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" ABSTRACT'

Tye primary purpose of this curriculum research
project was to devise an instrument that would reveai_genefal
information about the philosophy, objectives,.and curriculum of a
school without requiring in-depth analysis of any pdrticular
subject-matter area..  The instrument presented here was developed ’
through a group-process consensus approach by committee members who
examined curriculum development theories, rewviewed curriculum |, .
evaluation research, studied the task-analysis approach, delineated
terms, differentijated goals from objectives, and teviewed learning

fories. -The instrument was pilot tested in selected schools by each’

he 25 members of the curriculum evaluation project committee. Lo

THis pilot testing revealed that the philosophy of post sampled
schopls was not tied closely to the day-to-day educational process
and that, in most schools, assesspent was not an important step in
the curriculun developnent process. ‘The five-page instrument examines
how curriculum objectives £fill student needs in a number ®f- areas and
how curriculum is developed and evaluated. It 'can be administered in
any elementary, m;ddle, or secondary school. (Author/JH)
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This paper describes a project from which a curricplum evaluation
' 5 ~ v ' / ‘ . .~ i
instryment was designed. The procedures and activities that were in- . s
. : A : . ' P
corporated in developing, designing, implementing, a&S‘assessing the - L
. ’ - ) ” , '
curriculum evpluation ingtrument are also reported. . T .
. I . -
’ The primary purpose of the turriculum research prdj ect was to <
+ ' L3
& devise an instrument that' would be fiexible enough to be administered o

in any elementary, middle, or secondary school and that would reveal //'/
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area. Presénted as Figure I is the curriculum evaiuatidﬁ instrument that
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was- developed and tested. L e o
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Yhis paper suggests techniques for 1mp1eménting the instrument and

_ for identifying areas of a school's edueational program that may, or may % .
. g
not, currently satis¥y the cognitive, affective, and psychomotor deve¥op-:

. . G o
meAtal needs of the students, in a particular school pr school system, Th
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authors offer ag’analysis of the instrument and present’ information that

. ' may prove benefitial to ‘administrators, curviculum specialists, and class-
3 y on -

/ .
| Toom teachers who are interested in developing evaluafion instruments for
/,«-/’ s

assessing curricula in the madern school‘setting. -
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The authors propoge that curriculum evaluation studies represent
P - L ,4,
worthwhile and challenging considerations “for the administrator,’ for the
Q—Q . - ; - .
curriculum specialist an& f6r the classroom teacher even in instances
A

s + where inconclusive- findings result, a view supported by Longstreth

. Stanley, and Rice’ (1974) and by Evans (1974). Literature research indi- |

. cates a need to evaluate and to channe{ results of curriculum gvaluation

as feedbacy }ﬂto/the planning and implementation phases of figoing cur-

-

riculuﬁ'development. Turney (1§66) stressed the necessi for administra- °

’

" tors,. specialists, and teachers/to determine specifigweaknesses of their '

educational systems if remedies were to be impleme ted. Turney believes

that therxe is a tendency to incorporate,new procedures and apﬁroacﬁ's
‘ L T . ’

simply becadse they are new and that éich decisions are not always based

e on an awareness of thé results regarding the methods that may be employed.
’ Frymier (1966) stated that the national assessment movement albng with

- the requirement for evaluation included as part of the Elementary and
// o ! ¢ 7 . * ) ) v

Secondary Education Act have added impetus to the concept of and the need

for curriculum evalation. .
. / .
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Developing the Instrument

-
. . N \

examining curriculum development theories, reviewing curriculum ,

v

?ecqgnized learning theorfes. ’
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" The grOup-pégcess approach provided a variety of jnteraction ‘and

& .
feedback among the members of the project committee charged ‘'with devel}op— * .

- J
ing the instrument. The challenges, however, of & grodp procedure—£o£v~-~‘A ~f£“_ﬁ_“___
‘ .

desi%?ing a curficulum evaluation instrument included (1) arriving, at a : \

consensus for format; (2)- deciding on questions to include because of the - : y
range of training, experience, philqsophies, aﬁd perceptions among rhe ) ////,

various project participants; and (3) functioning within gpecified i&fe

g — ' “, ’
_ . A
An’ investigation to determine the status of ‘curriculum eﬁeluation o

restraints.

A

. insfiuments currently used revealed a lack of implementa

available for assessing a school's curriculum. JEx

’
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studies were most often/re ortgd iw descri tivezformat.
P P
*/

- 7 L}

students' cognitivy, ;ffécﬂéve,/and psychdmotor deveIGpment, nor does it

f .
include questions stated in behavioral measyfable terms. T
. { .

evaluation insxruﬁentlﬁas fbund to be reddily available to the researchers,
9 . ? [

the iavestigatgrs dev&Sed an instrume that could be administered in
. "
. and that would reveal geuneral infor-—

T
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mation abolt: the philOSOphy, obje tives, and curriculum of the sch%ol. s

S P
P
-

~
* v e i
. -~
L2
-




e

. .- - P - 4

N

?he following procedures were Used in developing the instrument:
. i
1. Two broad areas were examined: (a) the philosophy and
objectives of the‘schools and (b) the curricula of the
schools selectea‘for sampling. _ -
. . . * . » -
2. ‘It was determined that major questions to be considered
in developing the instrument should includes = (a).What v
kinds 6f .information do we mow have available about the
curricula and about the learning accomplishments of
students in the school system? (b) What information
do we mneed about,the curricula of the schpols in the
. .system? (c) Will the answers to these questiops asked
in the instrument generate new knowledge and information
that can be utilized by administrators and that will aid
the classroom teacher whose responsibility is to imple-

w?,

. ment the curriculum through daily instruction?

PR

+ Implementing and Assessing the Instrument

X

As a pilot experiment to determine needed theoretigal qnd pragmatic
revisions and to provide feedb&ck Eor the ?nteracting of the project uem-
bers, the instrument was ;&ministered in a selected school by each of
she 25 members of the cﬁr?iculum evaluation project cd&mittee. Findings
of the pilot Eesging of thé instrument revealed the following: -;' .

L A While\sampled schools recognized an overdll philosophy, this
philosophy was not always outwardly evidenced in the day-
to-day educational processes. The philésophy of the school
was considered to operate somewhat "apart" from daily learn-
ing activities in many schools.

2. Those sémpled acknowledg®sd the necessity for instructional
objectives for each-cour in a curriculum but were not as
enthusiastic about the yortance of or necessity for over-
all curriculum objecti . There was a tendency to operate
from goals rather than from specific curriculum objectives.
Gdals are the more general and remote ends of schooling;

. Wwhereas, objectives are precise statements that are derived
. from goals.

’

3. Many.of the respondents were unfamiliar with the terms cog-—
nitive, affective, and psychomotor as used in the instrument.
4. Community involvement in the form of indirect feedoack was
’ . viewed as helpful in formulating curriculum, but develop-
ing overall objectives was considered an administrative
functioh.
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R - 5. Those sampled believed that assessment was not an important
0N step in the curriculum deveiopment process although the -

. v authors maintain ‘that curriculum evaluation is ef equal im-

. portance to the other two 'stages of curriculum develgpment—
S , ’ planning and implementipg. '

- v < 3
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o The'evaluation instrument ghould indicate ppportunities for learn~ - .

-
’

€

R .
ally to'strengthen the ¢ ?éiculum._
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-

.« The designers recgémi zed that theare are many aspects of curriculum
. g§

: evaluation that were;,r.‘,ot treated by this instrument including instruc—
* J - el - - ’

tion, personnel 57library facilities. The instrument was not intendec
.if
to be—all-encompadbing, it was purposely limited to assessing philosophy

]

obJ;ctives, and‘glrriculum. .
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Conclusions and Implications

Admlniﬁérators, teachers, counselors, and o6ther individuals .
)
Ed -
U "1}’ 3 (3
respdnsibl&‘for making curriculum decisions are encouraged to use cur-

3 V
¢ o (2 .

¢ riculum;eValuation instruments as they seriously and objectively examine\\
J'F‘
the phi@osophy, objectives, and curriculum in their schools. School .

T ’ pers&gnel sometimes do not attempt to determine the impact of curriculum
R 3
chaﬂ?ed nor do they always have a guage by which they can measure possiblc

11‘

effects of curriculum change. As Payne has proposed (1973), curriculum

€

mhy take a variety of forms which shoul be as repgesentatfve as possible

; v
ﬂ‘;_of the needs and desires of an individfial school's program. The curriculunr

¢, . oy
. ;°» 6valuation instrument that was developed will not indicate i{\a school 13

.

. good or bad--nor was it intendéd to do so. It is an instrument for im-

. - _
. provement and can be of value {n any school. fThe attitudes of the schoor
B . ' : *

e personnel who utilize’ and implement the instrument will determine the

oL '
- worth of the evaluation and of the curriculum evaluation instrument.
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Figure I ;

. ! ” »
. CURRICULUM EVALUATION LNSTRUMENT . .

L4 M . '
For the purposes of this evaluation instrumeut, the following definitions
S wgre recognized: . . ) ‘ — :
: A i i ’ i \
A. "Curriculum: an organizdtional patterm for structuring learning.
This is the preplagned dimension of the ‘instructional program.
. Curriculum is defined to differentiate from instruction which' ,

i is defined as the process of putting opportunities for léarning VN
before the studeht. Instruction is’the implementation of the
curriculum. oo, . '
(B. Objective: a statement which specifies - St
Y 1. Who~is éxpected to perform +the taslc. ‘

2. What performance is desired.

-f Where the task should be performed. . )

4., How the task 'is to be performed:: . -

L N 5. Expectancy lével which js expected in accomplishing the task.
.Objectives are derived from Goals which are the more general and
remote ends of schooling. :

. Instrucfions: Circle your evaluation of each item according to /the following
o ‘scale: .5 = Excellent: & = Good; 3 = Average; ‘2 = Poor; and 1 = Doesn't éxist.
> . , ~
1\( Part 1
S 1. Identifyxlie extent to which the following statements are evident in
. the §chool's curriculum objectives: O . '
a. Concisely stated in written form ¢ 5 4.8 2-1
b.v Derived from the statement of philosophy 5 4 3 2 1
. c. Stated in measurable terms ’ s 4 3 2 1
- d. Formulated with input from:,\__ . - S
! (1) faculty e ] / N 5 4 3 2 1
, " (2) students : . 5 4 3 2 1
, . (3) parents 5 4 3 2 1
(4) other members of the commun{ty' 5 4 3 2 1
. h 4 -
“ Comments: : o
. ' . .o ‘ e
. ) . . . . ’\w
2. To what extent are objectives so stated that faculty members can ’
understand the purpose of the curriculum? s 4 3 21
Comments: . L ; -
¢ . N ‘ - ) \ .\
. [ { . ! .
This evaluation instrument was developed by the members of a
graduate' curriculum class at’ the University of New Orleans under the
leadership of Deaon Milton Fergusgn of the College of Education, / '
Q
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3(/’10 yvhat extent do the currlculum ObJQCCLVLS dxpress eoncern for

the total dcvelopmchL of the individual including: .
a. : Communication skills reflectud,xq! ' N ©

- \ W . .

Lo : 4

-~
Summary Comments and Recommendations for Part L.

Comments ¢

- ) .

(1) teading : 5 4.3 21
(2) writing X. 5-4 3 2 17
(3) speaking , : .5 4 3 21
. (4), listening : . 5°4 3 2 1 _
Comment §* , : ) b
( . - -
. ' . . I
b. Practice of prfhciples of American ‘citizenship. ' s 4 32 1
. | - '
Comments: * ) - < ,
g;~ The development and practice of work skills. ST B ‘2' 1™,
Comments: ' '-\ . : , . -
d. Acquiring knowledge and practice of ba:;:\physical ahd . .
mental health. ’ . b 54 3 2 1
Comments: . ; ' -
“ ' . . i .
e. Growth in the area of character development and family
and other social relationships. . 5 4 3 2 1
Comments:
£, Knowledge about and participation in leisure activities. 5 4 3 2 1
. . %
Comments: -
. 3
To what extent do the currlcu1um objectives take into consider-
ation the speclflc needs of students as related to the following
areag:’ .
a. Cognitive needs - 5 4 3 21
b. Affective needs ) 5 4 3 21
c. Psychomotor needs s 4 3 2 -1
€omments : , .
L} . .
To what extent do the curriculum tbjectives encourage
students' involvement in their learning activities? 5 4 3 2 1




. ‘ A - ' ) ' 9
\ , *
’ «  Part IX ' 4
.. To what extcnt -dogs the cuqriéu1UW incérporute activitics from the
a. Cognitive ddmain . , S 4 3 2
"*b. Affegtive domain x - . 5 4 3 2
c. ' Psychomotor domain , ) : 5.4 3 2
romments: .
‘ ;, - i A o ’
i ’ - [ s _' ¢ L]
. iTo what extent is the curriculum consistent with stated ’ .
3§§$jectives?‘ . ‘ S5 4 3 2
Ly
Gomments: ’ .
. ,{, .
‘1' i \ 7 .
1 “‘ . ¢ . N
3. Th what extent’does the curriculum prévide for divérsity in ,
céurse offerings to meet student needs and interests? 5 4 3 2
i ~
Comments: ' . : .
A K . ) ‘ <
4, To what extent does the curriculum provide flexibility to
" allow the student to adjust his prograw during the school
year? 5 4 3 2
Comments:
. \}
L -
.5. To what extent does the curriculum previde a sequemgial
dév%lopment of learning experiences and content? S 4 3 2
i i . .
2 | -~ - ) -
Comm?nts. \ ‘ (. .
I -
6. To what extent does the curriculum provide the student with ’
time to pursue his own interests through
. a. Recreational areas - ‘ 5 4 3 2
s C/’r‘ b, Instructional areas ) S & 3 2
, ¢, Resource centers: . - :
o, (1) School library . .5 &4 3 2
« ' (2) Media center 5 4 3 2
(3) Others 5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2

ERIC
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d. Off-campus educational opportunities

| /

Commentsg:




7.

10.

XA - T T

. ,‘ N
. /
- s
To what extent are the folloving considéred in curriculum,
' dcv(:lecnt: . o -
& Faculty input’ ' , 5 4 3
**b. Student input 5 4 3
' ¢, Assessment of community nceds : "5 4 -3
d.- Current curriculum rescarch studics: from throughout .
A the nation . - 5 4 3
e. ' Parent input 5 4 3
£. Current learning theory : &, S 5 4 3
g. Student profiles as mecasured by !
{1) degographic data ‘5 43
(2) academic data : .5 4 3
h. Different organizational patterns as exemplified by
~ (1) core ° . ‘ 5 4 3
(2) .broad fields ' 5 4 3
(3) modular or flexible ! 5 4 3
Comments : ' .
v

To what. extent does the curriculum afford opportunities for the ~
development of students' capacities in the fundamental skills of

a, Reading 5 4, 3
b. Writing 5°4 3
c. Listening 5 4 3
d. Observing- ., . 5 4 3
e. Speaking . : 5 473
f., Computing ‘ ' 5 4 3
g. Problem-solving techniques 5 4 3

{

- !

Comments: »

.

To what extent does the curriculum allow opportunities for students
to develop an understanding for and to promote tolerance and. respect
for their’ culture and the culture of others? - 5 4 3

.

Comments:

r

»

To what extent does the currieulum provide for. -

. ' -
a. A continuous plan of evaluation by .
! (1) the professional staff : 5 4 3
(2) students - 5 4 3
(3) parents concerned with the school ) 5 &4
b. Procedures for the implementation of suggested aurri- -
culum changes. : 5 4 3

Comments:

.10 '
’ ¢

201 :
‘2 1 ~

2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1 *
2.1

2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1

4

2 1 )

2 1

2 1

2 1 ,

2 1

2 1

2 1

H ~

2 1

J
s

2 1

2 1

2 1

2 1 .
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11. * To what extent docs the curriculum extend Study for students
, beyond the school; for example, ficld trips, visits to indus- ,
tries, participation in community ‘government? ) S 5°4 3 2 1
z . ., Lot . ) (N
Comwnients: .
’ L . ’ b * ’\~
. N 4
12. To what extent is use made of corfuunity resource people to . i ),
involve the community in' the curriculum of the schoel?. ) 321
. ~ " ~
Comments: . ’ .
- . ’ ] N
- Summary ,Comments and Recommendatichis for Part 1.
.
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