1ytic quegtions inevitably carry evaluative-
overtones. One of these concerns consistency, e.g. '

Do the forms of activity accord with the aims and the proposed
methods? (St. Gallen)

A second concerns implementation, e.g.

How do children entering Tate adjust to the curriculum? (Berkeley)
With what kinds of pupils will the mater1als be most useful and
successfui? (SSEC) ‘

The third concerns the use of checklists, which inevitably evaluate by
draw1ng attention to omissions.  The types of quest1on often included

in such check11sts are illustrated by the following table from an

analysis using the Swedish Scheme {(Nystrbm, 1974) - » . .

v
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. 2.3.3 Pedagogical disposition  (Swedish Scheme)

—_—

Teacher material | Pupil material
Division into basic
and advanced course - [

Arrangements for low
performers . 0

... Revision instructions
depending on answers to
~ | diagnostic tests ., 0

Self-instructional
design . , : .. 0

Reasons given for
studying sections of *, M
‘the subject . : .

Referehce to current
problems at home, at
work and in society at . o]
large . : ~ L. L]

L

| . Instructions for co-
operation between the : .
pupils - : : 0

' 0 ind{cates brief treatment and @ exhaustive treatment, and this
particular analysis added a footnote to the effect that 'the
learning materials contain no special arrangements for high-
performers'. .

There is considerable danger in using déécriﬂtive chéck]ists without
an additional eva]uation‘sectjdh,,because:of the partial nature of their
coverage. It is certainly true that many features of materials which -
were once regarded as 'desirable extras' are now regarded as 'necessities’.
But it.is all too easy to encourage an approacp to materials selection
which is analogous to buying a carfbn the basis bf its appearance and
fittings without examining its engine. This problem is not necessarily

" avoided by includiAg an eva]uatiph section, as<we shall see below. '

Although the orijina]]y published version of the SSEC Scheme )
(Stevens and Morrissett, 1968) had six sections and was mainly descriptive-
ana]ytié in function, many published éna]ysés using the scheme have added -
a seventh sectien entitled Yser's Evaluation. Two such sections are.
included with Scheme 1 at the end of this paper. Both are organised as
a repeat of the first six sections in which critical evaluative questions
o replace descriptive questions. Thus under 1.4, Money Cost, we meet: o
IE l(:‘ 'Would the aggregate cost permit_adoptigp?' '
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and under 5.3, Teaching Forms or Modes or Transactions, we find:

'Are thg st(afegies used in the material supportive of the content
gnd obJect1ves‘of'the author, and are they.varied enough to
interest most individual% in the learning process?’

Each published ana]ysié has used different questions within the same

/overa]] framework. So ij'apﬁears that the questions in. this seventh
section are supplied by the analyst rather than by the. scheme.

In the Sussex Scheme the analyst is.also réquired to supE]y the
evaluative questions, though not actording,to the framework of the
describtion. We have found tha; Tinking evaluative points to each
descriptive element in isolation leads to repetition and Histdrt?qn - -
by 0ver~segmentation.”'§o we have'organised our evaluation moré in

accord with subsequent decision-making, ‘in oéder'to'gujdé successive

decisions about Aims, Curriculum Strategy, Materials and Impiementation.

i . B
4.2 Give arguments. for and against pursuing the particular
. aims endorsed by the materials in this area of the
curricuium. Relate your arguments to potentially competing
aims, the patterns of use outlined in Part 3. and various
forms of traditional practice. :

4.3 Give arguments for and against the particular curriculum ¢
strategy assumed or advocated for achieving these aims,
again relating your arguments to potentially competing

o T strategies, the patterns of”use outlined in Part 3 and

" various forms of ;raditiona] practice.

4.4 Evaluate the materials and their adequacy for supporting
the aims and curriculum strategy. -
4.5 Giving special attention to patterns of use (3.3) and
implementation problems (3.4), evaluate the feasibility
' _ of using the materials in-various contexts. ;
. ) € .
In addition to the scheme itself, we have offered a checklist of

questions for each of the above sections in our Introduction and Guide
) {Chapter 4). Most of these questions are couched in faifly general
- terms and are only designed as “stqrteré" for the ana]ysf's own
questions.” Their main purpose is not to restrict the analyst but to
ensure that a wide range of issues are considered, inc]ud{ng a1t those
normally debated by practising teachers, specialists in the subject field
. and its pedagogy, and specialists in educationé] theory (curricu]um, ¢
philosophy, psychology and‘sociology). ﬁhus our questions are in no -~
. sense obligatory. For we are in strong agreement with Payne's assertion
" that no one set of criteria’§§ applicable to @11 situations. Payne {1969)

’ Q  jves two reasons: lack of agreement within the field of curriculum on*
CERIC™ ™ i et 3
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models or rationales for curriculum deve]oﬁment, and conflicting theofies
regarding learning. We would add two furtder-reasbns: variation from
context to context, and variation from subject to subject. Hence we
would-strongly reject the approach of Tyler and Kiein (1971) in their
‘Recommendations for Curricuium and Instructional Materials'. The seven
méﬁor sections of their list of 'standards"are shown below, together with
some-illustrative recommendations selected by the authors themseives
(Klein and Tyler, 1969). These &re all, labelled as Essential, Very
Desirable or Desirable. _' L

I Rationale. Statements under rationq}e'are those which deal with
a presentation of how decisions were redched about the choice of”
“objectives, content; and the like. o

- R1. The value of the objectives must be substantiated; ESSENTIAL

ERIC
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R5. Learning opportunities should be directly related to the
behaviour and content of the specified objectives: ESSENTIAL

11 Specifications. Specifications-refer to outcomes.
ST. - The manual should state in detail the objectives: ESSENTIAL
$2. Objectives should be Specified operationally, i.e. behavioral

~ responses of students: ESSENTIAL L
$3. Objectives should be consistent with each other: DESIRABLE

II1  Appropriateness. This category inciudes statements regarding the
kind of Jearner for whom the material is developed. .
A1. The kind of student for whom the curriculum and instructional
* materials are designed should be specified: ESSENTIAL -
(Comment: Characteristics such as age, sex, prerequisite
. skills, socioeconomic class are to be reported). .- -«
A2. The curricuium and instructional materials should be revised
* at appropriate intervals: ESSENTIAL

A

Iv Effectiveness. This category pertains to characteristics for

determining impact. i

E1. Technicel manuals should cite sources of available evidence to
document any claims made about effectiveness and efficiency: -
ESSENTIAL

E3. < Evaluation should be utilized when appropriate in the process.
of instructional development. Also, ‘evaluation should be used
when materials are completely developed: ESSENTIAL

v Conditions. This refers to the characteristics, provisions, and
" procedures necessary if the curriculum and materials are to be used.

C1. The manual must indicate the qualifications that are
required of the teacher in order to use the materials
effectively: ESSENTIAL ) ) .

¢2. If the teaching personnel do not possess the qualifications

required for uging the materials, some.provision must be.

made. This may take the form of.a teacher-training package:

DESIRABLE . ’ .

. 00051
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VI Practicality. These recommendations relate to factors which are
basic for use in a particular setting. . .
P1. The technical manual should indicate which instructional 7 .
materials are required and whether any of the instructional . ]
materials can be re-used: ESSENTIAL - " . A
P3. The technical manual should indicate the necessary facilities
and care required: DESIRABLE

=" - yII Dissemination. This-category relates to effective communication __:=="7%

practices. . . s, .
D1. Provision should be made for continued dissemination of

new materials, new approaches, and new studies: VERY QESIRABLB”
p2. Appropriate channeis and means to reach concerned audiences,
/farexample researchers, school personnel, and the lay
. public,.should be utilized: DESIRABLE
Many -of these $tandards would be aééeptab]e to most analysts, but the 0
“approach on the whole suffers -from-two basic weaknesses:‘ ’
1. The empha§is on the Tyler-Bloom model of curriculum deveiopment,
which is by no means universally accepted, is so dominant that
’ phe authors seem far more concerned with whether the model was
' used- ‘according to-the book' than with criteria relating to
. the value of theproduct. ) :
2. The requirement for all materials to be accompanied by massive

documentation assumes that good curriculum materials can only

be produced by 'big-bataliions’ and rules out relatively sma]]-ﬁ‘
. scale inspirational innovation. It also comes dange#pys]y close - |

to institutionalising Scriven's caricature of a mountain

- . . bringing forth a mouse (Scriven, 1967). - g

By implication a third rate football team which has the latest manual on
the tactics of a_game and is superbly well-trained and prepared would be
preferred to a first rate team which reiied more on the individual talents
of its players. Of course.it is‘important for decisipn-makers. to understand
the sources of a curriculuyl's objectives but the best authors are not
always the best th%bret%ca] thinkers. Nor are their views on their own
materials always. the most reliable. We believe there is a Timit to the
extent to which the responsibility for evaluation can be pushed back on to ’
the author and away from the decision-maker. -Hence the importance of an
independent analyst, and of what Scriven (1972) has called ‘Goal Free A
Evaluation' (arform of evaluation in which the evaluator Jooks for. outcomes

and criteria without special reference to goals fo%nulatéd by the aqthoff.
L 2O e

P e m

_ The behavioral psychology model of curriculum development is “even more
dominant in the Eash Scheme, as can be seen from the section on Objectives -

reproduced below.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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AN INSTRUMENT FOR THE ASSESSMENT OF
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (Eash, 1972)

1/0bjectives

‘A. Are there obJect1ves stated for the use of- the

mater1al7 _

1. Genera] obJect1ves7 )
2. Instruct1ona1 obaectwves’.
3. Are the obJect1ves stated in behavioral'terms?

4. If stated in behavioral terms; do the obJect1ves
’ specify:

a) ‘type of behav1or?
b) conditions under which it will appear?
c) level of performanée expected?‘

. 5. List examples of objectives.

”

B. If there are no objectives sfgted for the use of the

material, are the objectives instead 1mp11c1t or
readily obv1ous7

1. "If yes, please out11ne below what obJect1ves
you believe govern the purpose of the material.

-C. What appears to be the source of the objectives YJ.

(both stated and implicit objectives)? -

- 1. Are the objectives-related to a 1arger frame
of instruction?

2. Are the obJectives specific to a subject skiln?

3. Are the obJect1ves related to a broader
behavioral pattern that is to be deveIoped over
a period of twme?

4. What-seems to be the emphasis of the objectives:
(Check as many as are appropriate.) .

a) Attitudinal ~ b) Motor skills

c) Cognitiverdevelopment skills

-

d) Subject skills
5. Are the objectives drawn from:
(Check as many as .are appropriate.)
-a) A learning approach
b) Society needs (citizenship)
c¢) Demands of subject
) Demands and needs of ch11d

00053
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D. ‘Quantitative rat1ng objectives~

Directions: Please make an X on the rating scale below at the po1nt
that represents your best judgment on the following criteria. Please
place the X ON a specific point.

! | | : | 1 [ ;‘J
‘ ! 2! 3! s - 5! 6! 7 -
Objectives--vague, Average, some of the The objectives are
unclear, or miss- criteria for objectives stated clearly and in
ing. “Those inciuded ~met, some missing, at * behavioral terms.
not useful. FEails times inconsistent, Both general and inst-

N to distinguish objectives only ructional objectives .
between general and partially operational 7 are stated in a consistent
instructional objec-  for the classroom conceptual-framework.
tives, mixes various  teacher. ) Exceilent, one of the
types of objectives, -- ) best, useful for a )
confusing to the ’ teacher

teacher.

Like Tyler and Klein (1971), Eash seems far more concerned with
whether the curricuium has been deve]oped according to the 'appropriate’ .
model than with whether it is any good. It 1s/d1ff1cu1t to see how any -
part of Section C could inform the potential user, and the phrase. "consistent

" conceptual framework" in Section D bears no relation, to the preceding
 description.. A more fundamental criticism, however, is Eash's emphasis
on reljability at the expense of validity. He omits many of the questions
which are most Tikely to discriminate between curricula; and it is possible
to imagine two tota11y “dissimilar curricula, which_conformed to the
" behavioural mode], coming out of the analysis with aimost 1denF1ca1 L
prof11es This-is perhaps because he seems to regard eva1uat1bn as )
essentially a convergent activity in which analystsy openat1ng according*
-to.generalTy agreed criteria, protect the user from having to Hecide much

for himself.

-

The mainly descriptive schemes (Berke]ey, St. Gallen, Hdussier-Pittman)
avoid this issue by restr1ct1ng their evaluative function, while the
Swedish Scheme minimises it through its central concern with the National
Curricular Guidelines. Thus it permits divergence, but only within the
overall framework of the National Guidelines. Nevertheless, its main
function -is seen (Nystrdm, 1974) as preparing the ev1dence ‘for the user
decision-makers, without pre-empting the judgements - that should properly be
‘left to them. The Sussex Scheme, hpwever, goes well beyond this and’ '

»
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deliberately encourages a d1vergent approach to eva]uat1on Following
Stakets ?%67 medel (Fig.-1, pagelq) it aims to. re]ate the Intents (
revealed by the figst half of the analysis) to the differing Standards

Hence it not only anticipates

‘

T of varipus experts and user groups.
A1 fferent gggﬂgggggg but also acknow]edées different Standards; whereas
the gther schemes all appear, either explicitly or fmplicitly to assume-
ceﬁnhn standards. Thus the analyst is expected tg present the arguments

jr and against the a)ms, curr1cu1um strategy, and detailed des1gn of =~
the mJteraaIs. and to re]ate them fo potent.al alternatives, to d1fferent
Th1s “has

¢imlarities with what is now being called the AdVersary Model Vf

pract1ce.

cortain s

of §valuation (C.5.E., 1973) in which two advocates de11berate1y set out{{t

to argue the cases for and against the mdterial. With us, however, the
analvat ha the difficult task of being both proponent and critic; and

aisn tha t of re]at1ng his arguments.to the different frames of reference

of dtfferent user groups. For this reason-we wou]dlstrongly recommend o

tnatlanalyses be undertaken by small groups rather. than individua]seﬁf

ﬂost of the schemes seek 1nformat1on about developmental testing *
and formal evaluation stud1es, but on]y the SSEC and Sussex Schémes .
_ask the analyst to codnent on the information. ’
also of fer scope for the 1ncorporat1on of reviewer and user op1n1ons
tnaugh th1s is given very little emphas1s by Sussex. " With the, SSEC -
%cheme, on the other hand, it is a user group which completes the
¢évaluation sectron, and there is ‘an uneasy compromise between the

.These two schenies

‘presentat1on of user experience and judgements and the preparat1on of
unbtased evidence for other decision-making grqups. What results is
ésientrai]y'an'eva]uation of the consistency and feasibi]ity of the
materia]s without much reference to alternative opt1ons or alternative
goals, MoreOVer, one ge*s the uncomfortable 1mpress1on that it is only
the, use-of the mater1als by h1gﬁT?‘1nnovat1ve mot1vated and flexible

teachers that is be1ng evaluated. The Swedish Scheme with -its survey

of 15 teachers and 75 pupils, is alone in attempting to irncorpprate some

fa1r1y Systemat1c user eva]uat1on, and it clearly separates it from the
intrinsic eva1uat1on section.
currmcu]um ana1ys1s, which has never claimed to be more than one aspect

But is this going beyond the functions of

“of curriculum evaluation?

9
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Approaches to the Decision-Making Function .
As mentioned above there dre two separate kinds of dec1s1ons wh1ch o

' curriculum analyses could guide, selection dec151ons and implementation
decisions. The most direct approach to selection is that of Eash who
’ SUmmarises‘each of hig foul-sections on Objectives, Organisatjon of ‘the
Material (Scope and Sequence), Methodology and Evaluation with a seven
point rating scale. The one on objectives (1D) has a]ready‘been quoted
“ (page 50) and i fifth sca]e, summar1s1ng the whole evaluation is given

below:
s A
| 1 | I N l[a = ] 1
' 2! 3| g | 5 6 I3 71
Poorly designed, conz . Has strengths and Excellent, one of the
ceptually weak and in-. weaknesses, but most best by Tomparison
consdistent or haphaz- . teachers would find with other available
ard design. Does not satisfactory. On the ~ material. Theoreti-
appear tg have been balance comes out about . cally strong and «
field tested: inaccu- average, would need carefully field :
raje assumptions a ' considerable supple- tested. Shows
children who will be mentary. effort by . eonsistent instruc-
using material. Over- teacher. A compromise tional design. Would °
priced, underdevel- ’ of price and availa- recommend. highly; well
- v*oped, a bad bargain g bility. worth the price.

C]ear]y the judgement 1eft to the decision-maker is semi-automatic, and
one wonders why anyone in’ a pos1t1on to make selection decisions should .
be regarded as- hav1ng so little capac1ty for judgement. " Indeed ‘such a
.gross overs1mp11f1cat1on of the Qroblem of mak1ng curr1cu1um decisions
s a1ammng

L4

At the oppos1te end of the decision-making continuum is’ another p1ece S
work sponsored by EPIE, that of David El1iot (1972) on the Se1ect1on of ...
Materials for Early Childhood Educat1on, in which the decision- makers are
required te make a number of decisions about the kind of curriculum they
want before cons1der1ng the appropr1ateness of any particular set of ~
materials. Southgat€ and Robeérts (1970) use a similar procedure in V B
‘Read1ng - Which Approach' and it 1s poss1b]y no, accident that both they
and Elliot are working in an area, name]y the 1nfant school, for which the
relationship between theory and’ ‘practice has been more thoroughly worked . s
out than most. ?This approach clearly'depends on the field being sufficiently
" well organised to be able. to assign different sets of materials to their

ERIC
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appropriate positions on some kind of decision-making flow-chart. But it
is our contention that this is rarely the case. It is only'by omitting
half the important criteria that sub-fields of curriculum can appear to
have clearly defined §tructures of this sort (the'cmnnonest schemes of
this k1nd are those which concentrdte on subJect—spec1f1c questions .
alone, or else on questions devised from-a s1ng]e curr1cu1um development
mode]) When one recognises this state of theoretical disorganisation
and espec1a11y the width of the g9ap between the theoret1ca11y argued
rationale and an 1mp1ementabde curriculup strategy, 1t is not surprising
that many.decision- -makers Qave difficulty in deciding what sort of

curriculum materials they want. They would rather 1ook at what is available.

=

; Qur -arguments in favour of present1ng dec1s1on -makers with ana]yses
of curriculum materials which interest them, rather than getting them to
decide first on thé,kind'of curriculum they want and then only secondly
on the materials which best fit their 'ideal', are as. follows:

1. It is closer to actual practice. People are more 1ikely to

inlle - he dttractéd'by something new than qut’to decide they need
a‘éhange. -

2. Few beop]e find it easy'to work out their views on the kind

’ of curriculum theyﬁWant-un]ess it is very similar to one
they already use. It is easier for them to consider“the
issues in more concrete terms with actual samples before them.

3. A curriculum is a complex entity, subject to maﬁy different
constraints and synthes1sed from many d1fferent strands of .
theoret1ca1 thinking and practical experience. This makes it
1mposs1b1e to character1se in.any simple manner.

4. 1t achieves the r1ght balance between Judgement of effectiveness
and judgement of the appropr1ateness of goals.

In addition, we believe that it is he]pfu] to 1nc1ude a 'decision~ makers
pr1ef' at the end of.each analysis which attempts “to summarise the main
~ judgements and decisidnsthat will need to be made.. But such a brief
has to include implementation decisions, and needs to be specific to the
Tocal context. So the Sussex Scheme has included a final optional
R\Q s&ction for completion by a member or close associate of each separate
* %, User group:

.

8 o ‘
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Parfls.' Dec1s1on Mak1ng in a Spec1f1c Context

- 5.1 Constramts of the Part1cu1ar context
. 5.2. Possible Patterns of Use :
5.3 Implementation Strategies
5.4 -Sumnary of Dec1s1on Issues

Our conc]udmg tab]e is an attempt to sunmam se the main po1nts d1scussed‘

{
‘ in this chapter, and it is followed by detailed outhnes of the seven
schemes. > - -
N . =
[+}}
’ : Ey = 4
, Schemes @ i g1 3
o . E e 8 5 A . » 1] b
Features Pl nl @ b PR - 3 E
——— L. R vy [a=] t w 4 “n %2}

. Includes more than curso}l‘y ¢elvlx b ./. v x J
description - )

" Analyses Structure viix v X v
Has Separate Evaluation Section Opt| X X X ‘/; v
Incorpora‘ces Available Information ’ :
on Test1ng o Y% X X vivl|? v
Incorporates User 0p1'n1'0n opt| X [Opt | X X v Opt
Considers A1ternat1ve Patterns 1l ¢ v

" of Use X | X X X X X

 Discusses Implementation Problems’ LV v Vix o v
Does Not Assume Tyler-Bloom Mode] x| v Vilxg vV

f Convergent or Divergent Evaluation’ N N jCon N | con| N | Div

~ Opt = Optional, N = Neither, Con = Convergent,

Div = Divergent
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, - SCHEME 1: The SSEC Scheme

A condensed version of the Curri¢ulum Analysis Systems used by
the Social Sciences Educat1on Consortium, Boulder, Y.S., published by )
W.W. Stevens and I. Morrissett in EPIE Forum Vol. 1, Nos. 4/5 Jan. 1968.
. A seventh section entitled Users Evaluation was published later and is.
¥ . also reproduced. " . ‘
1.0 DESCRIPTIVE CHARACTERISTICS .
" . What are, the general characteristics of these materials? How can

-

they. be described and characterised? 7°

f.] Media available from the producer S .
;‘Nhat is the ‘textbook 1ike? _Numbgr of pages? Durability? Are-
there readings? Teacher's guide? §uggested in;tructioﬁal strategies?
"Recommended teacher behavior? Are there tests with the package?- Lesson
plans? Films? Film strips? Records? Transparencies? Artifacts?

1.2 Sources of materials

Who are the author(s) and publisher? What are their contributions
. . e . . AN
and roles in this field? -

‘1.3 Time required
How long does it take to teach the package? Can some parts be
taught as independent units? . .

1.4 Style . .
What is the layout? The literary style?

1.5 Money cost ) ) . )
What do the materials cost per student? Per teacher? Per teaching
station7 For,fhe school? K ‘
1. 6 Availability )
When and how can we get the mater1als7
1.7 Performance data availability

Have the materials been tested by the_author? . Are school reports
available? Are there reports on coﬁtro]]ed;experimehts?
1.8 Subject area and content ) ’ " .
What discipline(s) is {(are) covered in the package? Is there

synthesis of disciplines?

1. 9 Dom1nant character1st1cs of curriculum form

Does the material stress -text material, stories, games, case stud1es,~
documents, laboratory exercises, multi-media?

ERIC ' 100059 -
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2.0 RATIONALE AND OBJECTIVES
Why di the author develdp the materdals and what are the expected
outcomes?
2.1 Rationale \ )
) Nhat are the\authdr's assumptions about the goals of education with.

~ respect to the indiyidual and to society? Are there explicit or implied
- assumptions about th _nature of seciety and how man is related to society?
ptions internaT]y consistent? What are the author's

Are the goafs and ass
views on how the curricylum contr1butes 10 the goa]s for‘the 1nd1v1dua1
and for society? ‘, '
2.2 General objectives \\é

What are the generalised student outcoMes that can be expected
from the use of these materials? What should the student be able to do e

genegrally in the cognitive domain? The affective domain?

2.3 Specific objectives |

In the cognitive domain, is the student called upon- to
perform processes which ifvolve "the acqu1swt1on of know]edge? Comprehension?
App11cat1on7 Analysis? ‘Synthesis? Evaluation? (cf. Bloom's taxonomy 2
Is ‘the student called upon to pemonstrate the nature and degree of his
involvement with value positions? Is he egpected to be aware of certain
vaiues.or valued objects? Respond to them? Value them? Organize them
into a consistent system? Completely internalize them? (cf. Krathwohl's '

a

taxonomy.}
.2.4 Behavioral objectives .
Does the author word his specific objectives in such-a fash1on that
the verbs demonstnate student action-behavior that is clearly observable
- and/or measurable? Are specific guides to observation and measurement

given?  ‘Are tests and/or specific tasks supplied?
. ’ . e

>

3.0 ANTECEDENT CONDITIONS ) .
What aré the bart1cu1ar conditions for wh1ch the materials are

designedy or under which they-are most 1ikely to be suctessfu17

- 3.1 Pupil characteristics >
- N1th what kinds of pupils will the mater1a]s be most useful and
successful? Urban or rural? ‘White, Negro, or Mexican? Under-achievers?
Co]]ege -bound? What prev10us pupil preparat1ons and/or asp1rat10ns and/or -

ach1evements are required? What are minimum initial 1evels of cogn1t1ve,

social, and motorit skills?

1)
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3.2 Teacher capabjlities and requirements

Nhat are the teacher prerequisites for succesiful use? Special
courses? -Specifiable type and length of teaching experience? Unusual
intelligence or skills? ‘High motivation? ¥
, 3.3 Community . \ *
' ' Is the community hostile or open to 1nnovat1on7 Are\xhere elements
in the curriculum that might be part1cu1ar1y attractive or offensive to

8 ‘the community?
" 3.4 School

Do the materials and methods require spec1a1 teaching facilities or
circums tances? Large or small rooms7 F1ex1b1e scheduling? Special
equipment? What kind of rqu1red Tibrary fac111t1es7
3.5 Articulation .

Do the materials fit well with the existing curriculums that will
precede and follow them? Do'they fit %ell with materials in other subjects
studied- simultaneousiy? . . : :

a

4.0 CONTENT ' . - .
What specific (content-related) changes are intended in the knowledge,
attitudes, and behavior of the students? T e '

4.1 Cognitive Structure -

What is'the subject matter? What is the ‘author's overall !jew of the-
concepts, processes, and factual content of the subject, and what parts of
these does he wish to teach "the studeits? To what extent ¢o .the materials
. " . incorporate the contepts, processes, and factual content of anthropd]ogy,
geograﬁhy, economics, history, political science, psychology.and sociology?
To what extent do they establish and/or use concepts, processes, and facts
that cut across or synthesize the disciplines? What are the actual

cognitive outcomes. likely to be?’
4.2 Affective content
What is the author's view of the affective content and 1mp11cat1ons
of his subject, and what parts of these does he wish to teach the students?
" Does the author 1gnore values, assert a value—free approach, or explicitly
incorporate va]ues‘1n the materials? Does he attempt to teach values, or to

teach about values? Are the valued objects or situations intellectual?
"Social? Ethical? Economic? ‘Poiitical? What are the actual affective

outcomes 1ikely to be? .

ERIC . 00061



5.0 INSTRUCTIONAL THEQRY AhD TEACHING STRATEGIES
"What is. the Tearning theory that is explicit or implicit in the
materials? What are the teaching strategies, and are they Togically’

related to the learning theory? . kS
5.1 "Author's orientation ) k

* * What are the author's theories of 1earning, teaching, and curriculum
construction? N

5.2 Elements of instructional theory, and their uses in teaching strategies
How are predispositions to learning created? What is the structure

and form of know]edge; and do’their order and sequence conform with the
learning theory? What are the forms, sequence, and pacing of reinforcement? .
-5.3 Teaching forms, or modes, or transactions i .
What are the dominant teaching forms? Teacher-to-student (exposition,
demonstrations)?. "Resource- -to-student (texts, films, transparencies)?
Stodent-ﬁtudent 1oteract1ons (ro]e playing, debate, simulation)?

N'Student resource interactions (1aboratory, documents, progranmmed 1nstruct1on)7
5.4 Use of teach1ng forms
What are the patterns of use, of teach1ng forms7 Do they have balance

« and var1ety7 Are they compatibie with the instructional theory?
6.0 OVERALL JUDGMENTS
What can be gledned from the foregoing analysis and from-outside
sourCes that will help in the formation of overall, evaluative Judgments L
about the material?

6.1 Sources of evaluative data h : » S N
‘ What conclusions are avai1ab1e from .analysts? From evaluators and
researchers? , From standard tests? From classroom observations by

teachers.and other observers7 Is any 1nformat1on ava11ab1e about out-of- c]ass-

room effects of the mater1a1s7
6.2 Effects predicted by analysts and reported by observers
what are the cognitive, affective, and social effects on students?

what is the experience of teachers with respect to ease of use? With respect

to required training or special preparatjon? What are the effects on other
classes and on the whole school? What are the effects on the conmunity?
6.3 Comparisons . o

How do reports on the predicted or actual effects compare w1th the~ author s
intentions? With-the effects of other curr1cu1a7 With the standards of
the analyst? . -
6.4 Recommended uses

whatitummary statements can be made about the overall success of the .

EMC ials and the cond1t1ons under wh1ch6ﬁ0g1d and should not be used"
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. -
SCHEME 2: The Berkeley Schene
.4 .
~ - Taken from-the six analyses of Elementary Science Curricula published

Ty

. by The Far West Laboratory for Educational Research and Deve]opment,

Berke]ey, California in 1970 (Edited by C. Hutch1ngs)

GOALS AND OBUECTIVES

_What is the rationale for the curriculum development?

S

i

What are the goais?

CONTENT AND MATERIALS
What is to.be learned?

What relationship is there to other fields of learning?.

How are content and materials organized? i .
Are tests provided? . ’
What materials are used?
Description of Program parts,
+ Contents of Standard Part B Kit (an aud1ov1sua1 descr1pt1on of the materials)
Materials not included in Part B Kit a

CLASSROOM STRATEGY AND ACTIVITIES
what is the pattern of activities in a 1esson?'

“What is” the teacher's role?

Fy

What teacher preparation is required?
What do the students do?
How are "students tested and evaluated?

IMPLEMENTATION REQUIREMENTS . .
What subject areas and grade levels are covered7 R

Is it a complete or supplementary curriculum?

How much of the curriculum is now commercially ava11ab1e?
Who is the pub11sher7

What is the target student audience?

Must the curriculum be introduced one grade at a time?
How do children entering late.adjust to the curriculum?

 Are particular forms of school organization required?

O

i e

&

.

What is the administrator's role?
What teacher preparation and in-service tra1n1ng is requ1red7
How much time does. the curr1cu1um requ1re7

00067,




SCHEME 3: Maurice Eash (1972)

.Rehrdduced from Gurrﬁcu]UmrTheory Network, Vols. 8 - 9

AN INSTRUMENT FOR THE- ASSESSMENT OF .
INSTRUCTIONAL MATERIALS (FORM IV) ) : . . )

Yes No
. 1/0bjectives . o T o ) .
A. Are there objectives stated for the use of the ma{e;ialés ) o ’
1. General objectives? o -
2. Instructiohal objectives?
3. Are the objectives stated in behavioral terms?. o L ’
4. 1f stated in behavioral terms, do the. objectives
. specify: . ’
a) type of behavior? _ _
b) conditions under which it will appear? o o
c) Tlevel of performance expected?. _;__ .
. '5.. List examples of objecti%es. . _ el

R

8. If there are no objectives stated for the use of the
material, are the objectives instead implicit or -~
readily obvious?

1. 'If yes, please outline below what objectives you -
- . believe govern the purpose of the material.

u C.  What appears to be the source of the objectives. (both
stated and implicit objectives)? .

1. Are the objectives related to a largér frame of
.+ instruction? ‘ *
Are the objectives specific to a subject‘skill?
Are the objectives related to a broader behavioral
pattern thdt is to be developed over-a period of
Ctime? —_ —_

4. What seefis to be the,emﬁhasis of the. objectives:
(Check fas inany as are appropriate.) Co

a) Attfitudinal-_ - - b) Motor skills____ : .
c) Coghitive development skills____ d) Subject o '
d) Subject skills ____

“ 5. . Are the objectives drawn fro@;

(Check as-many as are appropriate.)
a) Ahlgarning/approach____
b) ‘Society needs (citizenship).
_ ‘c) Demands of subject
‘o d) Demands and.ﬁeeds of child

—
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b. Quant1tat1ve rating:

Directions:

65.

obJect1ves

Please make an X on the rat1ng scale below at the BN
point that represents your best judgment on the following

L

criteria. Please place the X ON a specific po1nt
' I : 3 ' 1 | ) :
N 771 7] 7] 51 61 7

. v

VObjectives.-— vague,

unclear, or missing.
Those included not
useful. Fails to dis-
tinguish between
general and instruc-
tional objectives,

Average, some of the
criteria for objectives
met, some missing, at
times, inconsistent,
obJec{1ves only par-
tially operational for
the classroom teacher.

The objectives are

“stated clearly and

in behavioral terms.
Both general and
instructional
objectives are.
stated in a consis-

tent conceptual frame-
work. "Excellent, one
of the best, useful

for a teacher.

mixes various types
of objectives, con-
fusing to the teacher.

1[/0rqani2ation of fhe Materiai (Scope and Sequence) Yes No

A. Has a task analysis been made of the material
and some relationship specified between the, -
. tasks?

B. 1If a task ana]ysis has been made, what basis
was used to organize the materials:
(Check as many as are appropriate.)

1. Errorless d1scr1m1nat1on 2. S1mp1e to- comp]ex
o 3. Figure- ground 4. General to specific __
5. Logical order * 6. Chronology _ * i

. If no indication of a task analysis has been made
what assumptions do you believe the authors have
made concerning the organization of the
instructional sequence of the material? -

§. 1s there a basis for the scope.of the material
included in the -instructional package?

1. If there is a basis, is it:
a) Related to a subject area .
b} To a motor skill development’
¢) To a cognitive skill area
d} To an affective response system
e} Otner (spec1fy)
J. Has the scope been subaected to analysi¥s for:

a} Appnopr\ateness to students

b} Re]atiqﬁlhip to other material
Y

Y

LRIC . 00069 -
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* N Yes No
E. Is there a recommended sequence? N

1. What is the basis of the recommended sequence7
(Check as many as appropr1ate) R

a)  Interrelationships of a subject
“b) Positiye reinforcement and programmed sequence i_;
c) Open ended development of a generalization -

d) Advanced organizer (cognitive)

e) Other (b]ease specify)

F. Br1e‘1y outline the scope and sequence

G.” Quantitative rating: organ1zat1on of the materials (scope
and sequence) -

Directions: Please make an X on the rating sca]e below at the po1nt
+  that represents your best judgmert on the following cr1ter1a
Please place the X ON a specific po1nt . ..

. v ’ A .
: ;

| | | |
| 21 3 51 ~ 6l 7
Sequence i1logical or Average in organiz- Excellent organization
unstated, teacher is ation. Some help but of scope and sequence.
*Teft to puzzie it out. . teacher must® supply Conceptually developed
+ Does not appear to have much of organizational  based on a consistent
subjected material to sequence. Scope some- theory; task vanalysis
any analysis to build what -1imited, may be or other appropr1ate
an instructional too narrow (or broad). investigatioh has been
design. Scope is Sequence is not detailed done. Tested for
uncertain, seems to enough and may not.have appropriateness of
contradict sequence. been tested with a range recommended sequence.
Little help uninten- of children.
tionally to teacher or ) ) .
children in organizing ’ . . °
material. . : ) ' ‘
111/Methodology ) .
A. Does the author(s) and/or material suggest any ! .

methodological approach?
B. Is the methodo]og1ca1 approach, if suggested:,
-specific t& the mode of tifansaction?

1. Does_the mode of transaction’ c ) »
- (Check as mahy as appropriate) e . N

a) Rely upon teacher-centric.method
- {largely teacher directing?)

b) Rely upon pupil-centric method : 4
(largely self-directing?) ‘

¢} Require active participation by the
students?

d)'MPass1ve part1c1pat1on by the students?

ERIC - v 00070 - e
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e)"Combiqation of -dctive and‘passivé participation
by the students?:

f) Direct students' attention to method of 1earn1ng
as well as the learning product?

g) . Prov1de for variation among students -- uses
several approaches to methg ?

C. Does the methodology suggestea require extensive
preparation by the teacher7

1. How much dev1at1on is perm1tted in methodo]ogy7
.Much Some L1tt1e

- 2. Dogs the methodo]pgy requ1re unusua] skills obtained
through specific training?

3. Is there any statement on how methodo]ogy was
tested: any experimental evidence?

4. If you have tried the recoymended methodology, how
N successful did it seem for your students? 3

Most succeeded . Approx. half_SUCceeded
Few succeeded __ . |

R af Piease provide a brief deécr1pt1on of the
: students who were successfu] and those whe
were not succe essful. S

b) What variations on recommended methodology have
’ you used?

~ * D. In a brief statement describe thé recommended methodology.
Quantitative rating' methodology.

Directions: Please.make an X on the rating scale below at the point
that represents your best judgment on the following cr1ter1a Please
place the X ON a specific point?

| o | 1 ] | ]

| A 3T - &1 - 5l 6 71
[ . . .
Very little help is N Gives help to the Yses a variety of -
given on methodology, -teacher, but wéuld modes ‘ip the trans-
¢ or methodology is too 1ike more. Some stu- actions. Does not
abstract and compliex - dents would be able to chain a teacher to a
for most students and cope with suggested mode without reason,
‘teachers. Methdology methodology, but - but provides assis-
appears to be unre- others not.” Doesn't-- " tance for different
Tated to content and . . appear to have been = . abilities. Describes
an-afterthought “in the widely field tested. the field test of the
=T T earning package Too Teacher has to work methodology. Teachers
active or passive for = out variety for will find methodology
most Students. éTeachei students with special easy to use and
required to participate - Tearning difficulties. believe stddents will
fully with too many . - - respond. Methodology -
students at every step. . is part of goals of
Doesn't have appropriate oo : instruction and not
" methodglogy for variety . ’ ‘just vehiclie for

. Q of 1ear21gg‘ab111ty content. ,
[E l(:‘ among students.. S , o .
. 00071 - -
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0

' IV/Evaluation
[zvaluation

A. Are there recommended evaluation procedures for ’

teachers and students in the instructional package?

rwhat do the evalyation procedures emphasize?
(Check as many as' appropriate)

a) Cognitive skills _ _ b)
‘c) Psychomotor skills ___ d)

obJect1ve57 .

\

Are evaluation procedures developed for several
‘different levels: (Chéck as many as appropriate)

3.

2 R)
: b)v Evaluation for a variety of the areas in 1.
. above, and over a period of time -

¢)

d)

e)

Evaluation on a norm referent’
Evaluation on a criterion réferent

C. Does the evaluation give attentﬁon to both product

and process Tearning?

D.
tested and deve10ped7 //

E.

If possible give examples
F. Quantitative katingé/é;aluation

b{}ect1ons Please fiake an X on the rating scale bel

a specific* po1nt/

o L |

Subject skilis
Affective responses ___
Are the evaluation procedures compat1b1e w1th the

. Are the evaluation procedures contained in the package?

repreésents your best judgment on the following cr1ter1a

Immediate feedback evaluation for thé pupil ___

‘Immediate feedback evaluation for the teacher .

Is there infgrmation on hOW/evaluat1on procedures were

Briefly state what eval étipn procedures are included.

ow at the point that
Place the X ON

\d

5]

6l 7l

.

T Some examples given,
range of evaluation
limited.” Samples given
but Timited and sketchy.
Teacher finds useful that
which is given, but needs
more examples. Evaluation

- is Timited to product or
process. Unsure on
whether evaluation has
ever beén tested, but
seems lTogical thbugh
Timited in types of

' Tearning exampies.

00072

HaphaiaFd‘1n approach.
Product and progess:
learning eithe
entirely negl ted or
confused. Ligts items,
but poorly cgn~
structéd, no/ evidende
-of testing ¢f evalua-
tfon approach.
Students ‘réceive no
assistance through
feedback.  Fails to

. recognize ‘and examine
different types of
) 'ning where .

[:Iz\!(: opriate. :ﬂ"
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Many suggestions and

‘helps in evaluation

for the teacher. Has
criterion reference
procedures where
appropriate. Student
obtains assistance in
learning, through
feedback evaluation.
Gives attention to
several kinds of
Tearning, consistent
with objectives of
learning package.




69.

V/Comment

A. Draw up an overall statement of the strengths and weaknesses
of the material as an instructional package. Prepare your

statement as if it were to be addressed to your fellow

classroom teachers who are going to use it to make a decision

on these instructional materials.
B. Quantitative rating: overa]] assessment of'material.

Directions: . Please place an X on the point in the rating ‘scale

which best represents your overall judgment of these mater1a15

Place the X ON the specific point.
| ] .. - | | | J
| 2 3 [ 4 61 71
Poorly designed, con- Has strengths and Excelient, one of the
ceptually weak and in- weaknesses, but most best by comparison
consistent or haphaz- teachers would find with other available

* ard design. Does not satisfactory. On the ° “material. -Theoreti-
appear to have been balance comes out cally strong and care- \
field tested: inaccu- about average, would" fully- field tested.
rate assumptions about need congiderable ‘Shows consistent -
children who will be. - suppiementary effort dinstructional design.
using material. - Over- by teacher. A compro- Would recommend
priced, underdevel- mise of price and - highly; well worth
oped, a bad bargain. availability. the price. ~
L 4 ' '
| v
: ‘ .
R
Q . .
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SCHEME 4: he St. Gallen Scheme
' A fCr1ter1avCatalogue for Inspection-Evaluation of Curr1cu1um
- Materials for Primary School Mathematics, published in Schweizer )
" » . Lehrerzeitung 49/7. Dec. 1972, by E. Hengartner and H. Weinrebe.

1. Media (elements) of the curriculum ‘ o . ' J
1.1 Which individual media or elements belong to the text (inventory)? : |
1.2 Which special characteristics do the individual media or elements

possess (description)? ' _

1.3, What was the justification for the se1ect1on and the special

character1st1cs of the media (function)?

<

2. Aims
-2.1 Nh1ch genera] aims does the ‘text pursue?

- wh1ch aims are explicitly stated?

- .are there further not explicitly stated aims contdined in the

material (cf. method)?

- "is there any weighting attached to the aims?

- are the individual aims compat1b1e or are there conf11cts7

- are the aims justified? )

- what is the source?
2.2 " Which subject-specific aims are followed by the text?

- which of the following subject-specific contents are to be
found in the text: Togic, ‘sets, relations, arithmetic, geometry, algebra?

- how are the-individual areas of content ordered (sequence)?

- what significance is given to each area (for example specific
to the number of teaching units)? - '

- what 15 the sequential arrangement and weighting of the individual
areas based upon (see 2.1)?

T - list of sources.

2.3 Are the 'aims described?
- in what way are the aims described? : .
- to what areas are the aims related (the areas of thinking and
~ language, affective, and sociai‘areas..,.)z .
- on what level of complexity (with respect to leanning processes)
are the aims mostly stated? - - . .

3. 7‘§peciq14pre;requisites of Tearning

{the prerequisites for individual‘activities are dealt with under 4.4)
\)7 1 Were various prerequisites for the children in respect of linguistic
ERIC -~ “* - .




1.

and cognitive behaviour taken into account as well as social behaviour
{(social class Specific differentiation)? ‘

3.2 ° Were specific proﬂ]ems.of individual chfldren taken into account:
. for‘examp%ewcoﬂoun“b1indness, behaviour problems....etc.?

) 4. Method (the following criteria are 1ntended as exeinplars; fhey ]
shou]d he]p orientation)
4.1 1Is the method exp11c1t1y described? o
' - where is it described and is it recognised as a hypothes1s7
- what characteristics (or principles, rationale) identify the method?

'

- has the method got some justification - is there consistency with
the general aims of materials? ' ’
3. 2 On what principles are the materials 'content wise' developed {overall
structure)? = - ' : : .

- s there a linear structure or a development on -the pr1nc1p1e of
the spiral curriculum?

- on what basis is the development of the material founded?
4.3 On which principles arg'the individual teaching units (or weekly plans,
lessons) developed? ‘ . ¢

<= is it'possible tp@recognﬁse defipite principies of individualising

and d1fferent1at1ng7 . . _ e

~ what forms of d1fferent1at1on are in the materials and how are they .

v

justified? -.
" - ‘were the materials planned to be taught in a line#r manner rather
than offeriné alternative patHs? ' A
4.4 'The‘following criteria are related to the forms of activity such as
games and exercises:
- how large is the proportion of activities which require reproductive
rather than creative learning?
' - are the kinds of problems in the exercises and games varied in
different areas of content (process variation)?
- has the application of varioué media been tonsidered {variation of media)?

- how great is the proportion of verbal and non-verbal activities? A
- are the forms of the verbalisation and symbolisation fixed or
flexible? g :

- what are their prerequisites for learning and how are these
assumptions justified? .

~ are possible difficalties in connection with individual games
and exercises described and is the teacher given instructions to diagnose

000w




Lthem and give help? ) .
- do the forms of actjvity accord with the aims and the proposed

»

methods? .
4.5 _In the descript{on of the activitiee, are certain social forms of
teach1ng proposed and are the recommendations given some Just1f1cat1on7
~ - how large is the proportion of‘var1ous interaction forms? (C]ass
- teaching, group and partner work, individual work) and how are they
vJust1f1ed7 T ' o oot T
- are necessary pre- cond1t1ons of learning for spec1f1c forms of inter-
action mentioned? .
-~ which principles are offered for group development and how are
‘they justified? : : .
) '~ do - the materials give gu1dance for ru]es of group work and. for
organisational questions relat1ng to various forms of interaction?
- are'special prerequisites for learning of individual children
taken into accodht (for example difficulties with contact aggress1oh)7 .
4.6 How is the role of the teacher described in the matenials, espec1a11y s
with regard to the funct1ons (organising/guiding and learning process,
adv1ser diagnostician of 1earn1hg difficulties, controI]er and evaluator
_etc.)?  Any theoretical foundation? .
- in .the materials are there directions about the teacher S 1anguage
(scope, form, etc.)? Justification?’
) - are group dynam1c activities of the teacher exp1a1ned\and Just1f1ed7
4.7 In the materials are technical-organisational questions d\scussed
(e.g. directions about school organisation, questions of school %nd class

.

chahges etc.)?

5. _Assessment , S B
5.1 Do the materials give d1rect1ons for assess1ng learning during teathing
(informal control of learning)?
- if so, which principles are considered?
- what is the function of such assessment?
5.2 Do the materials contain spec1a1 exercises for testing the success of-
_the learning (formal control of learning)? Description?
- iwhat is the function of this assessment? (Giving marks. d1agn sis :
of Tearning d1ff1cu1t1es etc.)? ’ ' : (i)y <\\\)
- what is the format of this assessment - is the assessment in
accocd>W1th the explicit aims? “ \

-




"

3

6. Special informatior in the materials =~ e

6.1 Do the materials anywhere contain an overview
) - to the overall structbre of the materials?
<. to the sequence of the individual units, such as weekly plans?
, - about the aim¢g to be achieved? , - .
- about the media appropriate to the.ceurse? .
- about the sequence (time-wise)? ’
- about the mathematical contents in the course (e.g. teacher notes)?

- about Viterature?
6.2 For each of the individual learning units is subject-specific and

- pedagogic information given?

) O
/ERI
! o s .

’

6.3 Is there any. 1nformat1on about the results of evaluation? ’ .
6.4. Is 1nformat1on noted as °fact, hypothesis, or as normative dec1s1ons7
7. Cost and ava11ab111ty ‘of the materials

7.1 What is the cost for minimal implementation in a class of a certain

-

size? ' v . ‘ .
7.2  Are individua]yelements available in the scope of the planning?

L £

-
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SCHEME 5: Peter Hiussler and June Pittman (1973}

4

A Curriculum Materials Analysi {th Specific Applicafion to-Science*-

5

I Content -
; 1.1 Behavioural Elements

What are the intended bheaviours included in the curriculum and
what is the relative emphasis on the variods behaviours?

1.1.1. atquiring knowledge i
©1.1.2. acquiring dnquiry skills Y )
1.1.3. acquiring manual skills ”xi
1.1.4. acquiring an orientation to science \\
*1.1.5. “displaying cooperative behaviour b
J.1.6. acquiring self-directional behaviour
1.2 Subject Matter elements . R
1.2:1. What is the subject matter included in. the curriculum and ",
‘what is the,re]atjvé emphasis ‘on various areas? .
1.3 ‘General e]emé%ts

1.3.1. What emphasis is given to-the acquisition of kno@ledge as
compared to inquiry behaviours in any one instructional unit?
"1.3.2. What emphasié is given to stating relationships quantitativély? . o
1:3.3. What are the major organizing structures for the content of
* curriculum (subject matter and/or behavioural elements?).
1.3.4. What princib]es are used to coordinate and integrate. the various
science disciplines? ) '

2. Instructional Methods ‘ o |

2.1 what degree and kinds of direction are given to the student

so that he can perform in the instructional unit? v, .
2.2 what pattern of groupihg is employed in the instructional unit?

2.3 ‘. Do groups operate cooberative]y4on—in,jsolation in the =
instructional unit? o _ )

2.4 , What kinds of media are used in the instructional unit? -

. 2.5 What devices, other than the science content are included in the
4 student material to stimulate attention? : '

-

* This 1ist gives only the prime components of the analysis system.
The fully elaborated version is pubiished by Institut flir die
Pddagogik der Naturwissenschaften an der Christian-Albrechts-
y Universitdt Kiel, Olshausenstrasse 40 - 60, 2300 Kiel, Germany.
N Q  some discussion of this elaboration .is included in the paper and
[E[Q\L(: dome examples are given in ‘Appendix C. - ) - '
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2.6 ‘ To what degree are the learning ObJECtS common to everyday 1ife?
2.7~ What ‘modes of representat1on are used in the instructional unit?
2.8 Is inductive or deductive reasonwng “emphasised in the-

instructional unit?

\
’

3. Adaptiveness . ) .
: 3.1 » How varied is the curriculum in its approach to the -

3.1.1. group1ng used '

3.1.2. amount of direction g1ven ’

3.1.3. media used" i : .

3.1.4. devices of stimulating attention used -

3.1.5.. modes of representation_used

¢ - 3.1.6. .feasonﬁng style used o

3.2 How adaptable is the curriculum-to an individual student's

Jlearning rate? .
3.3 How adaptable is the curriculum to an individual student's - 3
pre-instructional repertm‘re'7 '

3.4 How adaptable is the curr1cu1um to an individual student's ’
interest?

3.5  How adaptéb]e is the curriculum to an individual student's

preferred learning sty]e?' ) ' i ' .

3.6 How adaptable is the curriculum to an individual teacher's style?

5&\4 1 On what level of specification are the objectives of the curriculum
tated? ' . '
7 4.2 .What kind of tests are provided to evaluate the attainment of

the objectives of the curriculum?
4.3 What kinds of evaluation studies were carried out during fieid
testing of the curriculum and with what results? '

g, Admini .

5.1  To what degree is the curriculum self-contained? _/

5.2 How demanding is the curriculum in terms of teacher preparation time?
5.3 What kind and how much teacher training is provided by the
curriculum developers?

5.4 What special facilities are required to operate the curriculum?

5.5 What does it cost to operate the curriculum per.student per year?
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SCHEME 6: Swedish National Boatd of Education (Nystrbm 1974)

LearningvMaterial Declaration for Grade 7 Mathematics

. Product Assessment
“1.7.(R)  Assessment of Goat -Congruence with the National Curricular o

- Guidelines (the "Laroplan") a

1.1.1. Goals and gu1de11nes in the curriculum

“Does this learning material cater, through its se]ect1on of
subject matter and its work prqgredure, for such general,
overall curricular aims as crit evaluation, independence

" and creativity?" Co )

1.1.2. Questions on non subject-specific are

of content such as
interrational issues, issues concerning sex roles. )
1.1.3. Agreement of the content of the learning material-with the
goals and main items of the subject. '
1.2.(R) Assessment of accuracy (objectivity)
1.3(T,P) Assessment of learning material in operation

Tables summarizing the respdnses of teachers on 5-pointksca1es to the

following statements. .
1.3.1. ‘The learning material as a who]e

_"The learning material contr1butes towards the attainment of the
goal of the subject"..

1.3.2. Teacher s guide -

"The suggestions regard1ng pedagogical d1spos1t1on in the
teacher's guide are practically workable"

"The t1m1ng proposed by the teacher's gu1de is practically
B workab]e

) 1.3.3. Material for the pup1154

“The. material relates to topical phenomena at home, at schoo]
. and ;in working 1ife"

"The material sat1sf1es your requ1rements concern1ng techn1ca1
_ design (size of print, layout etc.)".

"The material is adjusted to suit Jow performers".

“The material is adjusted to suit {

"The material is adjusted to suit high performers”.

Additional téb]es for this sub section summarise the responses

ormal performers".

. of 75 pupils on 2- po1nt\sca1es to the following statements.

"The ' examples often refer to things I know about
"The materials are nice/duli"”
"The materials are easy/hard to read".

“The examples are usually not too difficuit and not too éasy/
‘\) too difficult".

l(:‘ "There are usually enough exampies/often po examp]es




*

1.4(R,T,P)

" "How do you like doing mathematjcs?f

1.5

77.

“

Assessments

Would-you choose it again? (T)
5-point scales for pupils in reply to the questions (P):-
"What do you think of. the material you:use in méthematics?"

’
<

An open-ended-invitation to 1ist merits and demerits (R,T).

Formative . Eva]uat1Pn
Brief description. and summary tab]e on what was done. <
(No data g1ven but published réports referred to.)
2. Product description (completed by Broducers)
{2.1 Teacher material : : v '
(2.2 Pupil Material
Tabulated informatjon headed as fo]1owS”‘*""*-————»—»——__-_;_______
0
Component | Edition | Format Price Use* Remarks
year Size ‘
Number
*Marked A for necess;}y, B for desirable, or C for sungementarz
2.3 - Content descriptionA;—T.~“~‘*"" T e
Legend:
[ exhaustive - very much so
0 ~ brief - to a certain extent
Blank square, - not at all
2.3:1. ‘Planning - ! o
Teacher.material, Pupil material
Planning covering .
Level . -
Grade k ' ) .
" Section . [
The 1earn1ng material offers no suggestions regard1ng t1metab1e
solutions or coorindation with other subjects. - -
2.3.2 Goal description a F |
-
Teacher material Pupil material
- Goal description . ’ '
" regarding N 4
Knowledge and skills | ] .

~ ooost -
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Pedagogical disposition

Teacher material|Pupil material

Division into basic
and advanced: course-

Arrangements for
tow performers

Revision instruc-
tions depending on
‘answers to diagnostic
tests
. Self-instructional
design.

Reasons given for

studying sections of
the subject .

. Reference to
current problems at
home, at work and in
society at large

»

Instructions for
cooperation between
the pupi]s -

o IThe 1earn1ng mater1a1 conta1ns no special arrangements for}
h1gh performers.~ i

-

2.3.4.

SUpplementary particulars

. N

Indicates reviewers' opinions
Indicates teachers' opinions
Indicates upi]s' opinions

(R)
(1)
(P)

“Taken from th pub11cat1on "Learn1ng Material Dec]arat1ons - a.model

National Boayd of Education, Stockholm, 1974.

g L

v

‘development” /by Astrid Nystrdm, Learning Aids Development Sect1on,
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SCHEME 7: The Sussex Scheme
This scheme is explained im Chapter 4 and reproduced in full
on pages 103 - 108. So only a brief outline is iqcluded here.

134

Part 1 INTRODUCTION

A Basic Facts
1.2 Author's Rationale _
1.3 Issues and Perspectives

Part 2 DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE MATERIALS

2.1 Description of Pupil Materials o
2.2 Description of Teacher Materials
2.3 Structure of the Materials .
' ' N
Part 37 THE MATERIALS IN USE N
3.1 - Main Features -
3.2 .-, Possible Modifications and Additions
3.3 _Patterns of use <

3.4 ‘Implications for Implemeptation .

Part 4 EVALUATION

4.1 Other Sources of Evidence

4.2 Evaluation of Aims

4.3 - Evaluation of Curriculum Strategy v
4.4 Evaluation of Materials

4.5 " Suitability for the Context

Part 5 DECISION MAKING IN - A SPECIFIC CONTEXT

" {optional)
5.1 Constraints of the Particular Context
5.2 . Possible Patterns of Use !
. 9.3 Implementation Strategies
5.4 Summary of Decision Issues
® .
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APPENDIX A , | s o

Product Description Scheme used by American Institutes for Research

This scheme was used as a basis for the first section of each
\ —0of a series of 21'Product De;elopment Studies*, dealing with the
° deveTopmental h1story of recent educational products. The studies
are pr1mar11y focus led on the deve]opment and d1f¥us1on process, SO .
* the sections subseQZent to Product Description are Origins, Product o
Development, Summative Eva]uatlon, Diffusion, Adopt%on and Future of

the Prodqct. 7 .

5

Product Characteristics (less than 1 page)

2

Name C . )

Developer R .
g Distributor ) . ,

Focus V '

Grade Level .

Target Popul¥tion ' . AV g

Rationale for Product (1 - 6 pages)

‘Long Range Goals of Product
Objectives of Product
Philosophy and Theories supporting product i

. Description ©F Matenjals (1 - 8 pages)
Organization and Format of Materials

-
Content of Materials ‘
N Cost of Materials to User -/
N ., et o

\», , Proceduies for Using Product (2 - 9 pages)
4 Learner Activities
\\\ Teachér Activities

Provision for Parent/Community InvoTvement

Special Phys1ca1 Facilities or Equipment
Recommended'Assessmenthechniques for Users

\ : . .
These studies, published between December 1971 to March 1972, are -
vailable from Amer1can Institutes for Research.

!

» R 00084
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APPENOIX B

Excerpt from an ana]ys1s of the kit "Oecisions" (Colthurst 19141

81.

[s

Prof11e of S

udent Task 0escr1ptors

OESCRIPTOR
State from previous knowiedge
Describe

. FREQUENCY

————-20

Calculate
o

Y

30

State from %ata

Interpret

Compare . N

Explain ‘ -

a

55

Extrapolate’

60

Analyse

Oeduce
‘Syﬁthesis . .

Make value judgement

— 10

85

A
b

a ~ Table showing diStributi

{ -

jon of tasks be'tween

units:

e
OESCRIPTOR e
[ 4
State from previous knowledge
Oescribe o
Calculate‘

State from data
Interpret a
Compare
Explain

Exirapo]ate
Analyée v

Oeduce
Synthesis

I~

Make value judgeTiQt

CURRICULUM ONITS - kY

70

20

Measurement is ghown in relative terms, the amount of-time that mfght be assumed to
be involved,"as a proport1on of the total time for tasks.

In several cases more ‘than one descriptor has been given to each

ERIC
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APPENDIX C - ‘ ’ oA
Excerpt from list of content key words (H4ussler-and P1ttman, 19731
. . _v . ' . . . > .
v 352 Absorption , B
. 303 acceleration P . o
& 353 " acoustics, sound :
‘020 activertransport through membrane . ~ i
“226 acid, base . : . 2
029 absorption K . T e~ d '
073 - age1ng, death . - . L) : R
511 ' air masses ‘e v, . »
702 algebra LA : _ _ ‘
o 211 alloy, solid solution - ' .- .
369 , - alternating ‘curreht, res1stance in regard
.o - to a]ternatm current
062+ - - amino acids .
. 367 .- _ amperage ~ . .
< e 235" analy8is, qualitative and-qu*antitative
037 . anatomy, animal . .
051 . anatomy, pignts, general
320 angular momentum
037 animal anatomy - . L. ) Z}}
w095 7 animal classification ¢
011 - 't _animal physiology, general (disclssion of.
(. )  processes) . . .
-067 ‘.- 7. animais, reproduction, asexual ' ~
068 -~ ammal ‘,~reproduction, sexual
306 *  area, volume, distance, Tength ’ -
700 arithmétic ) \
067 . -asexual reproduction of animals - - - ) . )
069 asexual reproduction of plants v
514 atmosphere - earth's *
379: -atom
200 _ atoms, elements .
~ 604 axis
‘048 - _balance, rotation . - g
324 batance ‘(the instrument) »
226 " base, acid - .
201" basic matter - kinds of ~
010 . behavior - P -
003 . biomes (tundra, deserts etc.) !
101° biotechnique .
014 blood . B . -
080 body fluids . . -
013 _ body fluids (circulation of)
205 bonding, chemical
232 \ "~ burning, combust1on, fire, flame .
104 calculus . R
023 carhohydrates ’ ’ Q - ’
» 229 catalysis - .
038 cells . 9
¥ 055 cell walls - , ,
362 charge {electrical)
B l } 1
Q - ’

LRIC ., 00086
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APPENDIX D

Examples of numerically

83.

coded questions (HHuss]er-Piftman,71973)

:Column

RIC

Columns 22 - 44 Be

Column 22

p—y
u

Column 23 The

. ° <,
havioral of

ntent

ETements

,student gains knowledge of specific facts

The student gains knowledge of conventions

no
yes

student gains knowledge of scientific

terminology

"0
1=

Column 24 The

no
yes

's;u&Ent gains knowledge of concepts of :

science

"0
1=

25 The

no
yes:

student gains knowledge of classifications .

categories and criteria |

0
E 1

Column 26 The

no
yes

student gains knowledge of information

SPUFCES

0

no

1 ;‘pes

Column 27

techniques or procedures

0

1 = yes

The student gains;knowledge of scienti

T‘ c
o S

R
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B4,

' a
. ‘Co]umns 5% - 52 . General elements of content N
-
Co]umn 51 Relat1ve know]edge - 1nqu1ry emphasis

0 =-can't judge,

1 = the main emphasis on acquisition.of‘knowledge

2 = the acquisition of knowledge and inquiry
beh?v1ors are both emphaSTsed

3 = ‘the* ma1n emphasis on inquiry behaviors

b

Column 52 Quant1tat1veness of re]at1onsh1ps

0 = not applicable
1= mathematically quantitative **
2 = comparatively quantitative

3 = qualitative : '
Columns 53 ->65 Instructional methods
Column 53 - Degree of student direction

0 = can't determine
-1 = the student receijves comp]ete directions on
how to perform in the.1nstruct1ona1 unit -
2 = the student has some opportunity to organise
the instru;tfona] unit in his own way
3 = the student is autonomous: he 1s completely
" free to organ1se the 1nstruct1ona1 un1t in

o

- his own way

Column 54 Source of student direction

0 = can't determine

directions are given primarily by teacher o .,
directions are given primarily by student material
directions are given:by teacher and student

",

material with about equal emphasis H
4% directions are formulated by the students
themselves

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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CHAPTER 4: INTRODUCTION AND GUIDE TO THE SUSSEX SCHEME

Scope. and Purpose of the Scheme .

The purpose of the analysis scheme outlined in this chapteris

to provide ghidance for the analyeis of ‘a textbook or curriculum

- _package which hasd<,nalor effect on the rationale of the curriculum

area concerned. For those who are considering the purchase and use
__of the materijals, the analysis is intended to.provide.evidence which.-
~will guide the decision to adopt, adapt or reject them. For those

who are already us1ng the mater1a15, the ana1ys1s is.a review which

m1ght Tead to a better understand1ng and a change in the manner of

their use. Two 51tuat1ons are envisaged:

1) A situation where one or more potential users conducts the
analysis on his own account or on behalf of a group of
fellow- teachers.

2) A swtuatwon where an experienced analyst conducts the analysis
on behalfQof several groups of teachers, who will probably
work in differing contexts and have differing values.

In either case the :purpose of the analysis is tp present the evidence
and not to prejudge the decision.

It should also be mentioned that, while this particular scheme is
designed for the analysis of curricula which are based on published
materiais, e.g. cunricu]um packages and textbooks, work is also in
progress on the prdb]ems of analysing currieula which are not materials-

" based. However, even this scheme for materia]s analysis is designed
to take into account contextual factors and the degree to which curricylum
decisions pre-empted by the adoption of particu]ar'materials are‘iikely
_to be changed or supptgmented in the brocess of implementation.

The Analyst, his Training and his Audience A
The scheme may be used at a number of different levels according to
whether one restricts its scope to issues of practical and immediate
importance or attempts to ask much more fundamental questions about the
frat1ona1e ‘and assumpt1ons upon which the mater1a15 appear to have been
based In its more restricted form the ana1ys1s can usefu11y take about
a week’ tD compliete prov1ded that the analyst has a1ready got some

00089

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: g s B
" P




familiarity with the materials. Although it can be an advantage for
him to have used the materials it is not essent®al; and the analyst is
frequently in the position of being interested in examining new .
materials rather than those already in use. It is however necessary

“ for the analyst fo have attended-a training course of at least 30 hourg
duration, most of his training time being taken up by guided practice
{cf. Chapter 5). A more penetrating analysis could take up to a mon th
to complete =ndququires subject expertfse, practical teaching experience
and a considerable understanding of educational theory. in addifion to
gé;endagl@ at a §pacia} training course.

AsPurther -issue 'concerns the analyst's relationship with his
potent1a1 audience. The form of the analysis is well sui ted to ]
documentat1on of the materials and to prov1d1ng evidence for Judg1ng them
in a clear Tog1ca1 manner; but it is not necessar11y approprﬁate for
comnun163t1ng the critical issues to an aud1ence which wants a simple
brief rather tngn a lengthy technical document. In-such situations
the’ analyst willhstill need the scheme to gain ‘command of his material
but will have to find a different form for the subsequent presentat1on
of his-conclusions (cf Chapter 1). - In essence the scheme prov1des a
map which serves two complementary functions; it allows the ana]yst to
explore the mater1a1s, taking the sections in the order which he finds
most appropriate and revisiting them when necessary; and it helps him
to describe where he has been ‘and to sunmar1se the issues and the
evidence that he considers most Tikely to concern his readers.

&
The Structure of the Scheme ©

The scheme is divided into five parts, with the fifth part being

optional. : - ' .
" 1. Introduction.

2. Description and Analysis of Materials.

3. The Materials ‘in.Use.

4. Evaluation. - .

5. Decision Making in a Specific Context.
When the analysis is being conducted to inform a decision-making group.
in a specific context, the fifth part should probably be completed.
But if the ana]ygt has several different user groups in mind he should
1ea§e the final part for possible compietion by them at a later date.

= 00090
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The Introduction (Part 1) gives the basic facts about the materials,
their nature, cost, aim, function anc audience; summarises the author's
rationale, if he gives one; and-Tists theemain jssues and perspectives
which emerge from the ana]ysis * Part 2 ‘then describes-and analyses the
content,presentat1on and structure of the materials, giving spec1a1
attention to indications of purpose and to the forms of interdction
which are envisaged between teacher, pupils and materials. Part 3 on
'The Materials in Use' then ]obks at the,main'features of .the materials,
summarising the curriculum decisions that would necessarily be invoived
in their adoption and ésséssing the scope or need for modifications or
additions. This leads to an examination of some different patterns of
use and Tikely problems of impqugﬁtation.

‘The Evaluation {(Part 4) first pfdviﬁes an opportunity kor the
analyst to summarise any available external-evidence, whether it comes
from published reviews and evaluations or from colleagues who have used
the materials. Then it examines in turn the aims, the intended curriculum
strategy and the detail of the mater1als,1n order to show where the
materials 'stand' on each of a range of issues of professional concerm.

‘ This provides a convenient way of grouping arguments for and against

the materials without seeking to prejudge decisions which rightly belong
to the subsequent decision-makers. Issues debated amongst pracfising
teachers, subject specialists and educationalists are all considered
relevant. Part 4 then concludes with a discussion of the suitability

of the material for use in various contexts. The fifth part focuses

the evaluation on a specific deéision in a specific context by considering
constraints, patterns of use and implementation strategies; and by
summarising the decision issues for that particular situation.

PART 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Basic Facts
1.2 Author's Rationale
1.3 Issues and Perspect1ves

Part 1 is on]y an introduction and should be kept as brief.as
possible, though not at the expense of omitting significant points.

It is intended to orientate the reader and should ensure that he 84

enters the analysis with an appropriate and balancéd.perspective.
The analyst shiould not forget that all the points will be expanded
upon later in the analysis.

Co
.




The f1rst section, 1.1, should be restricted to one or two pages
and should not contain much more 1nformat1on<:ean is to be found in the

averagq\pub11sher s brochure.

ve to be omitted-as an author's rationale

Section 1.2 will oftef
is by no means.a standard feature Somet1mes it will be necessary to
s, particularly when the author has also
But it 1s~essent1a1~to include only statements
uted to the author. Inferred explanations or

refer to other publicati

written a-'methods' text

that can be properly attr

jjustifieegipnsiare better left to Part 4 where arguments in favour of

the materials form an important part of the evd]uation: There are ajso

cases where the author's statements of intent bear little resemblanc

to what" he actually did. fhis can be immediately taken up in Sectionp 1.3,
- which among other things has the functjdn of preventing the reader from

[ In general, section 1.2 should concentrate on.any indications the author
might have given as to why the materials might be needed, why he sel cted
a particular teaching strategy and why he designed the materials in trat
particular form. How has he diagnosed the probiem? (0Or the market?)
What is his strategy for tackiing it and how does he explain or justify
that strategy? : - A

A]though section 1.3 should be tackied in draft form at the beg1nn1ng

of the ana]ys1s, it should not be finally completéd until the very end.

Its purpose is to summarise the main issues raised by the analysis and

it serves as a useful guide to the intending reader. It is useful for

the analyst to attempt it early on as it gives direction to Part 2, the
Description and Analysis of the Materials. 'But new issues emerge as the
analyst is at work; and he is not-usually in a position to grasp and
summarise the issues in a manner which gives some indication of their

relative imporfance until he has finished Part 4.

PART 2. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE MATERIALS

2.1 Description of Pupii Materials*
2.2 Description of Teacher Materials
2.3 Structure of the Materia]s

* We have used the term 'pupil’ throughnut the scheme,. but suggest that.
the term 'student’' be substituted whenever it is more appropriate,

B i.e. for pupils over 18 (or over 147)

ERIC )
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The purpose of Part 2°-is to describe the mater1a15 and 1nfer
their structure. It is the one part of the scheme whose usefuiness
has sometimes been questioned on the grounds that potential users should
inspect the materials themselves after which they would no longer need
to read a description. We would always urge such an inspection,'though
it is not always convenient or even possible. But 1n our exper1ence
prior inspection has not made the description and analysis redundant,
merely easier to read.  In addition to providing essential evidence on
‘which the rest of the analysis is based, Part 2 develops an awareness
and understanding of the materials thdt is seldom gained from informal
reading and study, or even from'use. The approach is far more analytic
than a normal prolonged inspection. It brings together in one nlace
features, such as statements of purpose, 1mp11ed teacher roles or advice
on assessment, which are often found scattered and uncoordinated; and it
. ..-makes a much more deliberate attempt to e1uc1date the structuring of the
content and the sequencing of the pupii's tasks. Since it is quite usual

to provide only pupil materials or only teacher materials, either 2.1 or
2.2. will be ﬁrequent]y omitted. : 7

Section 2.1 should include materials such as slides or overhead
- projector transparencie$, which are presented by the teacher to the pupil,
as well as materials to which pupils have personal access. Teacher material
‘inctuded within the pupils' books should aiso be dealt with in this'section
as it contributes to the pupil's view of 'what it is all about'. Where
there 1s more than one major resource it is usually best to take them
together through each of sub-sections 2.1 to 2.7 rather than take them

consecutively. -

The chief problem-in 2.1 and to a lesser extent in 2.2 is achieving
EQE,EIQK% balance betweenyquantitative and qualitative information.
Quantitative information is necessa}y for-indicating the relative-emphasis
given to different aspects. of the subject matter or to different types
of presentation; and this applies both for the materials as a whole and
for the content pattern within each individual chapter. The usefulness
of this quantitative information will however, be largely determined by
the ability of the analyst to find suitable descr1ptors or ‘categories: fora

.identifying important features of the content, presentation form, pupil’
exercises and assessment pattern.. A careful sele&tion of sample chapters
can 1imit the amount of time involved; and it is also advisable for the
analyst to check that the categories he intends to use in Part 2 are '

IC
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appropriate for the issues he wishes to discuss in Part 4 fefore embarking
on any detailed quantitative work.’
the flavour of the
categories chosen

Purely quantitative analysis cannot however conv
materials: this can only be done qualitatively. T
for quantitative analysis may need qua]itative illustration either by

direct quotat1on or by 1nc1ud1ng photocopied extracts. This is
part1cu1ar1y usefu] in 2.1.2. for indicating the general nature of the
presentation in terms of language, visual style, etc. Another useful
technique is the précis of a sampie section or chapter: in 2.1.1. this
can help communicate the flow of the content; and it is often useful in

- 2.1.2. as well. Many ana]ysts prefer not to separate content from
presentation and therefore combjne 2.1.1. and 2.1.2.

A careful choice -of categories and their exemplification by judicious
quotation is also critical in sections 2.1.3. and 2.]:4. Then 2.1.5. and
2.].6' are concerned with how the materials may“develop pUpi] expectations
about what and how they are éupposed to learn, and with any attempt that
the author may make to justify his decisions to'the pupil. Relevant
statements are often quite difficult to find wben'they are embedded in
the general. text rather than separated out inEb prefaces or chapter
introductions.

) Seétion'z 2. is very similar in structure to section 2.1. bdt can

- present problems of a rather different kind. Though teacher mater1a15
are often much shorter and easier to handle in terms of content and !
presentation, some features of their organisation can be almost haphazard.
Statements. of purpose, statements about content, teaching hints, suggestions
for additional pupil activiiies.and advice on assessments can be so
intertwined that sub-sections 2.2.3. to 2.2.7. are quite difficult to
disentangle ‘,Nevertheless the sort1ng of adv1ce to teachers. into these
categories helps to clar1fy -the essent1a14 of the curriculum strategy
that is being advocated. Again direct quotations are often the best
way to get the right connotation, especia{]y when  the author is contorting
himself to steer a middie course between.biving no advice at all and
feabhing his grandmother to suck eggs.

In moving to section 2.3. the éna]yst's function changes. He is
no longer describing the content and style of the material more or less
as it is presented, but is inferring its underlying structure. Working
at this more absfract level requires a greater degree of judgement as
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the structure is only sometimes described in teacher materials; and
even then there'may‘be some conflict between the structure described
and that which might be inferred from a close examination of the

pupils' materials.

Sub;seEtiqn 2.3.1. gives the analyst the opportuniEy to point out
any major poTnts'of conflict between the pup#l materials and the teacher
materials. While direct contradictions may be rare, differences in !
emphasis are quite common and can edsily Tead to misunderstanding.
Differihg ﬁmpressions may be given as to the purpose of thelmaterials,.v
the balance.and style of.the pupil tasks may not confirm-the claims
of the teachers manual and differ¥ng areas of content may.be. stressed
Many of these points will be treated more fully 1ater in section 243.
so sub-section 2.3.1.-should merely set the scene. Where there are no
bupil materials, no teather materials or no obvious points of conflict

‘this sub-section.should be omitted.

2.3.2. examines the coverage of the subject matter and draws on
material from sub-sections 2.1.1., 2.1.3., 2.2.1 and 2.2.3. It should
however aim at a more general level than the earlier sections, and
give special attention to the balance of emphasis between knowledge, -
skills and attitudes. Any explicit attempt to include values in the
subject matter should also be noted. Then 2.3.3..§akes up issues of
depth rather than breadth, Tooking at the generality and the Tevel of

“abstraction of the subject matter from a nuhber of viewpoints. What-is

the balance between factual and conceptual material? What are the Tinks
between generalisation aﬁd examples, conclusion and evidence? Does it
seek to develop general skills such as language skills, inquiry skills
and soc1a1 skills as well -as specific subject.skills 1ike map-reading or
equat1on solving? Are the valyes emphasised specific or are they related

to more general moral principles?

A questign (2.3.4.) is now inserted to find what starting point the
author has assumed before the analyst proceeds (in 2.3.5.) to see whether
there is any cimulative build-up of skills or knowledge. Sub-section
2.3.5. i9 concerned with both structure and sequencing. How are the
different tdbics Tinked together and are there any obvious reasons for the
order ii which they appear? Is a conceptual structure being developed?

: A .
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Or a skill structure?. Or a value system? Then 2.3.6. asks about the

-image of the subject matter. Is<maths about 'sums' or history about

'Kings and Queens and dates'? Is humanities about controversial 1ssues
or our cultural heritaéer Is science about.experiment or getting the
answer r1ght7 At a more soph1st1cated Tevel there is the guestion of
subject matter boundaries. Are they strong or weak, i.e. does the
content move natura]]y into pther subject areas where the topic demands
it? Or are such top1csAcare 11y-avoided? 1Is "common- sense’knowledge"
incorporated and developed or ointedly ignored? Can implicit values

be deduced ‘from the choice of top1cs or even from the choice of examp]es,
e.g. stereatyping by" associating certain activities with a part1cu1ar
class or occupation or sex; or selecting evidence which supports only

‘one side of an argument?

Sub-sections 2.3.7. and 2.3.8. cover pupil tasks,/teacher activities,
assessment, and their relationship with the subject matter and with each

" other. In both questions the analyst is looking for changes in emphasis

and possible reasons for them; for evidence of*progression and for

‘consistenty between the author's decisions. Finaily 2.3.9. examines the

congruency of any stated objectives with pupil activites and assessment.

" assessment etc.) This leads naturally to section 3.4
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PART 3. THE MATERIALS IN USE _ ’ .

3.1 . Main Features o

3.2 Possible Modi filcations fand Additions &\\\
3.3 . Patterns of Use

3.4  Impiications for mentation

In Part 3 the emphasis gradually moves from the materials themselves
to the schools which use them. Firstly there is a summary in section 3.1.
of the main features of the materials, ‘as these would have to be endorsed
by all users; and then in section 3.2. the scope for modifications and
additions and the need for further planning to fit Tocal contexts is

: garefully_examined. The patterns of use described in section 3.3. are

seen to arise from some combination of the curricuium decisions invoived

in adopting the material .(already outlined in 3.1. and 3.2.) with
implementation decisions characteristic’of typ1ca1 school contexts (such

e ‘rest of the curriculum,
ich is so]ely

as t1m1ng, grouping ‘of pupils,. articuiation

concerned with questions of implementation.
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Section 3.1 has been left dé]iberate]y vague as a number of
approaches are possible. But whether or not the curricuium model
below is used, it is essential that the analyst indicates which

major curriculum decisions would be pre-empted by a decision to adopt
Most alterations listed

materials and which would be left open.

£
in 3 would normaily be within this pre-determined curriculum
strategyy. but it is also possibie for the analyst to include adapt1ve

a]terat1ons\\hat contravene that strategy, if he thinks they will be

characteristic of common patterns.of use.

" The authors prefer Ro use fhe simple curricuium model below to
highlight the main curriculum decisions and indicate their interrelation-
ships. Tiiis model assumes that it is possible to view any curriculum
area in terms of a set of aims and a curriculum strategy for achieving
those aims; and that the curriculum strategy’can be reduced to four
subject matter, objectives and outcomes;

hasic inter-related elements:
teaching; learning and communication methods; and assessment pattern.

Only the key decisions in each of these four areas shouid.be included
much detail can obscure the general strategy, espec1a11y the

-~ as too
1nterrelat1onsh1ps between the elements. .
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In using this model to complete section 3.7. we suggest that
the analyst takes each_e]emenf in turn and considers the advice -
offered below.

(a) Subject Matter - A very brief summary of sub-sections 2.3.2
t0.2.3.6 is all that is required. o -

(b) Objectives and OQutcomes - When, as is- not uncommon, these-
are closely tied to the subject matter, it may be convenient to take
(a) and (b) together. In either case the analyst should concentrate

on those objectives which would necessarily be endorsed by the -
adopting school. These can be inferred from the pupil tasks analysed
in Part 2 (cf. 2.1.3., 2.2.3., 2.3). Author statements of objectives
(2.1.5, 2.2.5, 2.3.9) should not be ignored, but there is no need to
accept them at face value. They are often incomplete and unreliable; .
and there is always a danger of confusing hopes with realistic
expectations. The emphasis should be on the kinds of objective being
endorsed, and a Tong 1ist should always be avoided. Outcomes arising
from attitudinal effects and from implicit values {2.3.6) should aiso
be included if analysis of the materials indicates that they should be
anticipated, even though they may not be endorsed as objectives.
However in a curricuium where the outcames are deliberately being Teft
very open, the obJect1ves will only be very general; and the analyst should
not attempt to foreciose the options.

{c) Teaching, Learning and Conmun1cat1on Methods - A brief summary

1s needed of the pattern of planped 1nteract10ns between teacher and pup1],
pup11 and pupil, and pupil and materials (cf. 2.1.2., 2.2.3, 2.2.6, and
2.2.7). Decisions about the Tanguage and medium of communication should *
also be included (cf. 2.1.2). It is important to note to what extent ’
the teaching strategy has been comprehensively prepianned or Teft
entirely to the individual teacher's discretion.

(d) Assessment pattern - (cf. 2.1.4, 2.2.4, 2.3. a) This should
inciude diagnostic and informal assessment by the teacher as well as-
'end of course' assessment, if it exists; and special attention should

also be given to assessment cues which the pupil may pick up from the

material or from his teacher. Though this does not mean that the
analyst should be unduly speculative.

Whether or not the above curricuium model has been used the analyst
should conclude sect1on 3.1 with a brief sumnary of the aims that would
be endorsed by adoption of the materials. These should be suff1e1ent1y
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and alternative types of material, but not so general that they could

be said to apply to ail the common curriculum strategies in that
particular area. Such p1at1tudes would indicate none of the distinctive-
ness of the materials under ana]ys1s Aga1n the emphas1s should be on
inferring aims from the descr1pt1ve analysis in Part 2; and the author's
stated aims should only be cited where there is corroborative evidence.
This is also the best place to note any conflicts between the curriculum
decisions outlined above, relating them where possible to conflicting
aims or conflicting priorities over aims. -

The same curriculum model can be used in Section 3.2 as a convenient
way of assessing the:scope for modification or expansion of the aims or
curriculum strategy. Such alterations will not necessarily involve
materials, as_ additional content can be introduced by the teacher or
by project work as well as through pupil materials; and modified
objectives might be sought through a d1f#%rent _pattern of teaching.
However, the analyst should not devote ‘much t1me todiscussing alterations
which do not relate either to the patterns of use described in section
3.3 or to remedying criticisms inciuded in Part 4. The scope and need
for supplementary materials within the curriculum strategy outlined in
Section 3.1. should also be assessed. -

" Thus far we have assumed that there is a d1st1ngu1shab1e curriculum

_ Strategy which would be endorsed by adoption of the materials. Sometimes,

part#cuiarly in the traditional textbooks, the rumber of pre-empted
curriculum dec1s1ons is so small that the term ‘curriculum strategy'

is hardly appropriate. In such cases one would have to consider whether
the use of a relatively complex analytic scheme was worthwhile. Where
there is a sufficient set of curriculum assumptions to justify this
type of analysis but the curricu]um‘strategy is still fairly sketchy,
the analyst should clearly state which major curriculum decisions still
need to be taken and what further planning will need to be done.

This is also important where_there is a clear overall strategy but a
1ot of curriculum planning still needs to be done by the user group
prior to impiementation.

Sectign 3.3., which outlines possible patterns of use for the
faterials, is the hub of the whole scheme. Hitherto we have concentrated
on the materials, their underlying structure (2.3),the curriculum

-
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decisions they pre-empt (3.1), and the scope or peed for modification
(3.2). But now it is the user group which moves to the centre of
attention, and specific proposals are being set out for their
consideration. Each 'pattern of use' is essentially a proposal to
use the materials in a particular way with a particular group of
pupils in a particular curriculum context. Clearly the main details
of each proposal would need to be left for Part 5, but it is at least
possible to differentiate alternative patterns of use and outline their
salient characteristics. Only then is it possible to examine the
implications for implementation (3.4) and to proceed to an evaluation
(Part 4) which is not totally divorced from practical issues.

The patterns of use selected should satisfy one of three conditions:
they should be known to exist; they'shou]d be considered Tikély to exist;
or they should be of special interest to the analyst and the user groups
he has in®mind. Often it is convenient to start with the pattern(s)
most 1ikely to have been envisaged by the author, then to proceed to
other patterné which endorse all the pre-empted decisions. Adaptations

“which significantly change one or more pre-empted decisions should only

be included if they are likely to have special appeal to user groups.
There is, however, no obligation on the analyst to outline more than
one pattern of use: the scheme is ‘flexible enough to allow several but
the number actually included should depend primarily on the intended
readership. It may be convenient to find a short title for -each
pattern as this facilitates reference te them in Part 4.

If the materials are to be used to prepare pupils for externally-
set public examinations, their appropriateness for this purpose will

- need to be evaluated; and so will the aims of th& examination. This is

most easily achieved by preparing a special 'Examination Appendix" in
which the prescribed syllabus, sample .papers and relevant evidence from

.

the examiners' reports are described and analysed.

,
Section 3.4 on implementation does not peed»any further elaboration.

It should, however, maintain a certain level of generality so as to
remain relevant to several possible implementation contexts. Tssues
specific to a particular school should be left for Part 5.
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PART 4. EVALUATION.

4.1 Other $Sources of évidence

4.2 Evaluation of aims

4.3 Evaiuation of curriculum strategy
4.4 Evaluation of materials

4.5  Suitability for thé';pntéxt

_Section 4.1 gives the analyst an opportunity to summarise and comment
on available external evidence from trials of the materials, user
reports and published reviews and criticisms. Tt may also suggest points
which need further discussion in the later sections. Its Tength will
vary with the extent of the evidencé and the time available for tracking
it down, and sometimes the section will have to be omi tted altogethér.

4;1.1. is concerfied with the tryout of the ma%eria]s, and with the
use of such informatidn for improving them. Though it obviously fits
the formally organised curricu1um project, it is also relevant to many
textbooks which have been gradually developed by their authors over a
period of time, usua11y starting in the form of worksheets or lesson
notes. 4.1.2 refers to the effects of the materials in their published
form or in pre-publication versions and is likely to be confined to _'
formal evaluation studies, if therevhave beeh any. ‘But sub-section 4.1.3
is concerned largely with informal.evidence which the analyst has already
gathered or might wish to gather from users. 4.1.4 refers to reviews and,
where there is a lot of published criticism, it may be helpful to cross-
reference the main evaluation points with those discussed in the aater
sections of Part 4. 4.1.5. is a summary of one particular aspect of the

‘previdus evidence, the detection of unintended outcomes, and is included

because this particular aspect-of evaluation is so often neglected.
4.Y.6 gives the analyst an opportunity to presént evidence on the effects
of rival or related materials; and 4.1.7 gives him a chance to comment

on the evaluation evidence in general, perhaps corrécting any false
impressions that he thinks might result from a brief examination by an

uncritical reader.

The rest of Part 4 is very loosely structured because there are

- + P . . . . : .
'ﬁany possible ways of classifying evaluative points. Some categories

are more appropriate to materials of one kind and some to another; and
different issues will be emphasised by different groups. For example
practising teachers, subject spetialists and educationalists will tend
to raise different points. We have tried to combine some of these
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different viewpoints in the checklists which accompany.each section

below. But these checklists should be treated by the analyst as

"starter kits" from which to develop his own 1ist of issues rather

than as "complete péckages". This 1ist of issues should first be compiled
when the analyst does his early version of Part 1; and then revised and
classified under the headings Aims (4.2), Curriculum Strategy (4.3),
Materials (4.4) and Suitability (4.5) when the analyst comes to Part 4.

In section 4.2 the analyst is asked to give arguments for and
against pursuing the particular aims endorsed by using the materials, and
to relate this discussion to potentially competing aims and to various
forms of traditional practice. Our recommendation is to start with
the patterns of use outlined in section 3.3 because these identify the
curriculum areas concerned and their articulation with the rest of the
$chool curriculum. The analyst then asks himself what alternative
approaches might occupy these curriculum areas and what aims would be
associated with them. This enables the discussion to be based on the
arguments for and against several approaches and not just the one under-
1ying the materials being analysed. If one omits argumenis in favour of
ctmpeting approaches, it is still possible to see what will be gained
by using the materials but it becomes véry difficult to see what will
be lost. )

In presenting these arguments it is useful to distinguish between
arguments, arising from the author's rationale and other arguments in’
favour of the materials; and when some patterns of use involve altering
the aims, there will be arguments which favour the modified aims-over
the authors' aims and vice versa. Our 'starter checklist' of issues for
consideration in preparing section 4.2 is given below. Many of the
points are overlapping and do not necessarily need separate treatment.

How ‘does the rationale for this approach compare with those of
alternative approaches commonly found in schools?

How does the approach to this 'part curriculum' articulate with
differing approaches to the 'whole surriculum'? How does it .
articulate with different school examination policies and
streaming/setting/banding.policies? .

Is an inter-disciplinary or multi-disciplinary approach baing
adopted or rejected and if so, why? ‘

What aims are being either explicitly or implicitly adopted or
rejected by (a) the treatment of subject matter (b) the general

00102




pedagogic approach (c) the nature of the assessment?
To what extent are the materials relevant to vocational
needs, to education for citizenship and changing social
demands, or to pupil interests? .
To what extent do the materials contribute. to the personat
development of pupils in terms of arousing new interests,
promoting autonomous decision-making, developing standards
. of judgement, contributing to socio-emotional development,
encouraging creativity, etc.?

The discussion now moves on from aims to possible curriculum
Strategies-for achieving the aims. In Section 4.3 the aims of this
‘part-curriculum' are taken as given, and the analyst proceeds as if

. the discussion in 4.2 had been resolved in favour of the materials.
From this standpoint he has to consider both the curriculum strategies
identified in Section 3.3 and possible alternative strategies for
‘achieving the same aims. These ‘alternatives may be derived from
current practise in schools or from criticisms of current practise;
and may differ from that assumed or advocated by the author in one
or more aspects. So the analyst may wish either to take the adopted
strategy and examine possible modifications, perhaps considering in
turn each of the four elements of our curriculum model (Subject
Matter, Objectives and Outcomes, Teaching Learning and Communication

Methods, Assessment Pattern); or else to outiine radically different
alternatives and use these as the aims for his discussion. Our 'starter

) checklist' of issues for consideration in preparing Section 4.3 is
.giVen below. Some are overlapping and-some are only relevant to
particu]af curriculdm areas. Some may have been at least partially
discussed in Section 4.2 and unnecessary repétition should be avoided.

How does the curriculum strategy compare with existing strategies
" commonly found in schools? What practical and theoretical
arguments can be used to justify or criticise the differences?
Is the curriculum strategy consistent with the aims, and are the
main curriculum decisions consistent with each other?
How does the selection and ‘treatment of the subject matter fit in
v with the range of professional views? . i

Is the image of the subject matter being communicated appropriate
for the aims2 .
Is the subject matter strongly or weakly bounded with respect to
(a) other fields of enquiry (b) common sense knowledge?
In what ways, if at all, is subject methodology being developed?
To what extent are the methods of inquiry, forms of evidence and
types of justification representative of the fields of study?
If there has been an uneven selection, what appears to be the
reason for it? -

‘How are controversial issues treated? Are specific value positions
{a) assumed (b) recommended (c) criticized (d) put up for discussion
or (e) mentioned without comment? ) .
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Is the curriculum strategy consistent with theories of child
"development? How do the teaching, learning and communication
methods fit various pedagogic theories and common pedagogic
practises?
" Are the media of communication appropriate?
Is the language appropriate? .
Are the pupil activities sufficiently varied, and adaptable to
_individual needs and preferences?
What possibility do the materials offer for (a) independent study
(b) group study (c) revision (d) remedial work (e) enrichment?
What is the likelihood of reasonable success for a =
L) large proportion of pupils? ’ .
What opportunities. or difficulties are there in using the materials
in-classrooms where particular approaches to assessment exist?
Is there sufficient provision for feedback to ‘the pupil on his
performance?
How appropriate is the curri
purposes? :

culum strategy for specific examination

In.Section 4.4 the analyst finally turns his attention to the
materials themselves and their adeguacy for their assigned purpose. -
It is assumed that the discussions of aims (4.2) and curriculum strategy
"(4.3) have been successfully resolved and with them the general role of
the materials. What is still at issue is the detailed design of the
materials. Our 'starter checklist' of issues for consideration in
preparing Section 4.4 is given below. Again it is impartant to avoid
repetition of points discussed in the earlier sections. - N

How do the materials measure up to common practical criticisms of
similar or rival materials? : .

How accessible are the materials to various types of pupil in terms °
of (a) assumptions about prerequjsites (b) comprehension

(c) pacing (d) maturation? ! :
How well is the pupil oriented towards what he is supposed to be
learning and what its relevance is?

How appropriate is. the structuring, frequency and difficulty level
of pupil exercises? )

Is appropriate use made of integrative and/or organising features
such gs overviews, conceptual maps and summary diagrams?

Is there sufficient use of examples and are the examples those.

best suited for developing the desired concepts?

To what extent do the materials :
(a) reflect particular cultural environments or social contexts

(b) indicate prejudice or stereotyping

(c) imply a consensus on political or social issdes?

what implicit values can be detected in the selection or interpretation
of information? )

Is the subject matter accurate and up-to-date? :

Is the terminology and/or symbol system common or esoteric; and does

it help or hinder understanding?

Are the materials easy to use in the classroom, and will they last?
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The Tast section, 4.5 is primarily concerned with questions of
feasibility and takes into account the implications for implementation
discussed in Section 3.4. Its purpose is to evaluate the proposals
set out in 3.3 in the light of existing school practices, personnel
and resources. Issues of cost, time, facilities, organisationvand

“teacher knowledge, skills and attitudes all need to be dealt with.
Since these have already been covered in Section 3.4 no further
checklist is needed.

Throughout Part 4 the analyst has to decide how to present each
‘evaluation issue. Bearing in mind that his role should. be both
neutral and penetrating, two possible approaches are recommended:
one, which is probably more suited to rationale issues, is first to

_ indicate the nature of the professional debate over a group of issues
and then to show where the particular materials fit in; and the
other is to outline arguments for and against the particular aspect
of the materials or curriculum strategy under considefationJ Whichever
approach is used the weighting of separate criteria shculd be Teft to
the decision maker and_not pre-empted by the analyst; and if the
analyst's judgemeht on a specific point is Tikely to be controversiail,
it is best to present an open verdict and to concentrate on presenting
_ the relevant evidence.

PART 5. DECISION MAKING IN A SPECIFIC CONTEXT

Part 5 shou]d only be compieted.by a member 6f the proposed user
group. In some cases he may have been the analyst who prepared Parts
1 - 4, but often he will not be. In 5.1 he examines the freedom of
manoeuvre within that particular school and the constraints in teris
of resources, facilities, school aims and articulation with the rest of
the school's curriculum. Then in 5.2 he éeiecte one or more patterns’
of use which might be adopted)by”the user group. 5.3 suggests how the
probiem of -impiementation m1ght be tack]ed and- woéTﬁﬂﬁiﬁa to be suffic-

»

jently specific to indicate who would be requ1red to do what? Then 5. 4
would be a summary of the main decision issues for that particular
user group in that particular context. It might for example consist
of a short set of questions such as: ’ ‘ '
Do we want this kind of approach?
. Is it feasibie? ‘
[: iizr ‘Are these the best materials available?
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- "Have we the people to teach it?
Can we bear the cost?
", accompaniéd by a brief summary fdr the arguments for and against, cross-
referenced to the relevant sections of the analysis.

Conduct1ng an Analysis .

Individual analysts will always want to work in different ways, but
it is neverthe]ess worth ‘making some general suggestions about how they
might proceed. For example it is not usually advisable to start at the
beginning of the analysis scheme and work straight through it. At the
very least it is helpful to go through the scheme twice, making-general

- notes the first time and writing up each section in detail the second
time. On the first run through it is probably best to follow the
order of the scheme and to make preliminary decisions on each section on
the points to be covered, the descriptive or evalﬂativa categories to be
used and the general approach to be adopted. It will then be c]eér on

. the second run through whether these pre11m1nary decisions need a]ter1ng

in order to ensure that Part 2 provides the necessary evidence for Part 4,

and that unnecessary overlap betwaen sections is avo1ded, etc. There is

an inevitable tendericy towards repet1t1on which stems from an exhaust1ve

instrument whose categories by their very nature cannot always be
_rigorously separated. The reiedy is to be awarg of the difficul
td use judicious cross- referenc1ng, ba]anc]ng the.annﬁyance of too much
repetition aga1nst the, 1nconVenience of too- much f11pp1ng backwards and
forwards. For- th1s reason we’ strong]y recommend completing Par} 2 first
. then Part 3, then Part 4 and finally Part 1 ' ’ -
. Then lastly, there is the problem of comnun1cat1on The analyst
is urged. to keep his potential readership in mind throughout and to

adjust his linguistic style and his vocabulary accordingly.

hY )

LRIC . 00106




O

EMC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

103.

Part 2

2.1
2.2
2.3

Part 3

ERE

3.2
3.3
3.4

Part 4

4.1

4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5

Part 5
(Optional)

5.1.
5.2

*
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PART 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Basic Facts . )
1.1.1  State briefly the author(s), title(s),. date(s); publisher
and price(s). -Where ‘the material consists of more than one physical
i fésource (e.g. a book, a tape, a set of siides or a pack of worksheets),

" ~-1ist each one separately agd indicate its size in terms of number of

pages, number of items, minutes of running time, etc. Also state
whether the ‘resource 1is primarily intended for pupil use or teacher
use. . : .

1.1.2  What does the matérial, in its own terms, state to be its

aim and function? )

1.1.3 State briefly the target aud}ence and situation; e.g. pupil's
age, interests and ability range, examination orientation, type of
school and course duration

1.1.4 What provision, if any, was made for testing the mater1a1 in
draft form and revising it prior to pub11cat1on?

1.1.5 If it is helpful, prepare an informative appendix on the
author(s) credentials and background. Include any other relevant
pubiications; and, where an official project is concerned, its early
history and original brief. )

1.2 Author's Rationale \ .
Summarise any explanation or:justification for the materials
provided by the author, either in the materials under ana1y51s or,

if particularly relevant, in other publications. .

1.3 Issues and Perspectives

Indicate the main issues raised by the analysis.

PART 2. DESCRIPTION AND ANALYSIS OF THE MATERIALS

2.1 Description of Pupil Materials
2.1.1 Describe the content of the material, using any of the
techniques Tisted below that seem appropriate.
‘ Listing major topics; titles or groups of chapters;
chapter headings; sub-chapter arrangement; recurring

themes; topics listed in the index.

Sampling the material by selecting typicalzor important | |
sections and describing their contents at a detailed Tevel.
Indicating.in quantitative terms the relative emphasis given

l(:‘. to different aspects of the subject matter.

ERI!
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© L. bewcribe the presentation form of the material, and
ridats 1t tg the various categories of content.

Ao
LN

»iribe the pupil exercises or tasks that are included

i the saterialy and indicate how frequently each type oﬁ//

[

~yre and how the tasks are sequenced and/or repeated./

1.4 vt any explicit statements on pupil assessme ;“and note
veampieoc nf tpgls or assessment schemes (1nd1cat1ng b th the ’
sature oF any &ﬁec1f1c assessment instruments anc the structure

SF ey

te ausesement pattérn as a whole),

LI T

t1st, summarise or describe any statements of purpose,
£ ur cbrectives included in the pupit material. °

. st and estiimate the frequency and significance of
direskiees to the pupil to refer to his teacher or to use spec1a1

srorplatively scarce facilities.

<17~ -wnere there is more than one -physieal resource, indicate
trp rnter-relationships between them in  terms of cross—rgferencing,
wrueneing and repetition, both of content and of pupil tasks.

%

o fescription of the Teacher Materials - .

2.0.1  Indicate where material for the téacher is to be found,

ind dpsrribe the content of the “teacher's materials’as a whole
490G any of the technisues listed under 2.1.] that seem appropriate.

%

J.e.d Describe the presentation form of the material.

.03 Describe ahy additional pupil roles or tasks that are

_mentirofed or included; and indicate the frequency and sequencing.

J.2.8  List any explicit statements on pupil assessment; and.note

examples of tests or assessmént schemes (indicating both the_nature
¥ any specific assessment instruments and the structure of the
assessmént pattern as a whole). .

202,87 List, summarise or descr1be any statements oﬁ\pucpose, aim.

or objectives that are 1nc!uded in the -teacher's mat4r1%1, and
indicate whether they refer[to learning by (a) the pup11 or (b) the
teacher. .
2,¢.6 Describe the teachkr tasks and ro]es that dre stated in the-
materials; and 1nd1cate the extent of their demands on the teacher's
time.

2.2.7+ List any statements about the need for, further resources or .
special facilities. ’
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-and are there any obV1ous points of conflict?

106. - i .

2.3 Structure of the Materials p -
2:3.1 How do pup11 materials and teacher mater1a15 fit together ‘
2.3.2 Describe the coverage of the subject matter in terms of
knowledge, skills and attitudes. To what extent is the

matdrial expiicitly cqncerned with the presentat1on of values

or the development of attitudes? o

2.3.3 Indicate the genera11fy and the level of abstraction of
the subject matter. Does it mainly consist of factual material

ar, does it.try to communicate specific concepts, general concepts
or principies? What are the roles of illustrations, app11cat1ons
and examples? What kinds of argument.are used and how much
supporting evidence is given? Does it develop specific techniques
or general patterns.of behaviour?

2.3.4  What pre-requisite knowledge and ski]]s are needed by the
pupil? B

2.3.5 How is the subJect matter organised in terms of structure,
sequence or cumulative bu11d -up; " and how do the pupil tasks

~ change?,

2.3.6 What image of the subject matter is most likely to be
comunicated? What are its boundaries and what are its chief
concerns? What impiicit Values can be detected in the selection

or interpretation of information? ’

2.3.7  How do pupil tasks and teacher activities relate to each other
and how do they vary with the subject matter? o

2.3.8 How “is the assessment related to pupil tasks (congruency?)

and to the subject matter (uniformity of emphasis?)

2.3.9 Where and if theres are stated objectives how do these

relate to pupil tasks and to the assessment pattern?

PART 3. THE MATERIALS IN USE

s

3.1 Main Eeatures
' Summar1se ‘the main features of the materials and the

recommended pattern of use, indicating which curriculum decisions

would be pre- empted by the decision to adopt the materials’ and which

would stil] be the responsibility of the user group.
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The authors have found a curriculum model especially useful

for bringing out the main features and their inter-relation-

ships; and this approach is outlined in the Introduction and
' Guide. It is not built into the scheme because some
authorities prefer to nperate without such a model.

3.2 Possible Modifications and Additions

' Describe ways in which the materials or the recommended patterns
of use may be modified or supplemented when implementing a curriculum
based on them. Indicate where.there is no scope for alteration within
the terms of the overall curricylum strategy, and note how much
further curricuﬁum planning is Tikely to be necessary.

3.3 Patterns of Use
Dascribe some possible.patterns of use in the context of the
overall school curriculum. Which pupils are involved and when? How
does it relate to areas of the curriculum which come before it and
after it? What, if any, modifications and additions are to be
A incorporated? What, if any, form of assessment is intended?

3.4 Implications for Implementation

- 3.471  How much teacher time is needed prior to implementation for
_activities-such as gaining familiarity with the curriculum, further
planning, and selecting or producing further materials?
3.4.2 How much of his time and energy is likely to be committed
a) in the first year b) subsequent]y?'
3.4.3 What are the implications for the school in terms of teacher
_provision, in-service training, special facilities and finance?
3.4.4 Discuss the implications “for the pupil with reference to *
subject selection, examination focus and future employment.
3.4.5 What know]edgé, skills and attitudes are demanded of the tgacher?
3.4.6 Discuss the implications for the school in terms of school aims
and the articulation bf‘this curriculum area with those preceding,

accompanying or following it.

3.4.7 Discuss the implications for the school district and the
community in terms of attitudes, provision of in-service training and
special facilities and finarce. .

3.4.8 What major problems are likely to result from implementation in
probable non-ideal sitlations?

El{fC‘ . - | ‘ 00111 R
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_problems (3.4) evaluate the feasibility of using the materials in various

-
108.
PART 4. EVALUATION .
4.1 Other Sources of Evidence .
4.1.1 The development of the resource.
(i) What evidence of developmental testing is available?

{(i.e. testing that is primarily intended to show how
the resource can be improved).
(i) Is there evidence that improvements resulted from the

development phase? s
4.1.2 Validation : - v B
(i) What reports are available from the author, publisher or

independent evaluator?

(ii) Was the evaluation qualitative or quantitative?

(iii). What was the evidence of final validation?
4.1.3 What information about the usérs of the resource and their
experience is available? ‘ ——
4.1.4 Where has the resource been reviewed and what were the major
evaluative comments?
4.1.5 What unintended outcomes or side-effects have been reported?
4.1.6 1Is there any evaluative evidence from comparable and similar
resources? . '
4.1.7 The analyst is invited to comment on the evaluation evidence
available in terms of its relevance to users supporting differing
aims and strategies.

4.2 Give arguments for and against pursuing the particular aims
endorsed by the material in this area of the curriculum. Relate your
argument§ to-potentially competing aims, the patterns of use outlined
in Part 3 and various- forms of traditional practice.

4.3 Give arguments for and against the particular curriculum
strategy assumed or advocated for achieving these aims, again relating
your arguments to potentially competing stfategies, the patterns.of use
outlined in Part 3 and various forms of traditional practice. )

4.4 .Evaluate the materials and their adequacy foF’supporting the
aims and curriculum strategy.

4.5 Giving special attention to patterns of use (3.3) and implementation
contexts.

. o011z
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CHAPTER 5: THE TRAINING OF ANALYSTS

The quality of an analysiswill always depend on. the knowledge,
sxperiencé and ability of the analyst. So there .is no thebggtical
1imit to the amount of training which an analyst may receive. But,
if the training is long, only a small part of it will normally be
devoted to specific analytic techniques. Most of it will be Spent
in deepening the prospective analyst's understanding of curriculum
problems and issues. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the project's

" experience with training analysts has been of two kinds: as one of

ERIC
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four modules in a oiie-year full time M.A. course for experienced
teachers, lecturers and advisors; and as a separate in-service
training activify in the form of a 1 Week Workshop. Since Chapter 2
has already discussed possible roles and goals for these training
activities, this chapter will concentrate on the training process
itself, especially on the 1 Week Workshop. Unlike the Tonger course
these workshops are concerned with curriculum analysis alone and not
with any other form of curriculum study. ’ '

The Project's Rationale and Stratégy for 1 Week Workshops

Our approach to the running of 1 Week Workshops for teachers was
strongly influenced by previous work at’ Sussex in the field of in-
service education (Eraut, 1972b), which had convinced us that in-service
education was most productive when it stemmed from a pfob]ém of special
concern to an individual school. Moreover, ‘the role of the providing
agent should be one of consultant rather than expert; and the activity
should resemble cooperative prob]em-sb]vihg rather than the
unilateral dissemination of "solutions". Experience in teacher
centres had also shown that relatively unstructured discussions amongst
teachers could help develop a self-questioning atmosphere, provided
that they were ultimately. directed towards some mutually agreed useful
purpose. Too much structure stifles self-evaluation and the internalis-
ation of,ideas, but too Tittle structure induces frustration and unease.

A11 these considerations led to the formulation of the ?ollowing
strategy for curriculum analysis workshops.
1. Analyses should be conducted in small groups both to gain‘
maximum advantage of the atmosphere created by "peer-group discussions”
and to achieve thg divergent apprdach to evaluation advocated by - the
project (cf. Chapters 2,3 and 4)¢

3

L
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2. The choice of the material to be ana]ysed shouid be based on the
needs of the participant, the only restrictions on his cho1ge being
the desirability of incorporating him within a group (2 being the
minimum size). ' .ﬂ
3. There should be delicate pressure in each group to,}omplete an
embryo analysis' by the end of the week. (i.e. a draft'ana1y51s with
most sections.finished, even if some are oniy in note; form ) This
should be sufficient to maintain a sense of purpose ;nd give a feeling
of achievement without making the phrticipants fee}fthat they are
being railroaded. :
4. There should be very little structured 1nppt from the course
leader, nearly all the structure being prov1deL by the scheme itselif.
5. The role of the course leader.should be {hat of process-he]per
rather than expert, his attention being equi1ly divided between the
dynamics of the interactions within and between groups, the production
of 'embryo-analyses' by each of the grours and the gradual development
of understanding §bout the Sussex Schema in particular and curricuium
analysis in general.

For each participant, the minimum aim for the workshops would be
that as a result of co- producing aa"embryo-ana]ysis', he would:

{a) have greater understanq,ng of some curriculum materials
being used in or of sp9c1a1 1nterest to his school.

(b) be able to complete the analysis on his-own with no more
than 30 hours of further work, and

(c) understand the Sussex Scheme and be able to use it without
further help. »

) Beyond this minimum, We wou]d hope that he had

(d) acquired a posit1ve ‘attitude towards curriculum analysis

(e) increased his: understand1ng of curriculum prob]ems in general

(f) become more self-evaluative, and .

{g) formed relationships with the participants likely to be of
value in the future. » ' ’

Qur experience with workshops shorter than a week in duration has
confirmed our view that a whole week is essential, this being interpreted
as about 30 working hours over a concentrated period -- either 9 a.m. - ’
5 p.m. for 5 days on a non- res1dent1a1 course, or mid-day Monday to
mid-day Friday on a residential course which 1nc1udes evening work.

00114




Some critics have suggested that a more directed approach would
allow the workshop to be shortened, but this fails to take into account
‘the time which it takes even a self-selected and outstandingly intef]igent
group of teachers to become accustomed to the process of curriculum °

“analysis, The only way to learn about gurrich]um analysis is to do it;
and even the most sopnisticated workshop participants, who have spent
considerable time reading our papers beforehand, have confirmed this.
Moreover, it takes at least two and usually three days for participants
.to realise the nature of the activity in which they are engaged and to
grasp some of the key concepts and principles of the Sussex Scheme; e.g.
the concepts of "issue", "curriculum strategy” and "pattern of use”,
the relationship between analytic des&ription and evaluation, and the
divergent approach to evaluation. This applies to teachers in colleges
of education who are.used to reéding books and discussing issues at a
relatively abstract level, as well as to school teachers for whom the
whole vocabulary of the scheme, simple and practical as we have tried
to make it, tends at first sight to appear like a foreign language.

A course rather than a workshgp would lead to assimilation and token
understanding of the scheme, with 1ittle experience in trying to use it;
whereas the full week of guided practice allows for the gradual

accommodation of concepts and the proper internalisation of the scheme.

We would also predict that forcing the pace would create stroﬁg antipathies
in which the scheme's proponents were identified as 'ivory tower do-gooders';
instead of- the slowly growing récognition, which results from the present
less directive strategy, that there might be some people outside the
classroom who actda]]y had something to offer.

Although working in small groups may slow up the process of
producing an analysis, it offers valuable psychological support in the
early stages of the workshopIWHen the participants are still %;ying to
understand what analysis -is all about and are therefore most susceptible
to disillusion. They need to realise that their genuine difficulties are
shared and not peculiar to themselves. As one participant said:

"At the beginning of the workshop, I encountered four unknowns:

+ the group in which. 1 was to work, the materials I was to analyse,
the scheme 1. was to use and the language of the curriculum
specialist."” ot . .

The group also exerts a broadening effect on almost all participants,
especially if it is heterogeneous, The resultant analysis may be

I ii:iless complete than that produced by an individual, but the variety of
HE 40 co1as
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views wili be greater and the-chance of missing important points
considerably reduced. The peer-group environment also increases

the 1ikelihood that the personal éﬁperience of the participants will
be taken seriously and used to advantage, rather than disregarded
because of the misguided view that more valid academic knowledge
exists. Then finally, there is the analogy between the group in the
workshop and a group of decision-maﬁers in a school, with a workshap
group providing a model of how a school might profitably decide
whether to adopt, adapt, or reject some new curriculum materials.

An additional advantage of the group situation is that it eases
the role of the workshep leader. He can sit with a group without
interrupting the discussion and carefully assess whether he can help
it along or would do better to leave it alone. His judgement as to who
needs what kind of support when is enormously improved by this
‘eavesdropping facility: )

The Preparation and Organization of Workshops

Recruitment to our workshops has hithert% been based on voluntary
applications, secured through a combination of informal contacts via
professional networks -and selective invitations to heads of institutions.
While the vo1untafy self-selection process ensured at least initial
motivation, we used our publicity arrangements to try and achieve a
heterogeneous group of between 20 to 30 peopfé. This can be sub-
divided info 4 to.7 analysis groups with 2 to 6 people in each. We have
found that mixed groups of teachers, advisers and lecturers im colleges
or universities are particularly valuable as each tends to contribute
a different perspective to an analysis and they learn a great deatl ffbm
each other. Where integrated curricula are being considered, an
appropriate mix of subject specialisms is also desirable. We have yet -
to try a workshop in which all the groups analysed the same materials
andrcompared notes at intervals; but we can seé that it might have
decided advantages. On the other hand there is a remarkable sense of
common purpose when groups are working in ﬁuite different areas of the
curriculum, deri?ed perhaps from the feeling that all are engaged in the
common task of réplanning the whole curriculum. -
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N 1 .
The period of contact before the workshop begins is of special

importance both because it helps to establish the right relationship

between the workshop leader and prospective participants and because

St jncreases the likelihood of proper preparation. An initial letter

O

. ERIC
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to find out-which material each participant would prefer to amalyse can
be followed up by a telephone call once the 1ikely groupings for the
workshqp have become apparent. Since people prefer to worknin groups
it is usually not too difficult to negotiate a final decision which is
compatible both with the needs of the participants and with the needs of
the workshop. At the same time the workshop organiser has to make
spec#al enquiries about the availability of materials. Not all
participants have to bring them to the workshop. Hence materials may
have to be borrowed from the publishers, a local library, or a local
education institution. This can take some time, so decisions on the
analysis groups must be hade relatively early.

Well before the workshop all participants are sent the following:

A short paper (4 pp.) entitled 'Aims for Curriculum Analysis
Workshops', which incorporates some of the ideas in the last
section of Chapter 2.

The Introduction and Guide to the Sussex Scheme (Chapter 4)
The Sussex Scheme itself (Chapter 4)

A sample amalysis of materials likely to be of interest to each
particular participant (i.e. different sample analyses are sent
to different people)

A timetable for the workshop

A list of participants and probable analysis groups
In addition to sending these documents, we strongly advise all participants
to familiarise themselves as much as possible with the materials they are
going to analyse, especially with the teachers' manual if there is one.
Inevitably we find in practice that some participants come unprepared,
but the early contact has usually helped to encourage a reasonable level
of preparation. The careful negotiation involved in_fonming the analysis
groups also creates an initial atmosphere in which the participants
'already know' the wérkshop leader and feel thag he is concerned for their

own special problems.
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The advantages of making the workshop residential are threefold:
more time is available for the aﬁa]ysis work itself; the participants
can. concentrate on the work without any external distractions; and
there is greater time and opportunity for informal discussion.
This last point is not insignificant because any group of teachers have
a strong need for 'professional gossip' when they meet together and
this activity plays an important role in forming useful professional links
and in diffusing new ideas. Any in-service actiQity which allows it is
helping to counteract the isolation of the teacher in his classroom;
and to prevent it is usually to court d1saster

The workshop timetable should be fairly f1ex1b1e as different
groups seem to work in d1ffgrent ways and throw up different.needs..
We now feel fairly confident about the best way to organise the first
two days and-the last day, but always take the middle period of the
workshop 'as it comes'. A typical timetable is attached as an appendix
to this chapter. It only includes three plenary sessions; an introductory
session in which the course organiser leads a discussion on the
preparatory papers with special emphasis on the aims and usefulness
of curriculum analysis; a final-day session in which the analysis groups
report on their work; and an evaluation session in which the scheme, the
workshop, and possible future activities are discussed.

The scheme itself is reintroduced, one part at a time, during the
first half of the workshop. 1In each case there is a short presentation
to indicate how some of the sample analyses sent to participants (and
available for further inspection at the workshop) had tackled the problems
posed by that particular part of the analysis scheme. This presentation'
varies from 10 to 30 minutes in length and is usually followed by a
brief discussion, after which the participants disperse into their analysis -
groups. The precise timing of these "inputs' on the scheme is not too
critical, but we have found that allocating the remainder of the first -
day to the discussion of jssues is always very successful. This aspect
of the scheme is not too difficult to understand, all group members can
participate readily and most of their initial reactions to the mater1a]
can be translated into issues of some form or another. Starting with
jssues also gives a useful sense of direction to the rest of the ana]ys1s,
and it is well supported by the checklists of evaluation points included

- in Chapter 4. We would also recommend completing the four short inputs omw

the scheme during the first half of the workshop so that the analysis ‘
groups can he given a long und1strubed period for producing their ana]yseS.
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The introduction of 'work in progress' discussions into the middle
of a workshop can also be beneficial, but they should be kept as brief
as. possible. If they are timetabled to start an hour before lunch or
dinner it is easier to keep them to a reasonable length and informal
discussion can continue subsequently over the meal.  The decision to
include such discussions is best made during the workshop itse1f
whenever the organiser senses the need.r

We have usually staffed the workshop with one full-time workshop
leader and given him part-time support from a second member of the
project team. But now that the develophenta] phase of the scheme and
the workshop strategy is over we see no need for more than one.*

His role as process helper, however, is not an easy one. . In the
early stages he is primarily concerned with seeing'that all members
feel free to contribute to their working groups, and that the groups
use the knoW]édge and experience of members to the maximum advantage.
He can help an 'awkward' group to establish a language for communication;
and see that they discuss both practical and theoretical issues.
In the next phase his main responsibility is .to help the groups
understand the scheme and sort out how they are going to apply it
to their particular set of materials. In particular, terms like
‘curriculum strategy' and ‘pattern of use' often cause difficuity.
Then in the. final phase he has to provide gentle encouragement as the
groups try and complete their analyses, and to discourage task-avoidance.
Two special problems at this stage are the tendency for some groups to
adopt a convergent rather than a divergent approach to evaluation, and a
common failure to reé]ise_how much the éna]ysis as a whole depends on
evidence which can only be provided by a thorough destription.
Activities such as profile analysis (cf. Chapters 3 and 4) develop
a deeper knowledge of the material, and the problem of finding suitable
descriptors for_categorising content, form and exercises forces the
student into an analytic frame of mind. ‘

Qutcomes of the Workshops

We discusséd seven possible aims for our workshops earlier in this
chapter, but how realistic are they? It depends very much on the-
participant and his analysis group, and on the kind of material they

were analysing; and this is especially true for the second aim of
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producing an 'embryo analysis' that was sufficiently complete to be
capable of being finished within a further 30 working hours. This
aim is only achievable with relatively compact sets of materials, as
§ng1yses of comb]icated packs for integrated humanities or languagg
courses usually take much Tonger. A1l participants would agree/
that the first aim of acquiring greater understanding of a specific
set of materials had been accomplished, and most would feel confidént
about using the scheme on their own even though they would prefer to
work in groups and have access to expert advice.

We were, naturally, a little disappointed by the product outcomes
since itbwas clearly impossible to produce a publishab]e'analysis within
a week. But we were more than delighted by the process outcomes.

The evaluation sessions at the end of each workshop and the subsequent
feedbacr. from participénts indicated that considerable progress had been
made on all four of the aims 'beyond minimum*. _A11 werg enthusiastic
about the activity of curriculum analysis and most saw potential
applications to their own working situations.- Many were self-questioning
and prepared to discuss their personal classroom problems; and several
valuable professional 1inks were forged. We even received a number of
unsolicited letters thanking us for the workshop and stating how

valuable people had found it. '

More Advanced Training

As mentioned earlier, additional training beyond the 1-week
workshop needs to concentrate more on curriculum étudy in general and
less on curriculum analysis in particular. There are many possible
approaches to this problem and we would not wish to make any judgements
on the basis of our own 1imited experience within the single context

. of the Sussex M.A. Course. What we would claim, however, is that
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a 1-week workshop of the type already described, and with an obligation . °
to complete the ‘embryo analyses' in the subsequent week can provide
a remarkably successful start to such training, socially as well as
academically. Published analyses can providefva]uab]e support for
courses of curriculum study; and the productipn of an analysis for
final assessment can help bring such courses to a fitting conclusion.
How best to constrﬁct-such courses is,,howevef, a problem which wéifs
to be resolved by further research and deve1opment. '
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GLOSSARY

The sole purpose of this glossary is to explain how the authors
have used certain technical termms. It is not intended to be
definitive.

- . »

Adversary Model. An approach to evaluation modelled on legal procedures
Tn which two opposirg advocates argue the cases For and Against the
programme* being evaluated (C.S.E., 1973).

Aims. Statements of long-term purpose which indicate the general direction
in which one wishes to. proceed. : ;

Antecedents. : Characteristics of the situation pertaining when a programme
75 First introduced. These include the initial knowledge, skills and
attitudes of the participants; available resources; and contextual.,
variables such as the school, its curriculum, organisation and
aspirations, and also the wider community. In Stake's model for
organising evaluation date (Figure 1, Page 14), Antecedents are
contrasted with Transactions and Outcomes.

Assessment. The process, formal or informal, by which a pupil's progress
7S estimated. Though it is sometimes used more generally, we have
used the term with exclusive reference to the assessment of pupils.
The significance lies not only in the process itself but also in
the attitudes it so frequently engenders in teachers and pupils.

Conclusion-Oriented Inquiry. A form of inquiry whose prime purpose is
To arrive at generally applicable conclusions. It is characteristic
of most scientific research but not the only valid form of inquiry,
Cf. Decision-Oriented Inquiry (Cronbach and -Suppes, 1969).

Congruency Analysis. This term is used with specific reference to
the comparison of Intents with Observations (Stake, 1967a).
Complete congruency would indicate that everything took place
exactly as intended.

Consistency Analysis. A form of Intrinsic Evaluation (q.v.) in which
~ - varijous aspects of a programme are compared in order to establish-

whether they are consistent with each other and with the overall

aims of ‘the programme. B

1

Content Ané]xsis. A form of Intrinsic Evaluation (q.v.) .which concentrates

on the content of a programme with the intention of describing its.
salient characteristics, ascertaining its accuracy and revealing
the underlying assumptions of the author.

~

* ”The term ‘programme’ is used to describe the entity being evaluated.

A ~
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Contingency Analysis. The detection and criticism of contingency
assumptions. These are assumptions-of the general form 'B is
contingent on A', which means that if A happens then B will
follow. Most actions or plans of action are based on assumptions
of this kind, e.g. 'If I do this, then I will achieve that';
and it is the analyst's function to reveal them.

Curriculum. The set of broad inter-related decisions about what is to be
taught and how it is to be taught, that characterise the general
framework within which lessons are planned and learning takes place.
A curriculum can be distinguished both from Aims (q.v.)fwhich
guide these decisions, and from Instruction (q.v.) which is

~usually necessary for jmplementing them (cf. Johnson, 1967).

* Curriculum decisions are often undocumented, in which case a
model is useful for disclosing them. The model preferred by the
authors (Figure 3, Page 41) divides curriculum decisions into four
interdependent categories: Subject Matter; Objectives and Outcomes;.
Teaching, Learning and Communication Methods; and Pattern of
Assessment. The term curriculum is used with reference to either a
part or the whole of a school's curriculum, so when further clari-
fication-is needed, we have used the terms Part-Curriculum (q.v.)

. and Wholé Curriculum (q.v.)

Curriculum Analysis. "The process of analysing curriculum data. The
evidence may be either documentary (q.v.) or empirical (q.v.);
and there are many different methods of analysis, whose usefulness
depends both on the nature of the evidence and on the goal of the
analysis (cf. Chapter 2.). : -

Curriculum Criticism. A process, analogous to literary criticism, in
which a critic analyses a curriculum in order to disclose its
meaning (cf. Mann, 1969) or to make a general contribution to

- curriculum study. It is distinguished from Curriculum Evaluation
(q.v.) by its freedom from any decision-orientation.

. Curriculum Development. A process, including reflection, discussion
and experiment, which leads to the formulation of a set of curriculum
' decisions. It is distinguished from Curriculum Design by its
commi tment to Formative Evaluation (q.v.), but otherwise the
processes are similar. Both are largely explicit and often mask an
attempt to break away from traditional. curricula, which are usually
neither developed nor designeuéquhe term should not be regarded-as

synonomous with Curriculum Matdrials Development as curricula do
not necessarily involve Curriculym Materials (q.v.). Nor should it
‘be applied to Instructional Development (q.v.), the development of
materials or lesson plans within an already defined curriculum
strategy.

B -
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Curriculum Evaluation. We have adobted Cooper's (1975) definition:
. Teurriculum evaluation is the collection- and provision of

evidence on the basis of which decisions can be taken about

the feasibility, effectiveness and educational value of i

curricula". According to this definition-the evaluator $hould
1 stop short of passing final judgement though other authorities,

notably Scriven (1967) think that the evaluator should "Jjudge

the worth” of a curriculum. )

‘Curriculum Materials. Materials for either pupil or teacher or both
which have a significant influence on decision-making at the
part-curriculum level, .e.g. textbooks and curriculum project
publications. They do not include instructional materials of
relatively small scope and coverage whose use could only be
said to influence decision-making at the level of a single lesson,
e.g. a film or a pack of workcards. .

N * sCurriculum Materials Analysis Scheme (CMAS). An organised set of
questions and/or techniques des‘igned for general and systematic
application to given types of curriculum materials with the aim
of elucidating and evaluating their most important characteristics.

Curriculum Strategy. In one sense this term is synonomous with
CurricuTum (q.v.) because we have defined a curriculum as a
strategy. However, it is useful to be able to indicate that
one wishes to emphasise only the broadest and most influential
curriculum decisions. So we use the term Curriculum Strategy -
with this particular implication. :

Decision-Maker. Anyone who is involved in deciding whether to adopt,
. adapt or reject a proposed curriculum; or -in officially encouraging
someone €1se to do-so.. ’ :

Decision-Oriented Inquiry. A form of inquiry whose main purpose is to
“inform a decision.. It is no less rigorous than Conclusion-Oriented

Inquiry (q.v.) but servyes a different purpose. (cf. Cronbach and

. Suppes, 1969). .

-

Documentary Evidence.. Evidence available in written form. Documentary
evidence about a curriculum can contain either curriculum plans or
Curriculum Materials (q.v.). Ue have used the term to contrast
with Empirical Evidence (q.v.) and therefore exclude documentary -
reports of empirical evidence.

We have used the term to contrast with Documentary Evidence (q.v:)

Formative Evaluation. Evaluation which is directed at improving a
programme while it is still in the course of development, i.e. in-
the formative stages. The term is used to contrast with Summative
Evaluation (q.v.) of a completed programme (cf-. Scriven, 1967).
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Empirical Evidence. Evidence based on interview, observation or testing.
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Goal. A goal is what one is”trying to achieve, a destinatijon rather
than an Aim (q.v.). The goals of a curriculum indicate its
intended outcomes, not its ultimate purpose; and the goals of
an analysis indicate what the analyst is trying to achieve
within the analysis itself, not the ultimate purpose of the
analytjc activity. R

.'Goal'Analzsi . A form of Intrinsic Evaluation (q.v.) in which ope ,
Seeks to elucidate and criticise the goals of a programme (cf. Scriven,
1967). )

Goal-Free Evaluation. A form of evaluation in which the evaluator
deliberately remains ignorant of the goals of the programme in
order not to be unduly influenced by them when looking for
outcomes (cf. Scriven, 1972). It should not be confused with the
concept of a goal-free programme. :

Implementation. The process by which a programme becomes operational.
Tt includes .both, planning decisions made immediately prior to: the |
commencement of the programme and adjustment decisions made
after the programme has begun.

Instruction. The process of teaching in a classroom. We do not use the
term to imply that the process is teacher-centred, but rather to
_denote a level of decision-making (cf. Johnson, 1967). Instructional
decisions include both lesson planning decisions and minute-to-minute
decisions made 'on the spot' while a lesson is in progress. They

are usually made within a framework of either explicit or implicit
Curriculum decisions (q.v.).

. Instructional Development. The development of materials or lesson ' .
plans within an already defined Curriculum Strategy (q.v.)

Intrinsic Evaluation.  The evaluation of a programme in terms of personal
’ experience and internal evidence alone (cf. Scriven, 1967). Normally
it is used with exclusive reference to Documentary Evidence (q.v.).

Issue. We have used?this term in a legal sense, so it refers to a
matter under contention. Most decisions can be said to depend
on the resolution of a relatively small number of issues, and an
afalyst should attempt to identify théem. ) .

Normative Model. A model which estdblishes a norm or standard. Thus
7t represents a view of what ought to happen, in contrast with an
Empirical Model-which seeks to describe what does happen.

Objectives. Intended Outcomes which are specified in advance in order

to quide the implementation of a curriculum proposal. They are

. usually more precisé*than Goals (q.v.). Some authorities have
argued that objectives should be based on intended. performance
rather than intended understanding, since only performance can
be observed. Such objectives are usually referred to as
Behavioural Objectives because they indicate the behaviour required
of a successful performer (cf. also Tyler-Bloom Model).
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Outcomes. The results of a programme, whether planned or unplanned,
desirable or undesirable, are described as outcomes. In curriculum
models the term usually refers only to pupil outcomes (cf. Figure 3,
Page 41), but in evaluation models (cf. Figure 1, Page 14) the
term is used in a broader sense and includes, for example,
jnstitutional and community effects. ¢

Pant-Curriculum. Any significant segment of the Whole Curriculum (q.v.)

. e.g. Initial Reading, Middle School Mathematics, Integrated
Humanities for Years 1 to 3 or 'A‘ level Biology, for. which
separate curriculum decisions are made. ‘

Pattern of Use. Characteristic features of the way a set of Curriculum-
aterials (q.v.) are used in a school. These include timetabling;
articulation with the wider curriculum context; pupil, staff and
resource allocation; assessment procedures; and modifications to
. or deviations from the authors' recommendations. Though practice
. may differ considerably from school to school, it is usually
: possible to discern certain typical arrangements;, and sometimes
a pattern of use is recommended by the author.

Pre-empted Decisions. We have used this term to refer to decisions
which have to be accepted when adopting a particular programme.
Because of the range of decisions open to any user group, those
already taken by the 'authors' of the programme will have been
pre-empted . Pre-empted decisions may be either explicit or
jmplicit within the programme, and altering one of them signifies
Adaptation rather than Adoption.

Process-Helper. A consultant who helps a group to successfully complete
a process such as developing or evaluating a new programme or making
a decision. He does not supply expertise in the form of 'solutions’
but assists the group in commuriicating with each other, asking the
right questions, getting outside help if necessary, and moving on
- to the next stage of the process when it igxappropriate to do so.

Ratjonal Consumer. A user of educational programmes who makes decisions
. about their adoption, adaption or rejection on a rational basis.
. " This involves collecting as much-evidence as possible about
" programmes, considering possible options and relating them to the
values of himself or his institution (cf. Figure 2, Page 20).

< Rational Producer. Someone who produces programmes to service the needs
of @ 'rational consumer'. By definition, therefore, rational pro-

duction cannot exist without a substantial number of<Rational
Consumers (q.v.).

Y

Rationale. The underlying arguments which the proposer of a programme
Uses to support his case.. Such arguments are likely to be based
on a consideration of Aims (q.v.) an amalysis of constraints and
a set of Contingency Assumptions (g.v.).

y
M
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Role. The rble of an activity, such as Curriculum Analysis, (q.v.)
js taken to refer to the context in which it takes place and

- the overall purpose which it serves'within that context, i.e.
to provide information of a certain kind to particular people
in order that they might better make decisions about the
curriculum. - . .

Standards. This term is taken broadly so that it does not just refer

to a particular standard, e.g. 90% on a certain test or class sizes
of 30 or less, but to the whole frame of reference fram which
standards are drawn.

Subject Matter. Organised content is described as Subject Matter.
o Subject Matter must have structure, but it need not be the
structure of a.single subject or discipline. 3

Summative Evaluation. The evaluation of a programme in its final

Torm in order to provide evidence to decision makers, who may
wish to adopt, adapt or reject it. The term is usually contrasted
with Formative Evaluation (q.v.).

Teaching, Learning and Communication Methods.” A broad term which is
meant to include interrelated questions about teaching, learning.
and communication. It includes questions of group size, questions
of teacher-pupil-resource interaction, questians of media and
questions of language; and it is one of four elements in the
authors' curriculum model (Figure 3, Page 41). '

. B}

Transactions. The activities which take place as part of an educational
programme. They are distinguished in Stake's model {Figure 1,
Page 14) from Antecedents (q.v.) and Outcomes (q.v.).

Tyler-Bloom Model. A model of Curriculum Development, originally
proposed by Tyler (1949) and also closely associated with Bloom
(1971), in which the first stage involves the definition of
Objectives in behavioural terms. After the selection and
organisation of learning experiences, the final evaluation stage
js intended to measure the extent to which the specified objectives
have been achieved.

Whole Curriculum. The broad pattern of the curriculupri.e. the framework

——within which decisions at the Part-Curriculum level (q.v.) are made.
It may be conceived either at the jnstitutional level, where it is
jmplicit in the timetable and academic structure, or at the level of
an individual pupil, where it refers to the total academic experience
of that pupil. .

¥
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